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3.   Assessment  
      of significance  
 
From the description above it can be seen that 
Berry Head is a highly significant place in 
heritage terms.  Indeed, it has been described as  
one of Torbay’s most important heritage assets, 
along with Torre Abbey, because of the quality 
and diversity of its designations.  It is also 
important to local people, who use it often on a 
daily basis, and for tourists who are drawn to its 
impressive scale and views. 
 
This section describes the many different values 
that people and agencies place on various aspects 
of Berry Head.  It draws on the statutory 
designations and on informal values expressed by 
stakeholders and people interviewed during the 
2004 research. 
 
Berry Head’s designations in context 
Berry Head is one of a network of 215 National 
Nature Reserves in England, 10 of these being in 
Devon, the closest being Dawlish Warren and 
Yarner Wood in Teignbridge and Slapton Ley in 
the South Hams. 
 
The South Devon candidate SAC is one of  219 
such designations in the UK, which are in turn 
part of the Natura 2000 network extending across 
Europe, representing the most important habitats 
in the EC. 
 
Berry Head is also a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest.  There are over 4000 SSSIs in the UK 
covering 7% of the land surface.  There are 448 
SSSIs in Devon and 12 in Torbay, including 
Hope’s Nose to Wall’s Hill (another calcareous 
grassland and geological site that includes a 
scheduled Ancient Monument), Saltern Cove and 
Lummaton Quarry.  
 
The Napoleonic forts are part of a network of 
surviving defences along the south coast of 
England, with substantial remains at Plymouth 
and Portsmouth. 
 

The South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty is one of 37 such areas in England, with 5 
in Devon, including the Blackdown Hills, Tamar 
Valley and East and North Devon Coasts.   
 
How do people value it? 
The results of the research indicate that, as a crude 
generalisation, whilst statutory agencies value 
Berry Head especially highly for its archaeology, 
biodiversity and landscape, local residents value it 
particularly as a recreational space and for its 
landscape.  There are obviously many shades of 
opinion here: the agencies are well aware of 
people’s recreational needs; and very many 
people delight in the heritage of the site.  But the 
findings from the research do show that the 
significance of the heritage is relatively little 
appreciated by those who visit the site most 
regularly. 
 
That said, people tend to wax lyrical when they 
describe their feelings about Berry Head.  It 
inspires feelings of closeness to nature and to 
God, or feelings of awe at the small scale of 
human kind in the scheme of things.  It is a place 
to contemplate the infinite!   
 
It is also a natural space where children, families 
and pets can exercise and enjoy the fresh air.  It is 
a place to meet friends and socialise, a place to sit 
and eat or drink, to take a packed lunch and 
sunbathe, to fly a kite or kick a ball. 
 
These uses are important and need to be 
accommodated – but the heritage of the site must 
at the same time be conserved for the benefit of 
future generations, and for the benefit of present 
generations.  The archaeology and biodiversity are 
of such importance on a regional, national and 
international scale, that compromises must be 
found that allow this heritage to be maintained in 
excellent condition. 
 
The past has seen many rises and falls in the 
heritage condition and recreational use of Berry 
Head.  At its worst, in the 1950’s, the headland 
was being slowly eaten away by quarrying; in the 
1960’s growing tourism led to severe erosion of 
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the site.  Since those days some effective 
conservation measures have been put in place, but 
it seems that the average visitor is no more aware 
of the heritage than may have been the case 40 
years ago.   
 
As the discussion of vulnerability below (Chapter 
4) shows, the trends in heritage condition are 
currently not favourable and the archaeology, 
biodiversity and landscape of the site are all in 
need of increased conservation.  These 
conservation needs must be met, and people’s 
recreational needs can at the same time be 
improved, through improved education and 
community involvement measures.  This is the 
challenge for Berry Head. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Valerian forcing apart the walls of the Forts 
 
 
 

4.  Vulnerability and other 
issues 
 
This chapter sets out the issues facing the heritage 
of Berry Head, the problems that need to be 
solved to find a long-term sustainable future for it, 
and suggested solutions in broad terms.  The 
issues have been the subject of much discussion 
by the Berry Head Forum (see Appendix D for its 
conclusions reached in 2002) and research by a 
number of bodies over recent decades.  The 
research includes archaeological, biodiversity and 
landscape surveys and assessments by 
professional surveyors and these are included in 

the Site Database.  In addition the public 
consultations carried out in 2004 are very relevant 
and a summary of the findings from that work are 
presented in Appendix E. 
 
