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The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) require the 

assessment of projects in relation to internationally important sites for biodiversity. These 

sites include Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation and Ramsar sites and are 

known as European sites. The assessment is achieved by means of a Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA). This report is the HRA of a proposal by Forestry England to introduce 

parking charges at their car parks within the New Forest.  

 

An HRA asks very specific questions. Firstly, it ‘screens’ the project to identify if there is a risk 

that certain aspects may have a ‘likely significant effect’ on a European site, alone or (if 

necessary) in-combination with other plans and projects. If the risk of likely significant effects 

can be ruled out, then the project may be consented but if it cannot, it must be subjected to 

the greater scrutiny of an ‘appropriate assessment’ and an ‘integrity test’. At this stage, 

consent can normally only be granted if an ‘adverse effect on the integrity’ of European sites 

can be ruled out. Where possible, a project should be amended to avoid or mitigate any 

conflicts to achieve this outcome.  

 

The proposal relates to 130 different car parks, widely scattered across the New Forest, with 

the charges applying at all times across the year. Initially two busy car parks will have 

automatic number plate recognition cameras (ANPR) and 16 car parks will have terminals 

installed to allow visitors to purchase tickets; over time such infrastructure may be adapted or 

extended to additional parking locations. Otherwise, tickets can be purchased online and 

annual permits will be available. The charging is not linked to any desire and plans by Forestry 

England to expand access provision or to reduce provision.  

 

Forestry England already charge for the use of car parks in many locations across the country, 

including in the South District. The organisation is expanding the use of charging to help fund 

the work it does to look after the nation’s forest and provide public access and facilities. In the 

New Forest this includes a wide range of tasks to care for habitats and manage the landscape, 

including looking after the network of 130 car parks, maintaining hundreds of miles of trails, 

paths and cycle routes, and carrying out year round visitor-focussed ranger patrols. 

 

The proposal will support the resources required for managing and monitoring access. The 

charges could also have a positive effect on recreation use by highlighting the need to care for 

the Forest and perhaps influencing visitor’s choice of transport and making visitors think more 

about their recreation use and implications.  

 

Nonetheless there are potential impacts on the nature conservation interest and likely 

significant effects are identified for the following sites as a result of a re-distribution or change 

in access: 
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• New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to changes in levels and distribution of access 

within the New Forest; change in visitor pattern, change in attitude, Ranger team diverted 

from other duties and direct habitat loss from the installation of charging infrastructure) 

• Dorset Heaths SAC (risks relating to displacement from core areas of the New Forest 

SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to displacement from core areas of the 

New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Solent & Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to displacement from core areas 

of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Solent Maritime SAC (risks relating to displacement from core areas of the New Forest 

SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Solent & Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC (risks relating to displacement from core areas of the 

New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites). 

 

The risks, vulnerable locations and effectiveness of the mitigation proposed are considered in 

more detail in the appropriate assessment section of the report. Drawing on these findings, it 

is possible to conclude that adverse effects on integrity can be ruled out for all relevant 

European sites alone. This conclusion is dependent on a comprehensive package of mitigation 

measures that Forestry England will undertake that includes the employment of a dedicated 

ranger team. The conclusion is also dependent on a monitoring programme which will be 

necessary to ensure any unexpected change or displacement parking to unexpected locations 

can be addressed quickly before impacts occur. Monitoring is incorporated into Forestry 

England’s proposal. It is only with such monitoring in place that there can be confidence that 

adverse effects on integrity can be ruled out.  
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 This report is the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) of a proposal 

by Forestry England to introduce parking charges at their car parks 

within the New Forest. These car parks are within an area of 

international importance for nature conservation and the car parks 

are within or close to a range of sites that are afforded strict legal 

protection. An HRA is required to test if a plan or project proposal 

could significantly harm the designated features of such sites.  

 Car park charges are being introduced by Forestry England in order to 

help fund their work, including the on-going management of the 

Forest such as the maintenance and provision of the existing access. 

The change is required to fill the gap between the level of core funding 

provided by the government and the cost of managing sites; many 

other Forestry England sites across the country now also charge for 

parking.  The charging is not linked to any desire and plans by Forestry 

England to expand access provision or to reduce provision.  

 The strategic direction for the management of outdoor recreation in 

the New Forest National Park is set out in the Recreation Management 

Strategy1, and this provides context for this proposal. The strategy 

recognises the need to support landowners in finding new sources of 

funding to cover the costs of providing public access and maintaining 

recreational infrastructure (and especially to fund car park 

maintenance). 

 The HRA is based on a document produced by Forestry England2, 

hereafter ‘the proposals’. This sets out the details of the infrastructure 

proposed, parking charges, enforcement etc.  

 

1 See https://www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/about-us/recreation-management-strategy/ 

 
2 Forestry England New Forest Car Park Charging Proposals HRA. Version 30th October 2024 (with 

monitoring details confirmed separately).  
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 The proposals involve the introduction of parking charges across 

approximately 130 car parks, managed by Forestry England and 

distributed across the New Forest National Park (see Map 1). The 

project would introduce parking simultaneously across the New Forest 

in 2026. 

 Charges will be instigated using a combination of solar-powered 

credit/debit card terminals (including contactless) and online either in 

real time (car parks with phone signal) or within 24hrs of their visit 

(those without phone signal). Infrastructure will involve some car 

parks with automatic number plate recognition cameras (ANPR) 

installed, 24 car parks with terminals and signage in all car parks. All 

infrastructure will meet the minimum requirements set out by the 

British Parking Association and Forestry England will aim to minimise 

landscape and other impacts. Where installed, any infrastructure will 

be within the gravelled areas of existing car parks.  

 Tariffs will be carefully selected and benchmarked with other areas to 

ensure they do not discourage responsible parking. The tariffs will 

enable visitors to pay to park for part or all of the day.  There will also 

be an annual pass available, covering all Forestry England car parks in 

the New Forest. Two options for an annual pass will be available - a 

local membership covering the New Forest only, and a Forestry 

England National Membership covering all Forestry England car parks 

in England including the New Forest. Both these annual passes will 

mean the holder does not need to pay any further costs to park. 

 The tariffs will apply to all users unless exemptions apply which will 

have been agreed in advance with Forestry England. 

