TOPIC 6—- DEVELOPED LAND IN RURAL AREAS

g

{_:%Jestion 15: Under what circumstances ar e habitats created on previously developed
I

and? How do the newly created habitats compare with habitats that were lost to
development?

Lisa Norton, Lindsay Maskell, Sandrine Petit, Rick Stuart, David Howard

DEFINITIONS
LUCS - Land Use Change Statistics.

POLICY CONTEXT STATEMENT

1

Information on changes in land use is important in order to be able to assess the
impacts of current planning policies and to inform the planning policies of the future.
There are a number of important issues in the area of development which the
government is currently concerned with (ODPM 2001). These include; the amount of
land which is being urbanised on previoudy developed land, the transfer of
agricultural land to housing and other developments and the development of vacant
land in urban areas. LUCS for the period 1985-1996 reveal a continuing trend
towards the urbanisation of rural areas, although there is aso evidence of some urban
land becoming rural. The gatistics reveal differences between regions of the UK
which are in part dependent on the availability of building land within cities, i.e.
‘brownfield’ sites. For example, urban increasesin London largely result from
development on previoudly developed sites, whilst in the South West the mgjority of
development takes place on agricultural land.

Between 1995 and 1998 there was a net reduction in the amount of agricultural land
of 11,300 ha per year, 40% of which was due to development. A small proportion of
land lost to development between 1997 and 2000 was part of greenbelt land
indicating that development is occurring in part at the edges of towns and cities.

Whilst Land Use Changes Statistics provide valuable information about changesin
urban aress, they are not designed to provide detailed information about changesin
rural areas. Conversely, Countryside Survey is designed to survey the countryside,
not urban areas. Of the randomly selected squares for CS, any with more than 75%
urban cover in 1990 were specifically excluded from the survey. Countryside Survey
can therefore only inform us about the impacts of development on rura or urban
fringe areas. However, it is perhaps these areas that are most at risk in terms of
potential damage or degradation as a result of development in inappropriate areas
(Harrison & Davies 2002, Harrison & Burgess 1994). Planners are likely to require
goaod information about the ecological status of areas prone to development in order
to optimise development and provide compensatory habitats if necessary (Y okohari et
al.1994, Y okohari et al. 2000, Cowell 1997 and Harrison & Davies 2002)

For CS, al developed land, apart from transport features in rurd areasisincluded in a
single BAP Broad Habitat, called Built up and Gardens. This BAP covers both urban
and rura settlements, farm buildings and all man-made structures such as industrial
estates, retail parks, waste and derelict ground, mineral workings, airports, urban
parkland and transport infrastructure in urban areas. This question arises in part from
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the fact that the Built up and Gardens Broad Habitat incorporates such a wide range
of different features. It is hoped that by looking in more detail at the changes which
occurred between 1990 and 1998 than has previoudy been possible, it may be

possible to identify where change is occurring as well as the extent of change in those
areas.

5. The CSin 1998 showed that the Built up and Gardens Broad Habitat accounted for
around 6% of rural land, while transport features made up a further 2% and was
particularly concentrated in the lowlands of England and Wales. The area of
developed land in rura areas increased by about 58,000ha in Great Britain with
biggest increases in the areas which aready contained a concentration of the Built up
and Gardens Broad Habitat. The growth in the area of the Built up and Gardens
Broad Habitat reflects the continued pressures for urban development particularly in
the south and east of England. Analyses of the patterns of transfer between other
Broad Habitats and developed land since 1990, show that development in rural areas
has largely been at the expense of agricultura land. Whilst thisis not an area for great
concern, the loss of Broadleaf Woodlands and Neutral Grasslands, may be of more
concern. However, in the same way that the Built up and Gardens Broad Habitat
covers arange of features, some of which may be more ‘built-up’ than others, the
Neutral Grassland Broad Habitat includes a range of grassand types, some of which
are of higher ecological quality than others.