 
4.1  Archaeology 
The historic structures of the Napoleonic forts are 
the main subject of concern in archaeological 
terms.  Their condition was assessed by the Exeter 
Museums Archaeological Field Unit in 1990 and 
again by Stratton and Holborow in 2003.  The 
generic issues are: 
 
i)  Invasive plant growth 
The growth of plants, especially Ivy and Red 
Valerian, on the walls is causing damage.  The 
roots of these species are literally pushing 
structures over.  The solution is to remove the 
plants, treat the stumps with a herbicide and re-
point as necessary to prevent erosion by water.  
The invertebrate survey of 2004 showed that the 
removal of plants from the walls of the structures 
would not seriously affect invertebrate 
populations on site. 
 
ii)  Erosion by weather 
Gradual erosion of mortar by rain and frost is 
inevitable, but will eventually lead to long term 
damage to structures.  The solution is to maintain 
mortared joints in good condition by re-pointing 
where necessary.  This must be done with a lime-
based mortar using a sand mix that matches as 
closely as possible the material used in the 
original construction.  In 2004 a trial re-pointing 
was carried out to assess materials, timescales and 
costs. 
 
iii)  Erosion by people 
People are causing damage to some structures by 
climbing over them.  The solution is to increase 
people’s awareness of the vulnerability of the 
buildings (see below).  In one location the 
solution is to remove fallen rubble that people are 
using to gain access to the walls.  This work has 
to be carried out under full archaeological 
excavation conditions.   
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iv)  Modern interventions 
The original functions of some buildings are 
obscured by modern uses or other factors.  For 
example, Fort No.1 is now virtually hidden by 
scrub, the drawbridge entrances to the forts have 
been lost, and the Guardhouse is now used as a 
café.  The car park is a major intervention which 
damages the setting of Fort No.1.   The solution is 
to make the original functions more apparent and / 
or to remove damaging features, through 
interpretation or physical works. 
 
v)  Public awareness 
The 2004 consultations show that the majority of 
visitors do not appreciate the significance of Berry 
Head’s archaeological heritage.  It is instructive 
that the same situation existed in the 1980’s - the 
Exeter Museums study states: 

“most visitors … come for informal 
recreation, for the views, or out of 
interest in the bird life of the Head.  
It is at present hard for the average 
visitor to obtain a clear picture of the 
history of the fortifications, and their 
importance in regional and national 
terms is not apparent” (S.C. Timms, 
1989). 
 

It is a high priority for the archaeological heritage 
of the site to improve people’s awareness of the 
historic structures, in part to reduce any damaging 
activity and in part to improve people’s enjoyment 
of their visit.  Improving awareness entails a 
wide-ranging interpretation programme and this is 
detailed below.  However the landscape survey 
shows a need to reduce the clutter of signs on the 
site and any new signs need to be designed to 
avoid damage to the archaeology. 
 
vi)  Reconstruction 
The 1990 Pye report recommended reconstructing 
the drawbridges that once gave access to Forts 1 
and 3.  This would help to bring the forts to life 
and reinvigorate local people’s attitude towards 
the remains, as well as providing a significant 
attraction to visitors from further afield.  However 
reconstruction of this nature can be seen as 
damaging to the archaeological understanding of a 

site and therefore a careful approach to this issue 
is required. 
 
vii)  Buried archaeology 
The foundations of several buildings in Fort No.3, 
which are at or just below ground level, are 
mostly obscured by grass.  In 1990 Pye 
recommended exposing these in some areas but 
current thinking, which has been confirmed by 
English Heritage, is that the remains are best 
conserved by being covered as they may 
otherwise become  vulnerable to long-term 
erosion.  However there is an opportunity to 
expose some sections, if this is done alongside an 
appropriate long term conservation regime. 
 