 The enforcement of car parking charges will be monitored by Forestry 

England staff known as ‘Parking Rangers’ (as set out in the proposals). 

This team (including one manager and one administration role) are 

anticipated to engage with the public and enforce charges where 

necessary. They will also report on any perceived problems across car 

parks (e.g. with the charging system, outbreak of fires and anti-social 

behaviour) where necessary to ensure that duties of the existing 

ranger team are not compromised. Fines will be issued to those who 
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fail to pay, at least a flat rate of £50 (reduced to £25 if paid within 14 

days).  

 The designation, protection and restoration of key wildlife sites is 

embedded in the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2017, as amended, which are commonly referred to as the ‘Habitats 

Regulations’. These are domestic law and remain in place post Brexit. 

The most recent amendments (the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species (amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 20193) take account of the 

UKs departure from the EU. 

European sites 

 ‘European sites’ are those over which the provisions of the Habitats 

Regulations exert an influence, through statute or policy. They are the 

top tier of protected sites in the UK and are of international 

importance for nature conservation.  

 Sites that are afforded statutory protection and included within 

Regulation 8 of the Habitats Regulations are part of a ‘national 

network’ and referred to as Habitats sites. Statutory sites comprise the 

following: 

• Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) designated under the 1992 

Habitats Directive; 

• Sites of Community Importance (SCI) included on the list of such 

sites compiled by the European Commission and submitted before 

the UK left the EU; 

• Candidate SACs (cSACs), submitted by the UK government to the 

European Commission before Exit day as eligible for selection as 

an SCI;  

• Special Protection Areas (SPAs) classified under the 1979 Birds 

Directive; 

 

3 The amending regulations generally seek to retain the requirements of the 2017 Regulations 

but with adjustments for the UK’s exit from the European Union. See Regulation 4, which also 

confirms that the interpretation of these Regulations as they had effect, or any guidance as it 

applied, before exit day, shall continue to do so. 
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 As a matter of policy, the following sites are also European sites: 

• ‘Wetlands of International Importance’ (Ramsar sites, listed under 

the Convention) or proposed Ramsar sites; 

• Potential SPAs (pSPAs),  

• Possible / proposed SACs 

• Areas providing formal compensation for damage to a European 

site. 

 The overarching objectives of the national site network are to 

maintain, or where appropriate, restore habitats and species listed in 

Annexes I and II of the Habitats Directive to a Favourable Conservation 

Status, and 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. 

 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. 

HRA Process 

 The step-by-step process of HRA is summarised in Figure 1.  

 After completing an assessment, a competent authority should only 

adopt a plan where it can be ascertained that there will not be an 

adverse effect on the integrity of the habitats site(s) in question. In 

order to reach this conclusion, the competent authority may have 

made changes to the plan, or modified the project with restrictions or 

conditions, in light of their Appropriate Assessment findings.  

 Where adverse effects cannot be ruled out, further exceptional tests 

are set out in Regulation 64. In exceptional cases, this allows a project 

to be taken forward where there are no ‘alternative solutions’, where 

‘imperative reasons of overriding public interest’ apply and where 

compensation can be delivered. It should be noted that meeting these 

tests is a rare last resort and ordinarily, competent authorities seek to 

ensure that a plan or project is fully mitigated for, or it does not 

proceed.  
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 In such circumstances where a competent authority considers that a 

project should proceed under Regulation 64, they must notify the 

relevant Secretary of State. Normally, planning decisions and 

competent authority duties are then transferred, becoming the 

responsibility of the Secretary of State, unless on considering the 

information, the planning authority is directed by the Secretary of 

State to make their own decision on the plan or project at the local 

level. The decision maker, whether the Secretary of State or the 

planning authority, should give full consideration to any proposed 

‘overriding reasons’ for which a plan or project should proceed despite 

being unable to rule out adverse effects on Habitat site interest 

features, and ensure that those reasons are in the public interest and 

are such that they override the potential harm. The decision maker 

will also need to secure any necessary compensatory measures, to 

ensure the continued overall coherence of the European site network 

if such a plan or project is allowed to proceed. However, it is 

understood that Forestry England would not wish to pursue these 

derogations. 



8 

 

Figure 1: Outline of the assessment of projects under the Habitat Regulations. Though 

dated prior to the latest amendments to the Regulations, the same tests still apply and it 

remains valid. 

  



9 

Definitions, references to case law and guidance 

 This HRA follows principles of case law, both UK and EU. It also refers 

as appropriate to the Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook 

(Tyldesley & Chapman, 2013), to which Footprint Ecology subscribes. 

We also follow relevant government guidance. 

 Drawing on the Handbook, other relevant guidance and case law, we 

clarify the following terms used in the flow chart ((Tyldesley & 

Chapman, 2013) 

 In Stage 1, A ‘likely significant effect’ following Waddenzee4, is a 

‘possible significant effect; one whose occurrence cannot be excluded on 

the basis of objective information’. It is a low threshold and simply 

means that there is a risk or doubt regarding such an effect. The 

screening stage is a preliminary examination, sometimes described as 

a coarse filter, or following Sweetman5, as ‘a trigger for the obligation to 

carry out an appropriate assessment’. There should however be credible 

evidence to show that there is a real rather than a hypothetical risk of 

effects that could undermine a site’s conservation objectives. This was 

amplified in the Bagmoor Wind6 case where ‘if the absence of risk… can 

only be demonstrated after a detailed investigation, or expert opinion, 

[then] the authority must move from preliminary examination to 

appropriate assessment’. 

 Following the People Over Wind judgement7, when making screening 

decisions for the purposes of deciding whether an appropriate 

assessment is required, competent authorities cannot take into 

account any mitigation measures.  

 Stage 2 involves the appropriate assessment and integrity test. 

Here a plan can only be adopted if the competent authority can 

 

4 Waddenzee: European Courts C-127/02 Waddenzee 7th September 2004, reference for a 

preliminary ruling from the Raad van State.  
5 Sweetman: European Court C – 258/11 Sweetman 11th April 2013, reference for a preliminary 

ruling from the Supreme Court of Ireland. 
6 Bagmoor Wind: UK courts Bagmoor Wind v The Scottish Ministers, Court of Session [2012] CSIH 

93. 
7 People Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (323-17) [2018] PTSR 1668 
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demonstrate that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the Habitat 

site. This is precautionary approach and means it is necessary to show 

the absence of harm.  