Background

6. CS2000 is primarily asurvey of rura land. Questions 15 and 16 attempt to discover
to what extent it is able to inform us about land in more developed parts of the
countryside. This question specifically concentrates on a comparison of the habitats
lost and gained to devel oped land between 1990 and 1998.

SCIENTIFIC OUTPUTS

15.1. Habitats created on previously developed land
Approach

7. A tota of 457 parcels of land which had changed from the Built up and Gardens
Broad Habitat to any other Broad habitat type between 1990 and 1998 were
investigated. The 457 parcels were manually checked by reference to the Field
Assessment Booklets (FAB’S) to retrieve information on primary, use and condition
codes in 1990, which were not available in the ORACLE database. Built up areas
were not perceived as important habitats to report on at the time of the 1990 survey,
hence attribute codes were amalgamated for simplification of datainput. One
consequence of this amalgamation was that in 1998 the surveyors did not have the
attribute codes available on field recording sheets, thus affecting the ability of the
surveyors to be conservative in their recording, thus identifying genuine change.

8. A proportion of parcels that were supposedly converted from Built up & Gardens to
other Broad Habitat types were manually validated to assess whether change was
genuine. This analysis resulted in the identification of a generic anomaly in the Broad
Habitat allocation procedure for the following specific case: if a parcel was described
both in the structure mapping sheet and in an ‘other’ sheet, usudly the alocation was
in favour of the ‘other’ mapping sheet, notably because more attribute codes were
available to describe it (e.g. species and cover codes) and it therefore scored the
highest. We introduced the simple rule that if a parcel was described in the structure

Countryside Survey 2000 FOCUSFinal Report 368 Q15 August 2003



Results

10.

11.

shest, the structure description automatically took precedence. The result of thiswas
that 150 parcels which had appeared to change from Built up and Gardensin 1990 to
other Broad Habitats in 1998 had actually remained in the Built up and Gardens
Broad Habitat.

The area of the remaining 307 parcels added up to avery small area of recorded
change, only 48 hain total. These parcels, which changed from a Built up and
Gardens primary code for cover type (e.g. buildings, gardens, public open spaces) in
1990, to any code not associated with Built up and Gardens in 1998 were analysed
and nationa estimates derived (Table 15.1a and Table 15.1b).

In England and Wales, an estimated 12,000 to 21,000 ha have been converted from
Built up and Gardensto other Broad Habitat types, mostly in the lowlands (zones 1
and 2). This represents between 1 and 2% of the 1990 stock of Built up and Gardens
In Scotland, between 1000 and 5000 ha were converted, mainly in the lowlands (zone
4), which represents between 1 and 4% of the 1990 stock of Built up and Gardens.

Anaysis of CS results shows that in England & Wales, parcels were mainly
converted to intensive agriculture and to semi-natura grassland and woodland to a
lesser extent (Table 15.1a). Conversions occurred mostly on parcels that were
described in 1990 with primary codes of garden / grounds with or without trees
(Table 15.1b). In Scotland, most changes took place on parcels described as * other
land’ in 1990 and conversions were mostly to intensive agriculture.

. We examined closely the attribute codes in 1990 of Built up and Gardens parcels that

