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Summary 
 

2010 is the United Nation’s designated year for biodiversity and the year in which we have 

failed to halt the loss of biodiversity in the European Union. To meet the new 2020 target, 

and ensure species resilience and adaptation to climate change, we need to do more 

conservation and to do it now. Conservation at a landscape scale, in particular the 

restoration or creation of priority habitats, offers a way to meet that challenge.  

 

Current planning policies across the UK, in particular PPS9 in England, National Planning 

Framework 2 in Scotland, TAN5 in Wales and PPS2 in Northern Ireland, support and in 

some cases actively encourage provision for habitat restoration and creation. Methodologies 

exist which can identify and map habitat restoration and creation opportunities. However, 

planning is failing to deliver results. The aim of this survey was to provide a clearer picture 

of what is actually happening, to explore the barriers, and to find out what (if anything) the 

RSPB should be doing to aid delivery. 

 

The report is in two parts: an unpublished literature review and the survey of UK planners 

presented in the following pages. A total of 46 spatial planners across the UK took part in 

the survey. 

 

Findings 
 Habitat opportunity mapping is an important tool for identifying and safeguarding 

opportunities to restore or create new priority habitats. Irrespective of which 

methodology is chosen, the majority of planners responding to this survey know 

very little about it and are unlikely to use opportunity mapping as a decision-making 

or place-shaping tool. 

 Nevertheless, some local authorities do have habitat restoration or creation policies 

in their development plans and a smaller number have actually mapped 

opportunities. Most described this as a ‘work in progress’, suggesting a willingness 

to include policies and maps if a way is found to do it. 

 There is no single barrier to delivering habitat restoration or creation through spatial 

planning. There are many reasons in combination, and with the exception of 

Northern Ireland, biodiversity is not one of them. Two reasons stand out: limited 

resources to investigate new methods, and lack of expertise within planning teams. 

This could be exacerbated by proposed cuts in local authority budgets. 

 Some local authorities are restoring or creating new habitats through the planning 

system, generally at a much smaller scale and through a variety of mechanisms, such 

as, green infrastructure provision, mitigation measures, remediation and planning 

gain.  

 Planners questioned underlined the importance of getting involved in plan 

preparation, and the importance of demonstrating the need, the social and economic 

opportunities, served by identifying and safeguarding sites for habitat restoration or 

creation. Conservation need alone is not sufficient.  

 A high proportion of the planners surveyed use planning conditions to support 

biodiversity, there is less use of legal agreements. Northern Ireland is the exception 

and little effort is made there to lever funding from development for habitat 
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provision. Most planners are aware of other sources of funding, but are not 

necessarily able to extend the time and effort necessary to access them. 

 

Annex 1 provides a summary of habitat opportunity mapping in England. 
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2  UK planning survey 
 

 

2.1  Methodology 
 

2.1.1  Why? 
The premise of this study is that spatial planning can help to reverse the loss of biodiversity 

by supporting the creation and restoration of habitats at a landscape scale. It could do this 

by identifying areas or sites in spatial plans, safeguarding them from inappropriate 

development and by encouraging developers to contribute towards the cost of delivery. 

Whether it is a large expanse or small pockets of habitat that form part of a wider network, 

the RSPB believes that planning can deliver for biodiversity. 

 

Planning policy in England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland allows for and in some 

cases actively promotes landscape-scale conservation. However, while the policy driver is 

there, and habitat mapping methodologies are well established, results are slow to appear 

on the ground. The potential for planning to make a difference has yet to be realised and it is 

important to find out the reasons why – and not simply assume that we already know why! 

This is the purpose of the survey. 

 

As with any investigation, a number of assumptions underpin this work. For example, we 

assume that planners and planning authorities need to be open to new ideas and ways of 

doing things, that there may not be public or political support for habitat restoration or 

creation – and that landowners are likely to be an obstacle (because land is less valuable if is 

set aside for conservation). In the current economic climate, when there is very little public 

money available anyway, common sense suggests that conservation is not viewed as a top 

priority. 

 

2.1.2  What? 
Having established the aim of the survey, the aim of the questions is to verify the 

assumptions that have been made and to find out if there is anything else we should know. 

The questions: 

 assess planning officers’ familiarity with the ideas and concepts surrounding 

landscape scale conservation 

 ask what if anything is being done to allocate sites for landscape-scale conservation 

 explore the barriers to restoring or creating priority habitats 

 look at awareness of the RSPB’s related conservation work 

 find out what else conservation organisations could/should be doing to help to 

deliver landscape-scale conservation, and, 

 investigate funding through planning gain. 

 

2.1.3  How? 
This survey was conducted using SurveyMonkey, a web-based survey tool. Four almost 

identical questionnaires were developed to accommodate both the differences and 
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similarities in planning systems in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. There 

were two types of question: multiple choices with multiple answers (e.g. to create a rating 

scale using ‘often’, ‘sometimes’, ‘rarely’ or ‘never’) or multiple choices with a single answer 

(e.g. ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘we’re working on it’ options). There were also opportunities for 

respondents to provide extra information in accompanying text boxes. Respondents simply 

had to click on a link to get started. 

 

2.1.4  Who, where? 
This survey was aimed at planners involved in the preparation of strategic and local 

development plans, not development control. The survey is anonymous, but respondents 

were asked to provide some information about themselves, in particular, how long have 

they been planners and what type of planning do they do? The majority of respondents who 

answered are in spatial planning and have more than 10 years planning experience. 