 Following Champion8 ‘appropriate’ is not a technical term but simply 

indicates that the assessment needs to be appropriate to the task in 

hand.  

 The integrity of a Habitats site has been described as the ‘coherence 

of its ecological structure and function, across its whole area, that 

enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels 

of populations of the species for which it was classified9. An alternative 

definition, after Sweetman10, is ‘the lasting preservation of the 

constitutive characteristics of the site’.  

 In terms of the burden of proof, the HRA of development plans was 

first made a requirement in the UK following a ruling by the European 

Court of Justice in EC v UK11. However, the judgement12 recognised 

that any assessment had to reflect the actual stage in the strategic 

planning process and the level of evidence that might or might not be 

available. This was given expression in the High Court (Feeney)13 which 

stated: “Each … assessment … cannot do more than the level of detail of 

the strategy at that stage permits”. 

 The need to consider possible in-combination effects arises at stage 

1 – the screening and also at stage 2 – the appropriate assessment 

and integrity test. The effects of the plan in-combination with other 

plans or projects are the cumulative effects which will or might arise 

from the addition of the effects of other relevant plans or projects 

alongside the plan under consideration. If during the stage 1 screening 

it is found the subject plan would have no likely effect alone, but might 

have such an effect in-combination then the appropriate assessment 

 

8 R (on the application of Champion v North Norfolk District Council [2015] 1 WLR 3170 at para 41 
9 Para 20 of the ODPM Circ. 06/2005 
10 Sweetman v An Bord Pleanála (C–258-11) [2014] PTSR 1092 at paragraph 39 
11 Commission v UK (C-6/04) [2005] ECR 1-9017  
12 Commission of the European Communities v UK Opinion of Advocate General Kokott 
13 Feeney v Oxford City Council [2011] EWHC 2699 Admin at paragraph 92 
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at stage 2 will proceed to consider cumulative effects. Where a plan is 

screened as having a likely significant effect alone, the appropriate 

assessment should initially concentrate on its effects alone. 

Exceptionally, the Wealden decision14 requires the impacts of air 

pollution to be considered alone and in-combination. 

Competent authority and how this HRA should be used 

 Competent authorities must carry out an assessment under the 

Habitats Regulations (an HRA), to test if a plan or project proposal 

could significantly harm the designated features of a European site. 

 Competent authorities include any public body that decides to give a 

licence, permit, consent or other permission for work to happen, 

adopt a plan or carry out work for itself. In the case of this report, 

Forestry England are the competent authority, as well as the project 

proposer.  

 Although this HRA has been prepared by Footprint Ecology to help 

Forestry England discharge its duties under the Habitats Regulations, 

Forestry England must decide whether to accept this report or 

otherwise.  

 Further, it should be noted that this HRA has been prepared for the 

purposes of preparing and examining the overall proposal for 

charging. There may be a need for further HRA work if there are 

discrete applications at individual car parks, for example in relation to 

the installation of infrastructure. These could involve planning 

application to the New Forest National Park Authority, in which case 

the National Park Authority would also be the competent authority, 

and this document could inform their assessment.   

 

14 Wealden District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Lewes 

District Council and the South Downs National Park Authority (Defendants) and Natural England 

(Interested Party) [2017] EWHC 351 (Admin). 
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 Stage 1 of Figure 1 (elaborated further in section E5.1 – 5.4 of the 

Handbook) encourages a brief, ‘pre-screening’ exercise prior to the 

formal screening test to determine if there is an actual need for an 

HRA. It explores if a proposed development can be: 

• Exempted from the need for HRA because it is ‘… directly 

connected with or necessary to the management of the … 

European site’; 

• Excluded from the HRA because ‘it is not a project within the 

meaning and scope of the Habitats Directive’; or 

• Eliminated from the HRA because it can easily be shown that 

there could be no conceivable impact on a European site. 

 Taking these in turn, and on the basis of current information, the 

introduction of parking charges represents a ‘project’ within the 

meaning and scope of the Regulations with the potential to cause 

harm to European sites. The Habitats Regulations Handbook is clear15 

that if anything is proposed to be done, the key question is whether it 

is likely to have a significant effect on a European site, either alone or 

in combination with other plans or projects, and if that is the case, it is 

a plan or project for the purpose of Article 6 (3).  

 Although funds from charging will support the management of the 

New Forest by Forestry England and in particular used to maintain and 

improve the existing access provision, the purpose of the project is 

clearly not directly connected with or necessary to the conservation 

management of the New Forest and so it cannot be made exempt 

from further assessment.   

 

15 Para C.3.1 
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• Have qualifying features that could be impacted by a change in 

visitor use.  

 In addition, we might expect any displacement or shift to relate to 

locations where parking provision is free (or at least a lower cost than 

that proposed for the New Forest). This may be so for a proportion of 

visitors, but it is not necessarily the case. It may be that visitors may 

choose to simply go to another location where they have to pay for 

parking, simply because they have no other alternatives or base their 

choice on some other factor beside the cost of parking.  

 Having applied these criteria, we can consider the following European 

sites as relevant to the screening (see Appendix 1 for further 

background on which sites have been eliminated as not relevant and 

the rationale for doing so).  

• New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar; 

• The Dorset Heaths: Dorset Heaths SAC/Dorset Heathlands 

SPA/Ramsar; 

• The Solent and Southampton Water coast: (Solent & Isle of 

Wight Lagoons SAC; Solent Maritime SAC Solent and Southampton 

Water SPA/Ramsar).  

 The above European sites are listed in Appendix 2, which provides 

details of the qualifying features, links to conservation objectives and 

other background.  

New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar 

 The New Forest is one of the largest tracts of semi natural vegetation 

in the country, and as such is one of our most important wildlife sites. 

The area hosts three international wildlife site designations and is 

closely located to other international wildlife sites such as the Solent 

and Southampton Water.  

