EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC (EIP) OF THE BASINGSTOKE & DEANE LOCAL PLAN
Hearing Statement On Behalf of Natural Basingstoke (NB)
Hearing Session:
Addressing: Issue 10 Environment Q20 EM5 Green Infrastructure
20. The environment:
20.1 Do policies EM4-5 provide a clear and integrated framework for conserving, managing
and increasing the Borough’s green infrastructure, bio-diversity and other environmental
assets?
ISSUE 10 EM5 GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

1. NB do not consider the Local Plan in respect of Green Infrastructure to be positively
prepared, justified or effective and is not consistent with achieving sustainable
development.

a. NPPF165 requires a mapping of ecological network components and opportunities
for extending to be effective in the delivery of requirements based on NPPF117,156.
We do not have that information to determine if the NPPF requirements have been
met. NB anticipated that the plan would be supported with mapped routes of
network components and potential sub-regional ecological networks and wildlife
corridors plus opportunities for priority habitat restoration, re-creation, connection
as overlays to network components, so as to aid site designation, site habitat and
network connections and development application decisions PPG 12-009-20140306
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, that will also aid planning for species movement, abundance and distribution, to

develop new and more sustainable populations and while also taking account of
climate change needs for species movement.
b. There are no local targets or timescales for green infrastructure net gains, let alone
that can be judges as to whether they are “significant” 2, and linked to local and
national targets (Biodiversity 2020) and UK Indicators3, nor commitment to
measuring success against targets NPPF117. Policy Para 6.22 makes reference only
to “….seek to avoid a net loss in biodiversity……… “ .
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c. NPPF 157 guidance requires identification in the Local Plan of land that would be (a)
regarded as inappropriate for development or (b) identified as Nature Improvement
Areas (NIA’s). We can find no reference to either, even to say “there are none”. It
should be clear, if correct, that no NIA’s have been identified. It is not clear that
every piece of land is regarded as appropriate for development. If so we need to
know on the basis of what assessment and community consultation.
d. For a development applicants to be made aware that their proposals are not in
conflict with GI Strategy NB conclude a strategic map of GI and GI Opportunities
should be available. NB have not had visibility of such a map. To be sound NPPF182
the Local Plan must demonstrate it is positively prepared and we believe that should
include a map of “objectively assessed…… infrastructure requirements” which in this
case applies to ecological networks and wildlife corridors as well as Biodiversity
Opportunity Areas or Nature Improvement Areas.
e. The development planning process should take into account land identified by GI
planning as being a priority habitat Opportunity. Opportunities need to be mapped
now, based on objective criteria (see How to Make Plan Sound), so that decisions on
Opportunities for securing or reserving of land prior to development site
designations and dwelling calculations are made, or an approach can be determined
prior to ad hoc planning applications , landscape scale projects, Nature
Improvement Areas, and any other GI impacting developments. The absence of
these provisions demonstrates in our view that the plan has not objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements.
f.

NPPF92 guidance on the opportunities for biodiversity, ecosystem services and
community benefits afforded by Community Forests is not included in GI policy (and
possibly Strategic Gaps Policy), so has not been considered as part of designating
site developments or, we believe, GI network planning even though such a policy
and the provision for community forests is part of guidance and could be a material
consideration in preparing development plans and in deciding planning applications
as per NPPF92. The absence of these provisions demonstrates in our view that the
plan has not objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements.
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g. It is unclear how Community Forest provision might relate to green space
standards4 which NB have consistently submitted should include the omitted higher
levels of green space provision proposed by Nature Nearby5 and which could
provide a basis for community forest calculations. These omissions despite evidence
in the SA about large past and projected increases in population, loss of habitats6,
declines in ecosystem services (unevaluated), and biodiversity - against a backdrop
of over 800 species requiring protection7. GI policy is not positively prepared, or
justified as alternatives have not been considered – even when proposed. The policy
cannot be considered to be effective or consistent with national policy. The policy
should include community forest requirements on the basis of existing SA evidence
and ensure that provision is a material consideration in preparing development
plans and in deciding planning applications NPPF92. The absence of these provisions
demonstrates in our view that the plan has not objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements.
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NB are of the view that a strategically planned green infrastructure should inform
sustainability appraisals prior to site selection and green infrastructure Opportunities
and requirements should be included in designated site plans as would be roads,
schools, play areas, retail areas, community facilities, dwellings and other infrastructure.
The absence of this approach to planning demonstrates that the plan is not being
positively prepared for the environment dimension of sustainable development. This
cannot be justified, effective or consistent with the NPPF. The Local Plan is not
sustainable because the planning for environment, in this case G,I is not evaluated on an
equal basis as other forms of infrastructure, nor are there commitments to action and
deliverables or an evaluation of funding needs as for economic and social dimensions of
sustainable development. NPPF 8 states that “These roles should not be undertaken in
isolation, because they are mutually dependent.” NPPF 9 reaffirms that approach. But
that is not what has happened with the natural environment. On that basis
requirements for Green Infrastructure, certainly in relation to development plans should
have requirements for priority habitat reserved in sites when appropriate in the same
way as other infrastructure.
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Local Plan Appendix 4 Adopted Standards page 160
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Appendix 4 Nature Nearby, Accessible Green Space Standards (Angst)
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Living Landscapes – All Appendices, Appendix 1 page 8 ENV12 (see PS/02/08 for FINAL)
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With the exception of a single Country Park located at the behest of the landowner not
the community the Local Plan has no plans, targets, strategy for delivery or costings for
significant Green Infrastructure such as community forests, urban network
improvements or landscape habitat restoration and re-creation that addresses national
policy for improvements. The Local Plan therefore is not positively prepared as other
infrastructure requirements are for the other 2 dimensions of sustainable development.
They could and should be, even if the IDP were to show a shortfall in funding. The Local
Plan in the view of NB is not effectively prepared for delivering GI outcomes yhat are
evidentially in keeping with national guidance on what should be achieved in the period
up to 2020 or beyond, let alone “significantly” against biodiversity and habitat targets
set out in Biodiversity 2020.
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GI policy emphasises beneficial social functions but not ecosystem services NPPF 109.
Policy is therefore unclear about how the benefits of ecosystem services will or can be
realised and how those benefits will be assessed, protected or delivered including how
natural solutions will replace engineered solutions, for example through community
forests. It also could be clearer that there must be integration of urban green
infrastructure into ecological networks8 as emphasised by the Environment White Paper
– The Natural Choice: securing the value of nature.
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The policy does not accord with NPPF114 where the authority is required to set out its
strategic approach in the Local Plan for “management of networks of biodiversity and
Green Infrastructure”. This should then link to the Green Infrastructure Strategy as an
audit trail. The policy is not effective, not consistent.
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Appendix 6 The Natural Choice: securing the value of nature
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HOW TO MAKE PLAN SOUND