were converted into categories of Broad Habitat typesin GB. The results are shown
inFigs. 15.1 - 15.4. Conversions from Built up and Gardensto Arable and
Horticultural (Fig 15.1) occurred mostly on parcels described as garden & groundsin
1990, as well as on parcels which were alocated both a garden/grounds and a
building primary code. It isdifficult to assess whether these changes are genuine as
the difference between a parcel described on the structure map as garden / grounds
and a parcel described as grassand on the agricultural map can be minimal. However,
about 10% of the area converted appears to have occurred on parcels described as
buildingsin 1990. Conversions from Built up and Gardens to woodland (Fig 15.2)
exhibited awide range of attributes in 1990. About 45% of the area converted to
woodland was garden / grounds, building and garden/grounds and public open space,
al of which are likely conversions. The area converted to woodland described as road
in 1990 came from a single 1 km square where a track surrounded by woodland
disappeared between 1990 and 1998. The mgjority of conversions from Built up and
Gardens to semi-natural grassand (Fig 15.3) happened to parcels described as garden
/ grounds and public space (which includes amenity grass). Conversions from Built
up and Gardens to Boundary and Linear features are shown in Fig 15.4. The vast
majority of parcels allocated to Boundary and Linear Features aready had a‘road’
primary code in 1990. Change between the 2 categoriesisin fact an artefact resulting
from methodology. A section of road between 2 buildings will be recorded as Built up
and Garden, but if a building on one side disappears, the road is recorded as alinear
feature and is hence allocated to the Boundary and Linear features Broad Habitat.
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Table15.1a. Upper and lower estimatesin ‘000 ha of conversion from Built up and Gardens to other Broad Habitats for each Environmental zone and
country (1000 bootstraps). Intensive agriculture = Arable & Horticultural + Improved grassand; Semi-natural grassland = Neutral grassland + Cal careous
grassand + Acid grassand; Wood = Broadleaved, Mixed & Yew woodland + Coniferous woodland; Linear = Boundary and linear features; Other = dl

Broad Habitat types not mentioned above.

Intensive Semi-natural W oodland Linear Other Total area

agriculture grassland converted
Zonel 1.07-504 0.02 - 2.60 0.48 - 3.69 0.08-1.61 001-0.33 3.27-9.96
Zone?2 243-7.10 0.79-349 047 -242 0.26-1.22 0.04-0.80 6.69 — 13.05
Zone 3 001-011 0-0.02 0-0.02 0 0-110 002-121
E&W. 4.40 - 10.62 128-5.10 140-5.14 057-231 0.19-173 11.99-21.11
Zone4 005-231 0.02-0.64 0.03-0.63 0.01-0.97 0.01-0.97 0.75-5.18
Zoneb 0 0-0.02 0 0-017 0-017 0-0.18
Zone 6 0-0.06 0 0 0 0 0-0.06
Sc. 011-235 0.02 - 0.65 0.03-0.66 002-104 002-104 0.93-5.32
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Table15.1b. Upper and lower estimatesin ‘000 ha of conversion from Built up and Gardens to other Broad Habitats, for each primary code in 1990 and for
each Environmental zone (1000 bootstraps). Buildings = building, glasshouse; Grounds and buildings = building in combination with garden & grounds with
trees/ garden & grounds without trees / agricultural curtilage; Grounds & gardens = garden & grounds with trees/ garden & grounds without trees/ agricultural
curtilage / allotment / golf course; Public space = public open space, amenity grass, school playing field; Campsites & similar = camp Site, caravan park, car

park; Road = railway track, road, constructed track, unconstructed track, footpath; Other = other land, embankment, waste.

Buildings Grounds&  Groundsé& Public Campsites & Road & tracks Other No information Total area
Buildings gardens space similar converted
Zonel 001-054 008-321 058-426 0-0.69 0-0.06 0.18-296 0.05-0.97 0.16-1.43 3.27-9.96
Zone 2 029-350 030-169 137-547 032-248 0-201 031-121 016-221 0.04-0.57 6.69 — 13.05
Zone 3 0-0.23 0-0.02 0-0.09 0 0 0 0-113 0 0.02-121
E&W. 050-364 072-413 281-854 057-275 0-204 0.74-3.83 065-321 0.38-177 11.99-21.11
Zone4 0.07-0.69 0-0.70 0-014 0 0-0.14 0.08—1.27 0.02-244 0-1.40 0.75-5.18
Zoneb 0-0.01 0 0-0.17 0 0-0.01 0 0 0-0.01 0-0.18
Zone6 0 0 0-0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0-0.06
Scotland ~ 0.08 - 0.69 0-0.73 0.02-0.27 0 0-0.16 0.07-1.20 0.02-245 0-135 0.93-5.32
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Figur e 15.1a.Conversions from Built up and Gardens to ‘ Intensive Agriculture’ (see Table 15.19)
(total land area= 19 ha, from 58 CS squares).
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Figure 15.1b. Conversions from Built up and Gardens to ‘woodland’ (see Table 15.14) (total land
area = 6.8 ha, from 28 CS squares)
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Figure 15.1c. Conversions from Built up and Gardens to ‘ semi-natural grassand’ (see Table 15.149)
(total land area = 8.6 ha, from 27 CS squares).
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Figure 15.1d. Conversions from Built up and Gardens to Boundary and Linear features. (Tota land
area= 4.7 ha, from 21 CS squares).
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15.2. Habitats lost to devel oped land