 The New Forest is classified as an SPA for its breeding and 

overwintering bird species of European importance. The designation 

relates to internationally significant breeding populations of Dartford 

Warbler Sylvia undata, Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, Woodlark 

Lullula arborea, Honey Buzzard Pernis apivorus, Hobby Falco subbuteo 
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and Wood Warbler Phylloscopus sibilatrix and over-wintering Hen 

Harrier Circus cyaneus. 

 The New Forest qualifies as an SAC for its habitats and non-avian 

species of European importance, in accordance with the European 

Habitats Directive. This designation reflects the unique mosaic of 

habitats across the New Forest, which includes eight Annex 1 

heathland, grassland, woodland, wetland, bog and open water 

habitats, together with three Annex 2 species, Stag Beetle Lucanus 

cervus, and Southern Damselfly Coenagrion mercuriale, and Great 

Crested Newt Triturus cristatus. 

 Also relevant is the New Forest’s listing as a Ramsar site, under the 

Ramsar Convention. This recognises the international importance of 

the site as a wetland, supporting wetland flora and fauna of 

international importance, and adding to the global network of Ramsar 

listed wetlands. 

 The New Forest is also a National Park, which means there are 

statutory duties to conserve and enhance natural beauty, wildlife, 

culture and heritage and to promote opportunities for understanding 

the qualities of the National Park by the public. The National Park 

covers the entirety of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar and extends to 

the Solent coast. The landscape, scenery, visitor experience and 

promotion of the National Park mean it has a very particular draw for 

visitors.  

 Visitor levels in the New Forest were estimated to be over 15 million 

visitor days (RJS Associates Ltd., 2018), however it is likely that this 

figure may have since increased. Since the Covid-19 pandemic there 

has been a marked shift in how people use their local greenspaces 

and an increase in recreation overall since the pandemic (Burnett et 

al., 2021).  

 Within this report, we refer to the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to the 

core area of woodland, heathland and related terrestrial habitats that 

comprise the European site. Reference to the New Forest or the New 
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Forest National Park means the wider area that encompasses the 

coast, towns, villages etc.  

The Dorset Heaths 

 Dorset holds some 7500ha of heathland (see Rose et al., 2000), and 

much of this is designated as being of European importance. The 

designated sites are the Dorset Heathlands SPA, the Dorset Heaths 

SAC, the Dorset Heaths (Purbeck & Wareham) and Studland Dunes 

SAC and the Dorset Heathlands Ramsar. The Dorset Heaths (Purbeck 

& Wareham) and Studland Dunes SAC lies well to the west of the New 

Forest and as such is not relevant to this assessment.  

 The designations at the international and national levels reflect the 

conservation importance of the sites, which hold internationally 

important bird species (breeding Nightjar, Woodlark and Dartford 

Warbler, wintering raptors such as Merlin and Hen Harrier), all six 

species of native British reptiles and the Southern Damselfly. The 

various rare plants include the Dorset Heath, for which the heaths 

around Poole Harbour are the British stronghold.  

 The heaths are fragmented and comprise over 40 different SSSIs, 

spread across the urban conurbation of Bournemouth, Christchurch 

and Poole as well as the more rural areas to the west and north. Most 

sites are open to the public and draw people for recreation use (e.g. 

Panter & Caals, 2020), with heaths such as St. Catherine’s and Town 

Common lying relatively close to the New Forest and potentially 

providing a relatively similar visitor experience to much of the New 

Forest and in close proximity.  

The Solent and Southampton Water Coast 

 The coast adjacent to the New Forest (to the south and east) falls 

within a number of European sites. The Solent & Isle of Wight Lagoons 

qualify as an SAC for coastal lagoons, and these include eight lagoons 

in the marshes around Keyhaven and Lymington. The Solent Maritime 

SAC covers a much larger extent and a wide range of coastal habitats, 

including lagoons, vegetated shingle, saltmarsh and mudflats. It also 

qualifies for a single species, Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail. This SAC 
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includes Hurst Spit, the coastal areas around Keyhaven and 

Lymington, the saltmarsh at Calshot and other parts of Southampton 

Water. The Solent and Southampton Water SPA is classified for a 

range of non-breeding waterbirds and the non-breeding waterbird 

assemblage, providing protection for thousands of overwintering 

birds. These include Brent Goose Branta bernicula, Black-tailed Godwit 

Limosa limosa, Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula and Teal Anas crecca. 

The site is also classified for breeding terns and Mediterranean Gull 

Ichthyaetus melanocephalus. The Solent and Southampton Water 

Ramsar is listed for a similar suite of bird species, and the listing 

extends to cover a range of coastal habitats as well as the wetland 

plant assemblage and the wetland invertebrate assemblage.  

 The coast also includes the Solent and Dorset Coast SPA which is 

classified for three species of tern. This SPA incorporates most of the 

Hampshire and Isle of Wight coastline and adjacent offshore areas 

and protects the surrounding waters used by the foraging terns. Given 

the SPA only relates to open water and areas used by foraging terns, it 

can be excluded from further consideration in this HRA, as there is no 

plausible way it could be impacted.  

 The coast is within the National Park and easily accessible in a number 

of locations, these include some areas such as adjacent to Hurst Spit 

where there are opportunities to park for free. Options are however 

relatively limited, often unofficial and may well change with time.  

 















25 

 

 The screening has identified likely significant effects alone for the 

following sites as a result of a re-distribution or change in access: 

• New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to changes in levels and 

distribution of access within the New Forest; change in visitor 

pattern, change in attitude, Ranger team diverted from other 

duties and direct habitat loss from the installation of charging 

infrastructure) 

• Dorset Heaths SAC (risks relating to displacement from core areas 

of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to displacement 

from core areas of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other 

European sites); 

• Solent & Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar (risks relating to 

displacement from core areas of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar 

to other European sites); 

• Solent Maritime SAC (risks relating to displacement from core 

areas of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other European sites); 

• Solent & Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC (risks relating to displacement 

from core areas of the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar to other 

European sites). 

 The above should be considered in the appropriate assessment (stage 

2).  
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 The implementation of parking charges could affect access in a range 

of ways, with only some of these changes likely to result in a risk to 

European sites (Figure 2). In many ways, the implementation of 

parking charges could be positive, as it could mean that there are 

more funds available for visitor management of the New Forest (such 

as the ability to fund resurfacing of car parks with appropriate 

material), better visitor infrastructure/management of access and it is 

possible that there could be a net reduction in visitor use. Some 

visitors may choose to travel by other means, utilising the cycle 

network or using public transport.  