There have been several finds at Berry Head and 
as a result it is a popular site for metal-detecting.  
This is not permitted except under licence from 
the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, and 
most metal-detectors realize this.  Raising the 
profile of the site’s archaeology will help reduce 
illegal metal-detecting. 
 
The Victorian cottages recently excavated by 
Brixham Heritage Museum have been re-covered  
but there is an opportunity to expose these and 
interpret them, to illustrate another period in 
Berry Head’s history.  A proper programme of 
conservation of the exposed remains would be 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The WW2 Observatory 
 
viii)  20th century structures 
The WW2 Observatory is in poor condition and 
its roof has fallen in.  This is recommended for 
repair.  The Cold War bunker is in reasonable 
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condition but lacks interpretation and is 
surrounded by an intrusive chain-link fence, 
which is recommended for removal. 
 
Other structures that are of historic interest merit 
interpretation, namely the Lighthouse and 
Coastguard Station.  The Quarry building is in a 
derelict condition and needs to be demolished or 
at least made safe.  The DVOR beacon is a major 
structure with existing adequate interpretation in 
the car park.  The Bungalow and Visitor Centre 
are both important public and operational 
facilities.  The toilets adjacent to the Visitor 
Centre are in very poor condition. 
 
 
 
4.2  Biodiversity and Earth Heritage 
The nature conservation importance of Berry 
Head has been recognized since at least the 
1950’s and as a result there is a great deal of 
evidence of biodiversity trends.   
 
i)  Greater Horseshoe bats 
The bat colony in the Inner Quarry is well-
protected from public disturbance thanks to grilles 
on the cave entrances installed in 2000-01.  The 
Inner Quarry is itself a no-access zone, although 
there are no signs to communicate this to the 
public, only a locked gate. 
 
The main concern for the colony is that 
productivity levels (ie the number of births) are 
believed to be low compared to other GHB 
colonies in the south-west of England. This is 
based on the late mean birth date compared to 
other colonies, with Berry Head apparently being 
10 days later than the norm.  This results in many 
fewer juveniles surviving their first winter.  The 
reasons for this later mean birth date are thought 
to be two-fold: firstly that conditions in the cave 
are sub-optimal in terms of temperature; and 
second that the availability of good foraging 
habitat is limited.   
 
An additional concern is that the rock-face within 
which the bat colony is located is unstable and 
there is a risk that the caves could collapse. 

A number of steps have been taken in recent years 
to address these issues, with support from English 
Nature and DEFRA’s Countryside Stewardship 
Scheme.  The rock-face has been stabilized as far 
as is possible; temperature monitors have been 
placed in the caves to establish the temperature 
regime; and habitats on and around Berry Head 
have been improved, in the main through the re-
introduction of cattle-grazed pastures. 
 
The data on productivity shows that since these 
measures were introduced bat numbers have at 
least been stable, though any population effects 
are likely to take several more years to become 
apparent.   There remains a trend of habitat 
change in the countryside adjacent to Berry Head 
with a loss of cattle-grazed pasture, increasing 
scrub invasion and pressures for development.  A 
priority is therefore to regain cattle-grazed pasture 
wherever possible and to optimize the quality and 
extent of cattle-grazing on Berry Head itself.  This 
focuses attention on the land adjacent to Berry 
Head, where land use is critical.  There is a desire 
to extend the site into this “buffer zone” if 
opportunity allows. 
 
The temperature regime in the cave is difficult to 
improve but at other similar sites heaters have 
been installed with great benefits to productivity 
rates. 
 
There is a negative attitude towards grazing 
amongst some visitors to the site, the reasons 
including a fear of cattle, a concern about dogs 
worrying livestock, the loss of amenity areas and 
the visual impact of fencing.  Fencing is also a 
detractor in the 2004 Landscape Report.  Any new 
grazing regime needs to  address public concerns 
and ensure that the impact of fencing on the 
landscape is minimised. 
 