Approach

13. A tota of 997 parcels of land (totalling 222ha) which had changed to the Built up and
Gardens Broad Habitat from any other Broad habitat type between 1990 and 1998 were
investigated. Information on primary, use and condition codes for these parcelsin 1990 and
1998 were obtained from links with the Oracle database. In contrast to the parcels
investigated in part 1 of this question it was possible to obtain attribute codes from the
database as theses parcels were not in the Built up and Gardens Broad Habitat in 1990. In
order to ensure that the correct codes were being correctly linked to the parcels, 10% of the
dataset was manually validated by reference to the Field Assessment Booklets (FAB'S).
These data were a so manually checked to evaluate the Broad Habitat allocation based on the
codes recorded and to ascertain whether the change in the alocation was real. These parcels,
which changed from any code not associated with Built up and Gardens in 1990 to a Built Up
and Gardens primary code for cover type (e.g. buildings, gardens, public open spaces) in
1998 were analysed and national estimates derived (Table 15.2a and Table 15.2b).

Results

14. In Great Britain it is estimated that 97,000 ha of habitat has been lost to devel oped land
between 1990 and 1998. This represents atotal of 5% of the 1998 estimated total area of
developed land. Two thirds of habitat lost (61,000 ha) were ‘intensive agriculture’ Broad
Habitats (see Table 15.1a) representing less than 1% of the total stock of the area of these
habitats in 1990. The next largest loss of habitat to developed land was 21,000 ha from
‘semi-natural grasslands’, but again this represents less than 1% of the total stock of area of
these habitats in 1990. Loss of ‘woodland’ and ‘other’ habitat together represent less than 1%
of the area of these Broad Habitats in 1990.

Countryside Survey 2000 FOCUSFinal Report 373 Q15 August 2003



@ intendve
agriculture

semi-natura
grasdand

O woodland

O other

Table15.2a. Estimates and Standard Errors (SE) in ‘000 ha of loss of habitats to developed land in
Great Britain 1990-1998 (habitats as per Table 15.1).

area SE. 95% lower limit  95% upper limit
intensive 61.1 9.1 46.1 79.3
agriculture
semi-natural 234 6.9 12.8 371
grassland
woodland 94 2.0 59 134
other 3.1 0.8 1.7 4.7
total 97.0 134 75.1 121.8

15. In England and Wales, it is estimated that 79,000 ha of habitat has been lost to devel oped

16.

17.

land, mostly in Environmental Zones 1 and 2 (Table 15.2b) representing around 4% of the
1998 stock of developed land. In Scotland, the majority of loss to developed land wasin
Environmenta Zone 1, where atotal loss of 18,000 ha represented approximately 6% of the
1998 stock of developed land. In England & Wales, nearly 75% of habitat lost to devel oped
land was from ‘intensive agriculture’ Broad Habitats. However, this area represents less than
1% of the total area of land in these Broad Habitats in 1990. In Scotland much less land
(3,000ha) was lost from ‘intensive agriculture’ Broad Habitats to developed land, accounting
for just 18% of al land lost to devel opment.

Loss of habitats from ‘ semi-natural grasdand’ Broad Habitats was similar in actual areain
both England & Wales and Scotland with 12,000ha and 11,000 ha respectively. However,
whilst this loss contributed to 15% of the total habitat loss for England & Wales, for Scotland
this made up 62% of total losses. In neither case did this amount to more than 1% of the total
areafor the ‘semi-natural grassdand’ Broad Habitats in 1990. ‘ Semi-natural grassland’ Broad
Habitats were mainly lost from the lowlands and marginal uplands, Environmental Zones 1,
2, 4 and 5, whilst the uplands of England and Wales and the true uplands of Scotland lost very
little.