 From Figure 2 a range of scenarios are possible and it is hard to 

predict what level of displacement or shifts in visitor use might occur, 

when and where. Many of the alternative opportunities to park are 

limited in scale and therefore a very scattered redistribution is likely, 

rather than all the displacement occurring at a single place. Clearly 

only a proportion of visitors may wish to avoid charging and actively 

seek out alternatives. It may be that any displacement is relatively 

short-term, as more of a knee-jerk reaction to change or it could be 

that displacement persists more in the long-term. How visitors 

respond is likely to be influenced by how the implementation of the 

charging is communicated, the scale of reaction to the proposals, the 

potential to manage and limit verge parking, and how other 

organisations (besides Forestry England) manage their parking 

provision.  

 Accurate predictions of the scale of impact and precise locations that 

will be affected is therefore difficult. Vehicle counts across the New 

Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar in 2018/19 indicated there were typically 

around 1,000 cars parked at any one time (median count of 1,006 

across 15 different counts) and ranged from 370 – 2,908 (the latter on 

a bank holiday weekend). On average around 7% of vehicles counted 

were on verges or informal parking locations.  
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 While we cannot predict the level of likely displacement, there is some 

indication that it may be relatively low and potentially change might be 

relatively short-term. For example: 

• Visitor surveys at Upton Country Park suggested around 5% of use 

might be displaced to nearby heathland areas following car park 

charging being introduced (Liley, 2016).  

• A survey in the Cairngorms indicated 82% of visitors thought 

paying to park to be reasonable (Phillip & Macmillan, 2009); 

• At Burnham Beeches SAC, parking charges were introduced in 

August 2011; prior to this (2009-2011) estimates of visitor numbers 

(Wheater & Cook, 2016) showed an increase and after charging 

was introduced they numbers dropped by around 20% such that 

levels were similar to 2009/10. From 2014, estimated visitor 

numbers increased such that in 2016 (when car park charges were 

increased) the levels were not dissimilar to 2011. These data 

suggest that there was initial deflection/reduction in use but over 

time the overall effect on visitor numbers was negligible.  

• At Chobham Common, surveys prior to the introduction of 

charging (Liley et al., 2018) indicated that 71% of users would not 

have parked at the location where interviewed if parking charges 

were instigated; of these, 55% indicated they would have gone 

somewhere else entirely, 44% indicated they would have parked 

somewhere else nearby, but still visited the same area and 5% 

were not sure/didn’t know. 

• A study from the Netherlands found that during the first year 

following the introduction of parking charges there was an initial 

decrease (10%) of cars, but subsequently use increased again 

(Beunen et al., 2006). 

• Models of potential displacement following the introduction of 

visitor fees at Japanese National Parks predicted marked variation 

between parks, due to the differences between them in the range 

of alternative locations, ease of access and remoteness (Shoji et al., 

2023).  

• There is also general evidence that countryside locations where 

parking charges are levied tend to be busier than non-charging 

locations of a similar size, i.e. locations with charging to get more 

visits rather than act as some kind of deterrent (Weitowitz et al., 

2019). 

 Monitoring of all parking locations within the New Forest will 

commence prior to parking charges being implemented and this will 

help identify the baseline. Monitoring will include regular counts of 

parked vehicles across all parking locations around the New Forest 
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(including ones not managed by Forestry England). There is also scope 

for visitor surveys to gather data on visitor attitudes and the extent to 

which parking charges have changed behaviour (although such 

surveys are not necessary for mitigation, see later parts of this HRA 

including Table 3). Monitoring is set out in a separate document that 

accompanies Forestry England’s proposal.  

 

Figure 2: Potential implications for different visitor responses to the introduction of 

parking charges. Green shading indicates responses that result in a reduction in visitor 

numbers to the New Forest Sac/SPA/Ramsar and have no implications for the HRA; red 

shading indicates responses which result in a change of use with HRA implications, grey 

shading indicates no change, i.e. visitor use would remain as current. 

•No change, no implications for HRA as access as before

Continue to visit as before to same locations, now paying to park

•May visit for less time, therefore little/reduced impact (use more concentrated around vicinity 
of relevant car parks?)

Continue to visit same locations but for less time

•May park on verges, gateways etc around the Forest or nearby roads

•Results in redistribution of access within the New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar

Visit New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar but park elsewhere

•May visit same locations as before (with no implications for HRA)

•May use different locations, resulting in redistribution of access within the European site

Travel to visit but travel on foot/bike or by public transport

•Resulting in increased pressure to other sites, HRA implications if location also a European site 
and vulnerable to recreation impacts

Visit other places outside New Forest

•Would result in reduction in use of the New Forest and no HRA implications

Not use countryside sites at all (choose not to go out)
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future. Forestry England and the National Park authority have ranger 

teams that undertake engagement, education work and influence 

visitor behaviour, and these rangers play a vital role in looking after 

the Forest and delivering other mitigation (such as addressing 

recreation impacts from housing growth, , et al., 2023). 

There is a risk, at least in the short term that parking charges might 

result in ranger time being diverted from other duties to addressing 

issues with visitors not understanding how to work machines, where 

to get tickets or dealing with complaints/enforcement etc.  

 Finally, there is a risk that the parking machines and other 

infrastructure such as signage may result in a direct loss of habitat 

and direct damage from concrete etc.  

Ecological impacts and the conservation objectives 

 Any changes in recreation use could lead to a number of impacts 

relevant to the European site qualifying features, including damage, 

contamination, disturbance and increased fire incidence (see Lake et 

al., 2020 for review and discussion in context for the New Forest). 

Public access/disturbance is recognised by Natural England in the Site 

Improvement Plan for the Forest as a pressure on the site17.  

 Damage to the habitats for which the New Forest SAC is designated 

(and the habitats which in turn support the SPA/Ramsar features), can 

be realised through footfall (or wheels) on individual species, 

vegetation and soils. Issues relate to vegetation wear, soil compaction 

and erosion, i.e. largely unintentional consequences from the passage 

of people, pets and vehicles. These issues relate to plants and soils, 

but then changes in habitat extent (e.g. through the widening of 

footpaths and path erosion) and structure can also have 

consequences for a range of species and trampling can result in direct 

mortality for some fauna. In addition, damage can be deliberate, for 

example vandalism. 