ii)  Calcareous grassland 
The trends in terms of the variety of species 
present and their numbers show that the quality of 
Berry Head’s calcareous grassland is declining.  
There are three key issues causing this.  One is the 
reduction in grazing during the 20th century, from 
both agriculture and rabbits, which has resulted in 
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the rapid spread of scrub and trees across the site.  
Another is erosion by walkers and vehicles.  The 
third is eutrophication (ie enrichment) of the soil 
caused by dog faeces.  Each of these issues is 
dealt with in turn below: 
 

·  Scrub invasion 
Prior to the Second World War the headland 
was probably grazed extensively and pictures 
taken during the war show that as a result 
scrub levels were constrained.  Post-war the 
Head continued to be grazed but at a lower 
level and, ultimately, grazing ceased in the 
1970’s.  There was as a result a gradual 
increase in the extent and maturity of the 
scrub.  Dealing with the resulting loss of 
good-quality calcareous grassland became a 
conservation priority in the 1980’s and 
1990’s, and at first invasive scrub was 
managed by hand or tool-cutting.  The 
resources available were limited and the 
steeper slopes could not be dealt with, so the 
impact was small and scrub continued to 
become more dominant.  In 2003 a small 
flock of goats was introduced to a part of the 
site as a trial and this was evaluated in the 
2004 Grazing Report.  The approach was seen 
to be a success and it was recommended that 
grazing be extended over a larger area with 
higher numbers of stock and that trees and 
scrub should also continue to be removed by 
hand to complement the grazing regime. 
 
·  Erosion 
Most visitors keep to paths and the trampling 
effect on calcareous grassland is therefore 
limited to a few locations where people 
follow “desire lines” across areas without a 
path.  One solution is to install a path where 
this is appropriate, that will channel the 
impact onto a protected surface, thus reducing 
the pressure on the surrounding vegetation.  
An alternative is to use other techniques to 
remove people’s desire to follow a particular 
route, eg barriers or installing more attractive 
alternatives.  Vehicle erosion is caused mainly 
by joy-riders accessing the site at night and a 
solution is to ensure that unauthorized 

vehicles cannot access the site at such times 
and to install earth banks, bollards or stones in 
suitable locations. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A goat on Berry head’s cliffs 
 

·  Dog-fouling 
Many dog-owners make use of the dog-bins 
on the site and are resentful of those who do 
not follow suit.  The public consultation of 
2004 showed that this is one of the highest 
priorities for action amongst site users.  Dog 
faeces not only damages plant communities 
but also people’s enjoyment and human 
health.  A complete solution is probably 
unrealistic but there are well-proven methods 
of reducing this problem to a minimum.  
Additional dog-bins, pro-active policing and 
prosecution of offenders are effective 
measures. 

 
A key concept used by managers of heritage sites 
is the “carrying capacity” of the site, ie how many 
visitors can it absorb without suffering damage?  
The worrying declines in calcareous grassland 
biodiversity at Berry Head appear to indicate that 
current visitor numbers are in excess of the 
carrying capacity.  However it is likely that that 
these declines are caused more by the way that 
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people use the site, than by actual numbers.  
Given the low levels of awareness of the heritage 
displayed by visitors, it is rational to conclude that 
people pressure can be reduced without reducing 
actual numbers of visitors.   
 
iii)  Guillemot colony 
The colony is closely monitored and was of 
course the initial main conservation priority for 
Berry Head.  Protection measures introduced in 
the 1980’s have worked well and numbers are 
stable.  The main pressure on the colony (apart 
from those outside of the site management’s 
control, such as oil pollution and decline in fish 
stocks) is disturbance, either by boats or rock-
climbers.  Awareness of the status of the colony 
needs to be maintained at a high level with the 
relevant bodies (the British Mountaineering 
Council and Torbay Harbour Authority). 
 
iv)  Cirl buntings 
Cirl buntings use the site both for foraging and 
breeding but there are opportunities to enhance 
the habitats either on site or on nearby farmland 
for this species, primarily by providing a winter 
stubble area.  This needs to be carefully designed 
so that it does not conflict with the need to extend 
grazed pasture for the Greater Horseshoe bats. 
 
v)  Scrub habitats 
Although the scrub invading the site is damaging 
to calcareous grassland, it does provide good 
breeding habitat for many rare bird species.  The 
intention with scrub management is therefore to 
retain in some areas a mosaic of sheltered 
clearings in the scrub which allows for high 
densities of breeding birds, high numbers of 
invertebrates enjoying the sunny, sheltered 
conditions and good diversity of calcareous flora. 
 