In order to gather as much information as possible about the land which has been devel oped
between 1990 and 1998 the descriptive ‘attribute’ codes of developed land parcels that had
been converted from non-developed land in GB were examined closdly. Table 15.2¢ shows
the total area (000ha) lost (base dataset figures) through conversion to developed land from
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non-devel oped Broad Habitats, by Broad Habitat groupings and developed land category
1990-1998.

Lossfrom‘intensive agriculture
18. Whilst losses from intensive agriculture (Figures 15.5 and 15.6) accounted for nearly two-
thirds of al lossesto developed land amost half of these losses were from the Improved
Grassand Broad Habitat. 155 survey squares were affected totalling 139hain the dataset.
The habitat was lost to a variety of developed land categories but largely to ‘Buildings' and
‘Grounds & Gardens which accounted for nearly half (63ha) of losses.

Loss from ‘woodlands' .
19. Losses from woodland occurred in 75 survey squares and covered atotal area of 20ha
accounting for only 6% of al lost habitat. Almost half of this area (9ha) was to the Boundary
& Linear features Broad Habitat, equally divided between both types of woodland Broad
Habitats, occurring in 32 survey squares (although 3 squares on their own accounted for 5ha)
(Figures 15.7). The mgority of losses resulted from changes to constructed tracks and roads.

Lossfrom‘semi-natural grasslands

20. Over 80% of semi-natural grassand loss was from Neutral Grassand (Figures 15.8.) with the
rest being lost from Acid Grassland. Losses from Neutral Grassland occurred in 61 survey
sguares and totalled 41ha. The largest loss (20ha) was to ‘Buildings which occurred in 20
survey sguares with an enlargement of an existing building complex in just one survey square
accounting for nearly half the total area (9ha). The next largest loss (9ha) was to the
Boundary & Linear features Broad Habitat and occurred in 17 survey squares. The largest
loss of Acid Grassland was to the Inland Rock Broad Habitat and was almost entirely due to
enlargement of a quarry in one survey square in Environmental Zone 4.

21. Lossesfrom al other Broad Habitats totalled just 7.5ha (3% of all lost land) and was
consequently not broken down further by Broad Habitats (Fig 15.9).
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Figure 15.2b. Conversions fram ‘intensive agriculture’ to developed land 1990-1998.
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Figure 15.2c. Conversions from ‘woodland’ to developed land 1990-1998.
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Figure 15.2d. Conversions from ‘semi-natural grasslands' to developed land 1990-1998.
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Figure 15.2e. Conversions from dl ‘other’ Broad Habitats to developed land 1990-1998.
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Table 15.2b : Upper and lower estimates in ‘000 ha of conversion to developed land from non-developed Broad Habitats, by category 1990- 1998, by
Environmental Zone and country (1000 bootstraps). Buildings = building, glasshouse; Grounds and buildings = building in combination with garden
&grounds with trees/ garden & grounds without trees/ agricultural curtilage; Grounds & gardens = garden & grounds with trees/ garden & grounds without
trees/ agricultural curtilage / alotment / golf course; Public space = public open space, amenity grass, school playing field; Campsites & similar = camp Site,
caravan park, car park; Boundary & linear = railway track, road, constructed track, unconstructed track, footpath; Inland Rock= gravel pit, quarry; Other =
other land, embankment, waste.