 

17 https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5174614971908096 
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 Vehicles parking on road verges are a long-standing concern as verge 

parking can lead to localised damage alongside some roads. Repeated 

wear will result in bare edges and a loss of vegetation, likely to be of 

particular concern for those verges with specialist flora such as Small 

Fleabane Pulicaria vulgaris (Lake et al., 2020). Parking in gateways may 

have similar impacts and may also block legitimate access, with 

implications for emergency services (e.g. responding to fires) and 

commoners. 

 Nutrient levels in soil (particularly nitrogen and phosphorous) are 

important factors determining plant species composition. On 

heathland, dog fouling is the equivalent to applying a high level of 

fertilizer, resulting in a reduction in species richness and the presence 

of species typically associated with more ‘improved’ habitats. The 

impacts of dog fouling can often be seen in the form of grassy edges 

of paths on many heaths with high levels of access. This can be 

exacerbated by trampling, which has a lesser effect on species such as 

grasses, which grow from the base rather than the tip. 

 Dogs will typically defecate within 10 minutes of a walk starting, and as 

a consequence most (but not all) deposition tends to occur within 

around 400m of a site entrance (Taylor et al., 2005). In addition, most 

faeces are deposited close to the path, with a peak at approximately 

1m from the path edge (Shaw et al., 1995). Dogs will also typically 

urinate at the start of a walk, but they will also urinate at frequent 

intervals during the walk. The total volume deposited on sites may be 

surprisingly large (De Frenne et al., 2022; Harris, 2023).  

 Dogs are also being increasingly recognised as an issue with respect to 

water quality. The tick and flea treatments used on dogs are toxic to a 

range of invertebrates and have been widely reported from water 

bodies (e.g. Diepens et al., 2023), including a recent study from the 

New Forest18. Dogs swimming in ponds can also cause contamination 

through increased turbidity (Denton & Groome, 2017). 

 

18 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-hampshire-68400630 
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 Besides dog fouling, other forms of contamination can include litter, 

fly tipping and the spread of non-native species, which can be spread 

on people’s clothing or pets’ fur. Studies have shown such vectors to 

distribute a range of non-native species and often over considerable 

distances (Anderson et al., 2015; Wichmann et al., 2009). 

 Fires can be caused accidentally from discarded cigarettes, by sparks 

from a campfire, BBQs (particularly the disposable BBQs that are 

placed on the ground), from fireworks, as a result of a controlled fire 

getting out of control, from discarded bottles in strong sunlight, from 

children playing with matches or similar, and even from deliberate 

arson. As such fire incidence can be directly linked to access. Climate 

change has meant that major fires are now more frequent and more 

severe (Jolly et al., 2015; Moffat & Gazzard, 2019) and heathland areas 

are particularly vulnerable. Impacts of fire on heathlands are reviewed 

by Underhill-Day (2005) and can include direct mortality, loss of 

habitat, loss of vegetation, damage to soils and vegetation change. 

Impacts can last many years.  

 Disturbance occurs where human activity influences an animal’s 

behaviour or survival. By far the majority of the literature (and there 

are thousands of studies) focuses on birds (Brawn et al., 2001; Hill et 

al., 1997; for general reviews see Hockin et al., 1992; Lowen et al., 

2008; Showler, 2010; Steven et al., 2011; Whitfield et al., 2008). The 

presence of people in the countryside will influence wildlife in many 

ways. For many species, the people or their pets (e.g. dogs) are a 

potential threat and as such it is to be expected that the response will 

be to modify behaviour, for example fleeing.  

 Disturbance can have a range of different impacts potentially affecting 

distribution, breeding success and health. Impacts can be chronic, for 

example otherwise suitable nesting habitat being completely avoided 

(e.g. Liley & Sutherland, 2007) or more short-term in nature, for 

example birds becoming alert and then resuming the initial activity 

(e.g. Fernandez-Juricic et al., 2001). For both nightjar and woodlark 

studies have shown recreation use affects the distribution of birds 

within sites, such that busy areas are avoided (Liley et al. 2006; 
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Mallord et al. 2007; Lowe, Rogers & Durrant 2014). For Dartford 

warblers, breeding productivity is lower in territories where access 

levels are high (Murison et al. 2007), this is because disturbed birds 

nest later in the season. For nightjars there is also evidence of 

breeding success being lower on busier sites and busier parts of sites 

(Murison 2002). For woodlarks at least, there are clear population-level 

impacts as a result of the presence of people on the heaths (Mallord 

et al. 2007). 

 It is often difficult to separate different types of activities as at many 

sites multiple activities tend to overlap in space and time. 

Nonetheless, dogs are often identified as having a disproportionate 

effect (Banks & Bryant, 2007; Cavalli et al., 2016; Gómez-Serrano, 2021; 

Harris, 2023; Lafferty, 2001; Liley & Fearnley, 2012; Taylor et al., 2007; 

Thomas et al., 2003); dogs are likely to be perceived as a greater 

threat, will actively chase birds and are able to track wildlife by smell.  

 High levels of access can also have issues for site management and 

take staff time and resources away from other management duties. 

Achieving effective conservation grazing on sites with high levels of 

access can be more challenging as recreational pressure can result in: 

worrying of animals by dogs, increased incidence of road accidents 

(although many may not be due to recreation), transfer of diseases, 

feeding and petting livestock and gateways etc may become blocked, 

limiting access for commoners. Worrying from dogs can also lead to 

animals behaving differently and becoming dangerous.  

 Visitors who consider the Forest first and foremost as a recreational 

destination may be less willing to take into account requirements 

dictated by land use or the wildlife of the Forest (such as keeping dogs 

under control). Parking charges could lead to the expectation of 

certain access rights, that certain areas should be primarily available 

for recreational pursuits or lead to a lack of willingness to see changes 

required for conservation or pastoral purposes, particularly changes 

that might result in a perceived loss of amenity.  