vi)  Heathland 
The heathland compartment is suffering from 
domination by gorse, with insufficient grazing 
pressure to encourage the small amount of 
remaining heather.  The Grazing Report 
recommends intensive clearance of the gorse by 
mechanical means, followed by the introduction 

of a small number of Exmoor ponies, which will 
also range across the current cattle-grazed area. 
 
vii)  Invertebrates 
The 2004 invertebrate survey showed that the key 
invertebrate species of the site are associated with 
south-facing maritime grassland with patches of 
bare ground, making this much the most 
important habitat feature for invertebrates at Berry 
Head.  Conservation of this habitat is therefore a 
priority and this is entirely in harmony with the 
objectives for calcareous grassland. 
 
viii)  Earth heritage 
There are relatively few threats to the Earth 
Science of Berry Head.  However there is need for 
care and close monitoring of the situation.  Issues 
include: 

·  Filling-in of the caves.   
Some of the systems are eroding fairly rapidly 
under the action of the sea and the holes in the 
Quarry floor thus created are a potential 
hazard to the public.  The temptation is to fill 
these holes in with rubble as they appear but, 
now that the importance of the caves is 
known, this practice has been stopped.  
Instead a policy of “managed retreat” has 
been adopted for the Quarry floor and the 
caves will be left to erode without further 
intervention. 

 
·  Development 
Development of the Quarry for commercial 
purposes could obscure valuable features.  
Existing policies in the Local Plan as well as 
the site’s numerous statutory designations 
make such development extremely unlikely. 

 
 
 
4.3  Landscape 
The 2004 Landscape Report was the first 
professional study of Berry Head’s landscape, but 
people have addressed landscape issues in various 
ways for many years.  The quarry extension was 
refused in the 1950’s partly on landscape grounds, 
development of buildings has been restricted and 
uncontrolled parking on the Head was stopped in 
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the 1960’s.  However the 2004 report identified 
many areas where action is needed and it would 
seem that landscape issues have not received 
proper attention in the recent past.    
 
4.3.1  The main issues 
The majority of features that detract from the 
natural beauty, character and appeal of the site 
have been introduced relatively recently, some of 
them intruding harshly on the landscape and 
visual amenity of the site.  In descending order of 
intrusiveness, these are: 
 
i)  The car park 
The car park adjacent to the site entrance and  
Fort 1, specifically the often considerable 
numbers of cars present, the relatively narrow but 
long expanse of tarmac surfacing, the pay and 
display signs and ticket machine and several 
urban type road signs.  The position of the car 
park underneath the ramparts of Fort 1 detracts 
from the setting of this important part of the site’s 
heritage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
View of the car park 
 
The car park is also a significant factor in forming 
visitors’ first impressions of the site and their 
expectations regarding how the site should be 
used.  In this case, the bluntly functional character 
of the car park does not convey the impression 
that this is a sensitive site of high nature 
conservation and heritage value but rather that it 
is a robust amenity facility designed for intensive 
public use.   
 

ii)  Roads and paths 
There is a substantial internal network of tarmac 
roads and paths which are relatively wide and 
visually dominant, particularly the main route 
from the car park to the North Fort, including a 
large tarmac area outside the cafe.  Apart from the 
visual intrusion caused, this tends to lead a large 
proportion of visitors in a predefined route from 
the car park directly to the end of the North Fort 
headland and back without encouraging 
exploration and use of the more peripheral areas 
of the park and therefore limits some visitors’ 
experience of what the park has to offer.  Clearly 
some visitors may wish to simply walk to the end 
of the headland and back and some control of 
walking routes is required to prevent erosion.  In 
addition vehicular access is required to the café, 
coastguard lookout and lighthouse but it is 
suggested that measures to reduce the dominance 
and visual intrusion of these routes should be 
considered. 
 