Buildings Grounds  Grounds& Other Campsites Public Boundary Inland No Total area
&Buildings  gardens & similar space & linear Rock information  converted

Ez1 31-112 00-1.0 3.0-10.2 00-1.0 02-57 00-55 08-3.9 0.0-0.2 22-242 19.3-47.6
Ez2 74-231 02-22 22-7.3 16-152 08-4.6 00-16 24-149 0.0-0.8 13-49 26.2 - 59.7
Ez3 02-32 00-05 0.4-29 0.0-0.9 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 03-51 0.0-2.0 00-0.1 31-110

E&W 144-321 0.7-3.0 80-174 23-157 20-8.6 06-6.1 55-199 02-27 52-270 601-1047
Ez4 03-25 00-0.1 03-17 00-0.2 00-0.1 0.0-08 03-41 0.0-138 0.0-0.7 4.0-195
Ez5 00-150 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-05 0.0-0.3 00-11 04-16.6
Ez6 00-06 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 0.0-0.0 01-1.0 0.0-1.9 0.0-0.0 03-28
SCO 09-16.1 00-0.1 03-17 00-0.3 00-01 00-0.8 08-4.7 0.7-14.3 01-16 8.1-30.0
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Table 15.2c Estimates in ‘000 ha of conversion to developed land from non-devel oped Broad Habitats, by Broad Habitat groupings and developed land
category 1990-1998. (Developed land codes as in Table 15.2b)

1998 developed land category

somrosdrisia | suidings  SONGE S ope  Gambdles Puble endaye e Nodad
Broadleaf, mixed & yew woodland 2.0 11 1.8 0.6 0.0 0.2 44 2.1 1.0
Conifer woodland 11 0.0 <1 0.2 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.8 0.0
‘Woodland’ total 3.1 11 1.8 0.8 0.0 0.2 9.3 2.9 1.0
Arable and horticultura 6.9 0.1 4.1 11.8 2.3 0.0 5.3 53 9.0
Improved Grass 333 15 18.6 12.7 9.3 2.8 6.2 0.5 4.4
‘Intensive agriculture’ total 40.3 16 22.7 245 11.6 2.8 115 5.8 13.4
Neutral Grass 20.3 0.7 2.3 0.0 0.6 4.0 9.2 2.6 1.9
Calcareous Grass 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acid Grass 13 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 6.9 0.9
‘Semi-natural-grasslands’ total 21.6 0.7 3.1 0.0 0.6 4.0 9.3 9.5 28
Bracken 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 05
Dwarf shrub heath <1 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 <1 0.2 0.0
Fen, marsh and swamp <1 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.3 0.1
Bog <1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0
Standing open water and canals 0.3 0.2 <1 0.3 0.0 0.0 <1 <1 1.7
Rivers and streams 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 <1 0.0
Supralittoral rock 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
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Littoral sediment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <1 0.0 0.0
Other total 0.3 0.2 0.4 11 0.0 0.0 13 2.0 29
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15.3. Ecological quality of land lost to devel opment compared to similar land in the wider
countryside.

Approach

22. Plots were identified in land which had changed from being in Broad Habitats not
classified as developed in 1990 to developed land in 1998. The character of these
plots was investigated to determine whether there were particular trends in the type of
land that was being lost to development compared to land that was not.

23. Plots were classified by both adjacent Broad Habitat and plot type. The total number
of plotsidentified was very small (100) (Table 15.3). Only plots adjacent to Broad
Habitats 4, 5, and 6 were of significant numbersto allow analysis of ecologica data.
Due to small numbers and non-normal distribution of the data a non-parametric
Wilcoxon pair test was used to compare plots in land that had been lost to
development between 1990 and 1998 to those in land that remained undevel oped
during that period. Ecologica quality of land was assessed using cover-weighted (the
score for each species present was weighted by the amount of it that was present)
Ellenberg Scoresfor N (Nitrogen),R (pH), L (Light), W (Moisture), Grime's C
(Competitive), S (Stress-tolerant), R (Ruderal) and species richness.

Results

Table 15.3.The number of plotsin 1990 that were subsequently lost to development in 1998,
by adjacent Broad Habitat.