 As such it is clear there is the potential to undermine the conservation 

objectives for the New Forest in a range of ways. In particular, in terms 
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Mitigation 

 A range of mitigation measures are proposed or can be instigated as 

needed (e.g. triggered by monitoring). Many of these are incorporated 

into the proposal. Measures are summarised in Table 3. 

 To some extent the scale of risk is uncertain, and therefore there is 

uncertainty around the level of mitigation required and where. 

Charging for parking is now common across countryside sites in 

England and many visitors are likely to accept the change as part of 

the norm, as such risks could be low. It is however necessary that 

Forestry England have considered all possible scenarios, can adapt 

mitigation accordingly and that the right levels of mitigation are in 

place at the outset. Monitoring will be key to this process. 

 Any inappropriate parking may soon get out of hand, as visitors will 

realise that others are getting away with not paying and follow suite. It 

will not take many cars parking along a verge before damage occurs. 

As such the monitoring must function as an early warning system and 

measures be targeted accordingly.  

 In particular, the presence of parked cars on particular 

verges/roadsides across more than two dates19 should trigger one or 

more of the following at that location: 

• Dedicated ranger time to speak to the people parking there and 

make sure they are aware of options for passes, how to get tickets 

etc and the impacts of parking on verges;  

• Leaflets under windscreen wipers; 

• Ditch and banking; 

• Dragons teeth; 

• Civil enforcement; 

• Implementation of parking charges (potentially possible at some 

tarmaced roadsides etc within Forestry England management). 

 Should the monitoring indicate continuing issues that are 

unresolvable through the above, then there are further avenues that 

 

19 i.e. the trigger is such that on more than 2 separate transects the data show verge parking or 

use of gateways etc. in the same location. There may need to be reference to the baseline data 

to check that this reflects displacement parking.   
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can be resorted to. The monitoring results will provide the potential 

for multi-agency approach to parking across the New Forest and the 

potential for clearways, providing an option to enforce verge parking. 

A further option would be for Forestry England to remove the parking 

charges entirely. 
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 The screening has identified likely significant effects alone for the 

following impact pathways within the Dorset Heaths: 

• Displacement to other Eurpean sites. 

Risks 

 Relevant sites within the Dorset Heaths are the Dorset Heaths SAC, 

the Dorset Heathlands SPA and the Dorset Heathlands Ramsar. 

 Recreation impacts to the Dorset Heaths are a long standing concern 

(De Molinaar, 1998; Haskins, 2000; Liley et al., 2007; Panter et al., 2021; 

Underhill-Day, 2005) and recognised by Natural England in the Site 

Improvement Plan22 as both a current pressure and a threat.  

 Many of the impacts from recreation to the Dorset Heaths are similar 

to those already identified for the New Forest (see above) and include: 

• Damage from trampling/wheels etc leading lead to vegetation 

wear, soil compaction and erosion;  

• Contamination from dog fouling; 

• Impacts of disturbance to heathland birds are a key concern; 

• Increased fire risk; 

• Impacts to management, such as challenges with livestock grazing. 

 Recreation and urban effects can clearly therefore undermine the 

conservation objectives. For the Dorset Heathlands SPA, the 

supplementary advice for each species states in relation to 

disturbance: 

“Disturbance caused by human activity is particularly significant within parts of 

the Dorset Heathlands SPA because of its proximity to large urban areas. Without 

avoidance measures, the cumulative effect of new housing would be likely to lead 

to an increase in urban pressures (e.g. an increase in wildfires, damaging 

recreational uses, introduction of incompatible plants and animals, loss of 

vegetation and soil erosion and disturbance by humans and their pets – 

 

22 

https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5181909839642624#:~:text=The%20SIP%

20consists%20of%20three,containing%20contextual%20information%20and%20links. 
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Underhill-Day 2005) on parts of the SPA with negative effects on [relevant species] 

likely. A strategic approach to avoiding and mitigating these potential impacts 

arising as a result of new residential development has been developed for the 

Dorset Heathlands in response to the significant levels of housing growth.”  

 Similarly, the supplementary advice for the two Dorset Heaths SACs 

highlight the issues with respect to recreation and urban effects, in 

relation to the structure and function of the SACs:  

“Typical species such as the rare reptiles are vulnerable to effects associated with 

heaths in urban locations such as a high incidence of fires, predation by domestic 

cats and trampling or disturbance of egg-laying sites. Public access to lowland 

heathland from nearby residential developments and other proposals that lead 

to an increase in visitor numbers, or changes in the pattern of public access may 

increase the frequency of these effects. These effects are most marked within 

400m of heathland. A strategic approach to avoiding and mitigating for potential 

impacts arising from recreational pressure as a result of new residential 

development has been developed for the Dorset Heathlands in response to the 

significant levels of growth in emerging regional plans. The mitigation strategy for 

the Dorset Heathlands has now been in place since 2006, The Dorset Heathlands 

Planning Framework Supplementary Planning Document 2015 – 2020 (SPD) sets 

out the detailed approach to the avoidance and mitigation of adverse effects of 

development on the Dorset Heathlands. The guiding principle of the SPD is that 

there is no net increase on urban pressures”.  

Vulnerable locations 

 The Dorset Heaths that are closest to the New Forest are the ones that 

are likely to be most vulnerable to any change. The following heaths 

could be potentially relevant:  

• Town Common; 

• St. Catherine’s; 

• Sopley Common, 

• Avon Heath;  

• Cranbourne Common and areas within Ringwood Forest such as 

Stephen’s Castle; 

• Holt Heath; 

• West Parley 

• Ferndown.  
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Mitigation 

 The Dorset Heaths comprise a range of fragmented heaths and the 

locations where change may occur are quite dispersed. Risks are 

potentially low, will be site specific and potentially short-term in 

nature. They may be hard to predict. Counts of parked cars around 

the Dorset Heaths are undertaken regularly by the Dorset Heaths 

Partnership. These counts are long-established, and part of the 

mitigation delivered by the Dorset Heaths Partnership with respect to 

local housing growth. These data are reviewed on an annual basis by 

the Dorset Heaths Partnership and used to inform mitigation delivery.  