iii)  Site furniture 
Damaging features include: inappropriate fencing, 
barriers, seating and signage: old, unattractive 
chain link fencing with concrete posts around the 
perimeter of the site adjacent to cliffs; unattractive 
and redundant fencing around the Cold War 
bunker on the headland; stock fencing in general 
but particularly adjacent to the entrance to the Old 
Redoubt; steel tube and concrete post barrier 
adjacent to the entrance to the North Fort; the 
timber bollards in the open meadow areas 
adjacent to the car park and alongside the road to 
the Ranger’s Office; old seating of varying types; 
faded interpretation boards and triangular urban 
type road signs.  All of these detract from the 
feeling of natural beauty, openness and wildness 
that many visitors hold most valuable about Berry 
Head. 
 
iv)  Invasive vegetation 
This includes self-set sycamore trees growing in 
the maritime plateau zone and other scrub which 
is obscuring views of the walls of both forts, 
valerian on the fort walls and bramble and ivy on 
sections of the stone boundary wall near the car 
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park.   
 
v)  Eroded areas of grassland 
This is mentioned in connection with Calcareous 
grassland (4.2.ii above); in particular the area 
adjacent to the entrance to the North Fort. 
 
There are also many opportunities to build on the 
site’s strengths and positive characteristics, by 
accentuating the open and remote feel of the 
landscape, enhancing awareness of the layers of 
heritage of the site and encouraging access to 
parts of the site that are currently less visited (eg 
the Quarry). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Eroded turf by North Fort entrance 
 
Just as there is a nature conservation need to 
secure appropriate management of the land 
adjacent to Berry Head, so there is a landscape 
need.  Whilst planning policies successfully 
restrict inappropriate development in this area 
there are risks to the landscape quality from 
inappropriate land management, eg allowing 
scrub to dominate the small field systems.  There 
is therefore a desire to secure ownership or 
management agreements over this buffer zone. 
 
The solutions to the above are largely 
straightforward and either enhance or do not 
compromise other objectives, with the exception 
of the car park and stock fencing.  These issues 
are therefore examined in more detail below. 
 
4.3.2  The car park 
The ideal solution for the car park is to relocate it, 
away from Fort 1 in a less damaging landscape 

setting.  Options for a new location are very 
limited because of the many heritage designations 
affecting the site and the new location would 
probably have to be outside the current boundary 
of the site, on its western edge.  This is still within 
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and still 
within the foraging zone of the Greater horseshoe 
bats, so landscape and nature conservation 
impacts – and benefits – will have to be carefully 
weighed.   
 
Its relocation will also make access to the site 
more difficult for some users, in that walking 
distances will be greater.  Access is one of the key 
issues for the site (see below) and the positioning 
and design of car parking facilities needs to be 
undertaken with great care to ensure that people 
can readily access the site without undue 
difficulty.    
 
 4.3.3  Stock fencing 
Stock fencing is necessary to allow grazing, 
which is in turn necessary for nature conservation 
reasons.  The challenge is to devise a grazing 
regime that reduces fencing to the minimum 
whilst preventing livestock escaping.   
 
The 2004 Grazing report recommends dividing 
the site into 3 simple compartments, taking 
advantage of the fort walls as much as possible 
and disguising fence-lines within scrub lines 
wherever possible.  There will remain some 
fencing that is clearly in view, but the current goat 
fence will be removed. 
 
 
 
4.4  Recreation 
Providing recreation for people is one of Berry 
Head’s main functions.  The pressure that people 
bring to bear on the heritage that they come to 
enjoy has to be properly understood and the 
effects mitigated if we are to achieve a sustainable 
future for the site.   
 
The 2004 research looked at the key recreation 
issues and concluded: 
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i)  Walkers 
Whilst some visitors simply relax in the picnic 
area the majority of first-time visitors walk on the 
tarmac road and surfaced footpaths from the car 
park to the lighthouse because it is the most 
straightforward route.  Approximately 75% of 
visitors follow this route. Many do not understand 
how far and how long the walk from the car park 
to the headland is. Many perceive the walk to the 
headland to be further and more arduous than they 
can cope with, and on their return find that it was 
well within their capabilities.  For this reason 
walk distances (in minutes) from one part of the 
site to another should be included in information 
signs or leaflets.  
 