Broad Habitat in 1990 No. of
plots
1- Broadleaf woodland 8
2 - Conifer woodland 3
4 — Arable and horticultural 17

10 — Dwarf shrub heath
11 — Fen, Marsh, Swamp
13 — Standing open water

5 — Improved grassland 30
6 — Neutra grasdand 29
7 — Calcareous grassand 1
8 — Acid grasdand 3
9 - Bracken 1
1
2
5

24. The results of the Wilcoxon tests comparing plots lost to development to those which
were not lost to development showed:
Significantly greater Ellenberg N value for X plots that were lost to development in
Broad Habitat 4 (Fig 15.34q).
Significantly lower Grime's S score and species richness for X plots that were lost to
development in Broad Habitat 4 (Fig 15.3a).
Significantly higher Ellenberg R in Boundary and Streamside plots in plots that were
lost to development in Broad Habitat 5 (Fig 15.3D).
Significantly lower Ellenberg W valuein X and Y plots lost to development in Broad
Habitat 5 and significantly higher Ellenberg L and Grime R (Fig 15.3b).
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Significantly higher competitor scorein Y plots lost to development in BH6 (Fig
15.3¢).

Fig 15.3a Significant differences for condition scoresin X plots adjacent to Broad Habitat 4,
Arable and Horticultural.
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Fig 15.3b Significant differences for condition scoresin plots adjacent to Broad Habitat 5,
Improved Grassland.

Improved Grassland

Mean value
OFR, N WA IO N ©

||:| All CS plots @ Rural to Urban plots

Countryside Survey 2000 FOCUS Final Report 383 Q14 August 2003



Fig 15.3c. Significant differences for condition scoresin plots adjacent to Broad Habitat 6,
Neutral Grassland.
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25. Whilst sample sizes for the number of plots on land that was subsequently devel oped
were very low and these results are therefore to be viewed cautioudly, it appears that
there may be some trends in the type of land that gets developed. For example, in the
Arable and Horticultural Broad habitat, plots that were lost to development tended to
be of lower ecologica quality than plots which remained undevel oped. Plotslost to
development were more fertile with lower species richness and contained less stress
tolerant species.

26. Linear plots that were lost to development in Improved Grassland contained more
ruderal species, characteristic of disturbed environments, as did area plots which aso
tended to be drier, with higher light levels. This suggests that sites which were
already quite disturbed were being selected for devel opment.

In Neutral Grassland, plots with a higher competitor score were being devel oped, again
suggesting disturbance.

SUMMARY STATEMENT

The findings from this question indicate that Countryside Survey is essentialy a
survey of rurd land. The area of land moving into and out of development covered by
CSquaresis smal.

48ha within survey squares was converted from developed land to other Broad
Habitats between 1990 and 1998. The mgjority of this land was converted to intensive
agriculture from developed land described as Gardens & Grounds with or without
trees. Artefacts of the way in which spatial datais entered resulted in apparent
changes from developed to undeveloped land in some cases.

207hawithin survey squares was converted from undevel oped to developed land
between 1990 and 1998. The mgority of land lost was from intensive agriculture
followed by semi-natural grassland and a small amount of woodland.

Land tended to be developed from intensive agriculture and semi-natural grasslands
to Buildings, Grounds and Gardens, whereas losses of woodland were to changesin
tracks and roads. The scale of these changes was very small with extensonsto
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buildings of 9hain one square making up over 20% of al development in semi-
natural grassands.

The scale of the changes recorded in CS squares is such that analysis on the
ecological quality of land lost to development must be viewed cautiously. However,
there are indications that land which gets developed is of poorer ecological quality
than comparable land in the wider countryside.

Further work and recommended changes to CS methodol ogy

Fundamentally Countryside Survey is designed as a survey of the countryside and the
emphasis based on survey work and passed on to surveyors has been that urban
habitats are comparatively unimportant. This has led to anumber of problemswith
past datasets, with urban habitats covered in arelatively patchy manner and a
potentia lack of clarity in terms of definitions for land which is ‘ developed'.

If, in the future, Countryside Survey is required to cover urban areas more effectively
within sguares, there will need to be a number of changes in methodology. For
example, definitions of features such as curtilage will need to be more explicit and
surveyors will need to be made aware of which urban habitat types are appropriate for
quadrats to be placed in.
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