 Forestry England will remain in close contact with the Dorset Heaths 

Partnership and support them as necessary with the monitoring and 

review of results. Furthermore, Forestry England will maintain close 

contact with staff at the individual sites identified as vulnerable, such 

that should any issues arise, Forestry England can support the 

organisations involved. This could be through ranger support, 

survey/monitoring etc. It should be noted that many of the potential 

locations where displacement may occur are adjacent or close to the 

Forestry England sites at Hurn and Ringwood Forest, and therefore 

Forestry England as an organisation has staff covering these areas and 

in the vicinity.  

 The screening has identified likely significant effects alone for the 

following impact pathways for the Solent Coast: 

• Displacement to other Eurpean sites. 

Risks  

 Coastal habitats and species are vulnerable to a range of recreation 

impacts, that could be triggered by additional recreation use linked to 

displacement. Reviews such as Saunders et al. (2000) and Lowen et al. 

(2008) provide context and background. Natural England’s site 
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improvement plan for the Solent24 identifies public access and 

disturbance as a current threat.  

 Many of the impacts are similar to those already identified for the New 

Forest and Dorset Heaths (see above) and include: 

• Damage from trampling/wheels etc leading lead to vegetation 

wear, soil compaction and erosion (relevant to vegetated shingle, 

saltmarsh and foredune habitats in particular);  

• Contamination from dog fouling and contamination of water from 

dogs swimming (potentially relevant to saline lagoons); 

• Impacts of disturbance to birds a key concern for breeding terns 

(Liley, Saunders, et al., 2023) and wintering waterbirds (Liley et al., 

2010; Liley, Panter, et al., 2023) with mitigation for recreation 

(associated with new housing growth) estbalished through Bird 

Aware Solent; 

• Increased fire risk (potentially a low risk, but can be relevant to 

reed beds); 

• Impacts to management, such as challenges with livestock grazing. 

 The above have the potential to undermine the conservation 

objectives of the two SACs with respect to distribution of the feature, 

extent and structure and function. For the Solent and Southampton 

Water SPA the supplementary conservation advice sets targets for the 

qualifying features to reduce the frequency, duration and / or intensity 

of disturbance. For the wintering bird features, the advice highlights 

the Bird Aware Solent project and need for mitigation from increased 

recreation and refer to evidence from survey or monitoring that 

shows disturbance levels are having a likely significant effect on the 

features of the Solent SPAs. 

  

 

24 This plan covers the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and the Solent Maritime SAC as well 

as some additional SPA sites. See: 

https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4692013588938752#:~:text=The%20SIP%

20consists%20of%20three,containing%20contextual%20information%20and%20links. 
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 The Solent Coast around the New Forest is relatively inaccessible and 

there are relatively few parking locations. Some, such as the car park 

at Keyhaven or the parking at Lepe, have parking charges. Any change 

is therefore likely to be small and potentially dispersed. Risks are 

therefore relatively low but hard to predict.  

 Counts of parked cars along the Solent Coast are undertaken regularly 

by Bird Aware Solent. These counts are long-established, and part of 

the mitigation delivered by Bird Aware Solent with respect to local 

housing growth. These data are reviewed by Bird Aware Solent and 

used to inform mitigation delivery.  

 Forestry England will remain in close contact with Bird Aware Solent 

and support them as necessary with the monitoring and review of 

results. Furthermore, Forestry England will maintain close contact with 

staff at the individual sites identified as vulnerable, such that should 

any issues arise, Forestry England can support the organisations 

involved. This could be through ranger support, assistance with 

survey/monitoring etc. Forestry England has the potential to 

undertake work to improve and better manage access at locations 

such as Tanners Lane, where Forestry England own adjacent land and 

the road verges. There are therefore ways in which Forestry England 

can directly address issues, in light of monitoring results.  
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 This is an HRA report for a proposal to introduce car park charging 

across the existing car parks within or immediately adjacent to The 

New Forest SAC/SPA/Ramsar, including the installation of a small 

number of ticket machines and other infrastructure at selected 

locations within car parks. The HRA report has been prepared to help 

Forestry England discharge its duties under the Habitats Regulations 

2017 (as amended). The outcomes allow the following conclusions to 

be drawn: 

 In terms of impacts from recreational pressure, it can be concluded 

that mitigation ensures beyond reasonable scientific doubt that 

adverse effects on the integrity of the New Forest 

SAC/SPA/Ramsar can be avoided alone. The proposal involves very 

limited infrastructure that will be installed solely in existing gravelled 

(i.e. unvegetated) areas of car parks. Impacts associated with 

displacement will be addressed through a dedicated ranger team and 

monitoring. The ranger team will be sufficiently large to cover the 

whole Forest. The monitoring will be necessary to identify if any 

displacement parking is taking place and the rangers can then address 

this, with a range of options at their disposal. This approach addresses 

the uncertainty around the scale of displacement and where it might 

occur, and is a flexible approach that can adapt over time. Monitoring 

is set out in Forestry England’s proposal and the conclusions of this 

HRA are dependent upon the monitoring being implemented. The 

mitigation and monitoring will ensure any residual effects will be 

avoided, and there is therefore no need for an in-combination 

assessment.  

 Displacement may also occur to parking locations beyond the New 

Forest. Risks have been identified for the Dorset Heaths (Dorset 

Heaths SAC, Dorset Heathlands SPA/Ramsar) and the Solent Coast 

(Solent & Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC; Solent Maritime SAC Solent and 

Southampton Water SPA/Ramsar). For these European sites it can be 

concluded that mitigation ensures beyond reasonable scientific 

doubt that adverse effects on the integrity can be avoided alone. 
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 This conclusion is reached as while any change is likely to be hard to 

predict, it is likely to be relatively dispersed, short term and potentially 

low. A watching brief, relying on the existing monitoring already in 

place and established (to inform the mitigation for recreation impacts 

associated with housing), is proposed, involving regular counts of 

parked vehicles. Forestry England will remain in close contact with the 

relevant organisations. Should marked change occur at particular 

locations, Forestry England will provide some support to the relevant 

organisations, as needed. This could involve additional ranger time or 

funding to assist with engagement or monitoring. This approach 

addresses the uncertainty around the scale of displacement and 

where it might occur, and is a flexible approach that can adapt over 

time. This will ensure any residual effects will be avoided, and there is 

no need for an in-combination assessment.  

 Consultation with Natural England should be undertaken. 
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