The quality of visit for first-time visitors would be 
improved by providing a single footpath circuit 
around the site, taking in a greater diversity of 
landscapes and heritage.  This circuit is shown on 
the Proposals Plan and would provide a return 
route from Fort 3, via the DVOR and remains of 
the Victorian cottages. 
 
Visitors find it difficult to find the South West 
Coast Path towards St Mary’s Bay.  There is also 
confusion over the correct route of the Coast Path 
around Fort 1 (whether it cuts inland to the car 
park or skirts the moat and ramparts) and this 
needs to be clarified. 
 
There are some locations where informal paths 
could be formalized, either to protect calcareous 
grassland from damage or to protect the 
archaeology.   
 
 
ii)  Traffic 
Approximately 50% of visitors to Berry Head 
arrive by car, (see Access, Audience Development 
and Interpretation Plan, Appendix A).  This 
generates approximately 50,000 vehicle 
movements to and from the site per year (based on 
the number of car park tickets sold, and taking 
account of non-payers / season tickets).  
 

The impact of traffic is three-fold: firstly on the 
roads approaching the site; secondly in the car 
park; and thirdly on the roads within the site. 
 

·  Approach roads 
The narrow country lanes approaching Berry 
Head help to generate a feeling of remoteness 
which is important.  However these roads are 
frequently congested and this tends to 
generate feelings of frustration, even anger, 
which are not conducive to the experience we 
are trying to establish.  The public 
consultation was strongly in favour of putting 
a one-way traffic-flow in place.  However the 
advice of the Police  was that this could 
increase speeds on access roads and the Berry 
Head Forum agreed that the one-way system 
was not desirable. 

 
·  Car park 
As discussed above (4.3.2) relocating the car 
park would help reduce the impact of traffic 
on the landscape and on people’s enjoyment 
of the site.  On the other hand a longer 
walking distance from the car park to the 
headland could pose a barrier to access for 
some visitors. 
 
Regular visitors arriving by car complain that 
the current car park charges are too high and 
that many drivers avoid paying early in the 
day.  One proposal (being implemented in 
2006) is to introduce reduced car parking 
charges for short stay visits, which would also 
encourage current non payers to pay the 
charge. 

 
·  Roads within the site 
Vehicles need to drive across the site for 
several reasons.  These include: disabled 
drivers or drivers with disabled passengers 
accessing the Quarry for sea-angling or the 
café; deliveries to the café; the tenants of the 
café, who also live there, and their friends and 
relatives; the Coastguard; Trinity House.  All 
other vehicles are banned in order to preserve 
Berry Head as a tranquil, unspoilt area, so far 
as this is possible. 
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A key issue is that any vehicle can access the 
site once the Ranger staff have gone home 
and as a result there is a great deal of illegal 
vehicle use out of hours.  This damages 
people’s enjoyment as well as the calcareous 
grassland.  A system that maintains a locked 
barrier on to the site but enables the café 
tenants to lead a normal life needs to be 
installed.  In the past locks left on gates at 
night have been vandalised by sea-anglers and 
so the support of this community for any 
measures needs to be won. 

 
iii)  Dogs 
Dog-fouling has been discussed above (4.2.ii) and 
was one of the priority issues raised by site users.  
Measures proposed to resolve the problem include 
stronger enforcement measures, the provision of 
additional dog-bins and a ready supply of “poop-
scoops” on site.  Litter is also identified as a key 
priority by users and similar measures are 
required to tackle this problem. 
 
People are also concerned about their dogs 
worrying livestock and this concern could 
increase once sheep / goats / ponies and / or cattle 
are roaming more widely across the site.  
Selecting stock that is resilient to dogs is 
important, as are strong awareness-raising 
measures for visitors.  Dogs roaming the site out 
of their owners’ control are in any case a threat 
not only to livestock but also to wildlife and other 
visitors. 
 
iv)  Amenity area 
The close-mown grass area beside the car park is 
popular with people for picnics, kite-flying and 
ball games.  This facility needs to be retained if 
possible, and / or reproduced wherever the car 
park is located.  This is a further reason why 
direct management or ownership of the buffer 
zone around Berry Head is desirable, as it will 
allow the creation of recreational space to reduce 
pressure on the reserve. 
 