1. The Local Plan should set out how the GI infrastructure will be managed and maintained
and set targets and measure of performance that then link to subsidiary documents such
as Living Landscapes and Green Infrastructure Strategy to provide an audit trail of
targets and performance.

2. Infrastructure opportunities and requirements for GI habitat and including links and
locations for network connections and stepping stones should be assessed and
incorporated into site plans, if possible as conditions, but in the same way and at the
same time as other infrastructure requirements i.e. when sites are being considered for
designation.

3. Using available evidence plans for GI for large green spaces such as community forests
should be compiled and incorporated into development proposals and the iDP together
with plans for ecological and other green network improvements that will contribute to
priority habitat and protected species gains.
4. NB are of the view that it is essential for effectiveness that the Local Plan should be
supported by maps that go beyond existing network components to overlay sub-regional
networks and wildlife corridors that enter, cross and leave the borough and join with
equivalents in other administrative areas such as the NWAONB and links to the South
Downs. Opportunities should also be an overlay. Maps should include links between
town and country that will help restore biodiversity by facilitating the movement of
species and the creation of new populations or increasing the resilience of others while
also providing ecosystem services.
5. Local Plan Natural Environment Strategic Priorities. The Local Plan should incorporate
actions and delivery commitments from; Living Landscapes, Green Infrastructure
Strategy and additionally on Biodiversity and they should be consistent with
Government guidance on meeting or exceeding targets in Biodiversity 2020.
6. Priority Habitat Opportunities and Criteria. While this will require more detailed
discussion, including with Hampshire Biodiversity Information Centre (HBIC) we propose
that this might include; soil type, topography, soil condition i.e. undisturbed through to

5

arable, existing habitat, biodiversity and condition, proximity to; existing similar or,
complementary habitat.
7. The Local Plan should incorporate priority tasks and commitments to delivery with links
(an audit trail) back from; Living Landscapes, Green Infrastructure Strategy and any
other sources NPPF114.
8. EM5 might be reworded more positively to try to avoid using terms that really require
definition, for example “important”.

Development proposals will only be permitted where they;

a. Enhance, restore or create, connect and integrate, in accordance with the Green
Infrastructure Strategy (and subsequent updates).
b. Guarantee the integrity of or restore existing corridors/links, or create new
connections between components of the Green Infrastructure network in
accordance with the strategy.
c. Deliver net gains or fully mitigate any impacts on the green infrastructure
network and its functions as a whole.

The council will support proposals………..

9. NB are unclear from EM5 Green Infrastructure definition that there is recognition of the
underlying function of all green infrastructure. Foremost, it is to provide natural and
semi-natural areas of green space (and ecosystem services) and includes the
connections between them. The NPPF definition is brief but encompassing but it is
worth reading the EU definition of green infrastructure which is clearer in this regard 9.
10. Para 6.29 As stated by NB in greater detail in ISSUE 4 Other Housing Matters we believe
that Appendix 4 Adopted Standards should be amended to recognise that the start point
for green space is that it can have a single function even if it can be multi-functional.
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11. Para 6.29. While recognising that the list is comprised of examples, almost all are urban
spaces. It is not clear why the omission of; ecological networks, wildlife corridors, and
stepping stones all of which are habitats is for a particular reason or not. If not then the
list could be better balanced.
12. GI should report positive or negative variances in priority habitat losses or increases
arising through restoration and re-creation. Changes in priority habitat extent, condition
and connectivity of ecological networks, wildlife corridors and stepping stones. Includes
losses and gains processed by the planning system (to calculate net gains or losses).
13. Para 6.31. Bullet 5. NB propose that to be compatible with the NPPF (and the NERC Act)
“Support biodiversity conservation” would be better expressed as “provide net gains in
biodiversity where possible”.
14. Commit to produce and transparently publish annual action plans, targets and
performance measurement statistics on Green Infrastructure, species and habitat
changes on the Borough website.

Paul Beevers
Natural Basingstoke
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Appendix 2 PPG Biodiversity, ID: 8-007-20140306
Note word “significant” in last sentence para 1.
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Appendix 3 UK Biodiversity Indicators
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-4233
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Appendix 4 Nature Nearby Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (Angst)
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