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Natural England UK Biodiversity Review 2008
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How much Money?

2006 shortfall Cost to UK of War In
between the costs of lIraq 2002/2003 to
delivering the UK 2004/2005

BAPs and the
funding available

| c. £900m/year
£117 m/yr for habitats

£322m/yr for species




Land under buildings or infrastructure
10% of GB and increasing

Growth Areas

I“ Ashford

London-Stansted-Cambridge-
peterborough (L-S-C-P)

Milton Keynes & South Midlands

Thames Gateway
Proposed extension to (L-S-C-P)
growth Area

O  Growth points
-~ Reglon boundary




Many of us would like to see the change
form monoculture to permaculture.

but what caused much of the loss In the
first place?




Gillespie and Hill (2007)

0t he changes that oc
1930s and the present 1 with the advent of
herbicides insecticides fungicides and
Industrial farming methods have probably
see the greatest man-induced impacts on
bir odi versity for




Green Cities and Why We Need
Them (2003)

David Nicholson-Lord




In 10 years 90% of us will live
In urban areas in UK




OEver since human bei
we have tried to escape them...they just
happen to Dbe, now, Wwh

David Nicholson-Lord
New Economics Foundation




OWhenever peopl e are
they move to tree-studded land on
prominences over|l ocf

E.O.WilsonT 6 Bi ophi |l 1 abo




A Depressing Business




We appear to be 6desi gnrn
guantum of biodiversity in our environment




The more biodiverse a given habitat type, the
more we benefit from it

Oreflectiond veichresss pl ant speci es

0di stinct i1 denti trichhesser sus pl ant spec

Orefl ectiond versus number of habitat




Transport Carbon

Figure 5.5 Growth in traffic, passengers, freight and GDP Figure 5.56 Changes in greenhouse gas emissions,
in GB, 1980-2006 1590-2006




Ecourbanism

O | have regarded gre
preferably environmental infrastructure
that delivers supporting environmental
services In cities and towns as a key part
of an approach we it e
or whole system thinking. 0

Engleback 2008




Office of the
Depetty Prime Minister

Tty v sake e b




PPS9 paragraph 14

O0Devel opment proposeée
opportunities for building-in beneficial
biodiversity or geological features as part
of good design. When considering
proposals, local planning authorities
should maximise such opportunities in and
around developments, using planning
obligations where appropriate.’




Mitigation hierarchy in PPS9

OWhere a planning deci

significant harm to biodiversity and geological
Interests which cannot be prevented or

adequately mitigated against, appropriate
compensation measures should be sought. If

that significant harm cannot be prevented,
adequately mitigated against, or compensated

for, then planning permission should be refused. 0




What is YOUR experience of
iImplementation of the spirit and principle
of PPS9 and the associated Government

Circular and Good Practice Guide?




Gillespie
and Hill
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The Environment Bank




guardian

Habitat banking is the future of nature
conservation in the UK

Habitat banking is nse to trash' —it's opportunity to apply
market-based conservation that can help biodiversity in the UK

David Hill and Rob Gillespie

November

2009
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A Development mitigation is rarely
implemented

A It is hardly ever monitored

A When it is implemented it generally fails
(especially translocations)

A We must replace current practice with
mltlgathn ban klng according to Gillespie and Hill 2007




A So let us (in most cases) give up on the
Omi tigation hierarch

AS e

| | a devel oper hab
Odebit

S

@)

A These need not be anywhere near the
point of Impact

A Housing chosen as key example i but is
perhaps the least good option




Hill (2009)

d-cologists and conservation groups would, in
many circumstances, release developers from the
physical task of providing on-site compensation.
This makes possible landscape conservation
projects of much greater . 0

(large, superior and robust)

But should value not also include amenity
value e.q. to residents of a new housing
development?




Hill (2009)

OHabi tat banking ha
development as its core objective. It Is not a
"licence to trash". The planning system will
still operate on the basis that acknowledged
and protected sites of nature conservation

val ue are protecte

But what of very local features of
perhaps lower biodiverity value but huge
value to the qguality




Leave developers to what they do
best

Would a busy developer sooner write
a cheque?

éor worry about creat|
greener cities?




A happier devel oper e
development?

A Faster permission

A Reduced
uncertainty on cost

A Does not have to
think about the
value of
biodiversity
Aéél ess provision
for biodiversity on
the very doorstep?




Town & Country Manning Do cember 2007

December
2007

Morris and
Huggett




While habitat banking does have
potential and might be used under
particular and highly defined conditions,
there is the danger that allowing such an
approach to be introduced would be the
nature conservation equivalent of the
Trojan Horse. Once the concept has
been adopted it will be very difficult to
resist pressure from those industries
that cannot be accommodated or for
habitat creation to be widened to ancient
habitats that realistically cannot be re-
created.