v)  Sea anglers 
There are several responsible sea angling clubs 
whose members use the Quarry; there is a small 

minority of irresponsible people that fish from the 
Quarry but cause problems for other people.  
These include non-disabled anglers driving 
through the site and anglers leaving litter in the 
Quarry.  Closer work is needed with the 
established clubs to resolve these problems. 
 
vi)  Miscellaneous 
As a Country Park Berry Head is often seen as a 
place where all kinds of recreation can freely take 
place and indeed this is largely true.  However the 
criterion of “peaceful enjoyment of the 
countryside” is used to rule out some uses, such as 
the flying of powered model aircraft.  Also ruled 
out by virtue of planning designations are 
commercial enterprises that conflict with the 
tranquility of the site, although appropriate uses, 
such as a camping barn, can be envisaged.  
 
 
 
4.5  Access, Audience Development and 
Interpretation 
Providing good quality access, both physical and 
intellectual, to the heritage of Berry Head is a key 
priority, partly because people are interested in 
their heritage and want to be involved with it; and 
partly to raise awareness of the fragility of that 
heritage and thereby secure its protection in the 
long term.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bringing history to life 
 
This is a significant area of work in its own right 
and it is therefore dealt with in a separate Access, 
Audience Development and Interpretation 
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Plan.  This Plan is integrated with the 
Conservation Management Plan but does also 
stand as a coherent document in its own right. 
 
The full Plan is found at Appendix A. 
 
 
4.6  Organisations and Resources 
The range of issues highlighted above shows that 
there is a great deal of work to be done at Berry 
Head if a sustainable future is to be secured for 
the site.  This section discusses the capacity of the 
organisations concerned with Berry Head to take 
this work forward. 
 
Torbay Coast and Countryside Trust has a 
good track record in nature conservation, grazing 
management, recreation management, 
interpretation, education and community 
involvement.  It has less experience in building 
conservation, disability access and traffic 
management but is able to access these skills 
through its professional advisors and the Berry 
Head Forum.   
 
The Berry Head Forum has developed to 
become a broad-ranging partnership that is 
capable of providing a high level of stakeholder 
involvement in the site from statutory agencies, 
community groups and specialist organisations .  
Through this forum TCCT has access to a wide 
range of views and skills.  The relatively newly-
formed “Friends of Berry Head” group  represents 
daily users of the site and has a seat on the Forum.  
This group help maintain good links with the 
people who visit Berry Head most often. 
 
Torbay Council and other statutory agencies 
have a very strong policy commitment to Berry 
Head, because of its high heritage value.  
Resources in terms of staff time and some 
financial resources are available to assist the site’s 
development. 
 
 
 
 
 

4.7  Conclusions 
The discussion of vulnerability and the key issues 
affecting Berry Head has generated a fascinating 
mixture of actions required.  There are some areas 
where “people pressure” is damaging the heritage, 
some where “natural pressures” are causing 
damage.  There are also some activities that 
damage other people’s enjoyment of the site 
rather than the heritage.  These “people-on-people 
pressures” also need to be managed so that the 
site’s character is maintained for future 
generations.   
 
One of the key findings of the research has been 
that people tend to use Berry Head as if it were 
simply a Country Park, which one imagines to be 
a fairly robust environment that can withstand 
high levels of recreation.  In fact, of course, Berry 
Head is a highly sensitive environment that is in 
need of greater protection and management in 
order to conserve its special features. 
 
The task of this management plan is to establish a 
commonly-agreed way to untangle the complex  
strands of heritage and public enjoyment and 
weave a clear direction for a sustainable future for 
Berry Head.  In the 2004 public consultation, 
when asked the question “How do you think 
Berry Head should develop in the future?” most 
people said: “as a place of tranquility and 
nature” and in the 2005 consultation every 
respondent agreed that the over-riding priority for 
Berry Head is to hand it on to future generations 
in good condition.  These should be the 
touchstones for determining our future 
management of the site, and it is clear that there is 
an opportunity to achieve this goal and make a 
significant difference to the long term 
conservation of Berry Head. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