 

In Scotland and Wales, internet searches and phone calls identified one contact in each 

planning authority. In Northern Ireland, planning is still centralised and twelve known 

contacts were picked out. In England, given that there are more than 300 planning 

authorities, the survey was promoted in email bulletins to the Planning Officers Society and 

the RTPI’s Environmental Planning and Protection Network. This was a disaster – proving 

that planners in England have little time or worse no interest in surveys, there were only 3 

responses! As a consequence, a list of contacts was generated at random from approximately 

30 district planning authorities. All respondents were sent an email inviting them to take 

part in the survey with a direct link to the questionnaire on the SurveyMonkey website.  

 

Disappointingly, the number of survey responses for England is relatively small, with a total 

of 11 altogether. Scotland generated a fantastic result there were 20 responses from spatial 

planners across the country providing a more solid basis for drawing conclusions. Wales, 

like England, generated 11 responses, but this represents just under half the total number of 

planning authorities in Wales (including the National Park). There were 6 responses from 

Northern Ireland, rendering it impossible to make any generalisations there. Completion 

rates were remarkably similar: England (63.6%), Scotland (65%), Wales (63.6%) and 

Northern Ireland (66.7%). 

 

 

2.2  Survey results 
 

2.2.1  Thinking Green! 

The aim of the first two questions is to gauge planners’ familiarity with a list of ‘green’ 

concepts, legislation and tools and to assess to what extent these are used in decision-

making or place-shaping. Respondents were asked to rate each term: 

 Question 1: in carrying out your duties is this ‘very familiar’, ‘familiar’, ‘not very 

familiar’ or ‘not familiar at all’? 

 Question 2: do you use the following as a decision-making or place-shaping tool 

‘often’, ‘sometimes’, ‘rarely’ or ‘never’? 
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The results are represented in stacked bar charts, prioritising from high to low the ‘very 

familiar’ and ‘often’ categories. 

 

The list is quite broad and includes: designated sites and appropriate assessment (Birds and 

Habitats Directives), sustainability appraisals (Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Directive), river basin management plans (Water Framework Directive), green belt, 

landscape character assessment, green infrastructure, habitat opportunity mapping, 

ecological networks and ecosystem services. There are of course variations according to each 

country, for instance, LANDMAP in Wales, landscape character assessment (England and 

Scotland) and landscape character areas (Northern Ireland) each interpret the European 

Landscape Convention. 

 

Question 1 is important because, ultimately, the results say something about communication 

and how fluent planners are thinking and talking about environmental and biodiversity 

issues. Complementing this, question 2 demonstrates how influential the concepts, 

legislation and tools on the list are. Policy makers and the conservation community may be 

well versed in the latest green jargon – but, in order to be useful, the things we talk about 

need to reach the right ears and should promote biodiversity conservation. 

 

2.2.1.1   England 
This bar chart shows that English planners responding to the survey are ‘very familiar’ with 

designated sites (82%), sustainability appraisals (64%) and green belt (56%). The majority of 

respondents are ‘fairly familiar’ with habitats regulation assessment (55%). In fact, the 

highest scores are found in the ‘fairly familiar’ category also for landscape character 

assessment (67%), ecological networks and river basin management plans (both 46%), and 

habitat opportunity mapping and ecosystem services (both 37%). Habitat opportunity 

mapping scores well in England compared to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. It has 

an identical spread to ecosystem services: very familiar (9%), not very familiar (27%) and not 

familiar at all (27%). 

 
Responses show that designated sites (73%), habitats regulation assessment (64%) and 

sustainability appraisals (55%) are most ‘often’ used by respondents in decision-making or 
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place-shaping. If ‘often’ and ‘sometimes’ categories are added together, then green 

infrastructure and landscape character assessment also score quite highly (82% and 73% 

respectively). Green belt is used ‘often’ (46%) and ‘never’ (36%), according to the planner’s 

vicinity to green belt areas. In contrast, many respondents ‘rarely’ (36%) or ‘never’ (36%) use 

river basin management plans. Although the majority of planners who responded ‘never’ 

(46%) use habitat opportunity maps, a small percentage ‘often’ (9%) or ‘sometimes '(27%) do 

– perhaps reflecting efforts by Natural England and regional biodiversity forums to create 

habitat opportunity maps for each English region. In a surprise result, ecosystem services 

prove almost as influential as ecological networks (36% versus 46% combined ‘often’ and 

‘sometimes’ score). 

 

 
 

2.2.1.2   Scotland 

 
The Scottish results to question 1 show high levels of awareness. Here the top scores fall 

within the ‘very familiar’ category, lead by designated sites (85%), green belt (70%), and, in 

joint third place, strategic environmental assessment and river basin management plans 
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(60%). When the ‘very familiar’ and ‘fairly familiar’ categories are added together, it shows 

that a high percentage of the planners who responded to this survey are equally familiar 

with river basin management plans, landscape character assessment and appropriate 

assessment (85%). Green infrastructure is not far behind (80%), followed by ecological 

networks (75%) and ecosystem services (50%). At the other end of the scale the majority are 

‘not very familiar’ or ‘not familiar at all’ with habitat opportunity mapping (70%). 

 

Designated sites (65%), landscape character assessment (60%) and strategic environmental 

assessment (55%) are ‘often’ used by Scottish respondents. Top scores were achieved in the 

‘sometimes’ category for appropriate assessment (55%), ecological networks and river basin 

management plans (joint 45%) and green infrastructure (40%). 

 
Green belt remains influential, used ‘often’ (35%) and ‘sometimes’ (35%) in equal measure. 

Compared to the results for England, the percentage of planners who use ecological 

networks and river basin management plans as a tool in the preparation of planning 

documents is significantly higher (80% and 65% respectively, combining ‘often’ and 

‘sometimes’ results). However, the majority of planners responding to the survey ‘rarely’ 

(45%) or ‘never’ (35%) use habitat opportunity mapping. Despite being more of a concept 

than an operational tool, ecosystem services is ‘often’ or ‘sometimes’ used by a large 

minority of respondents (40%). 

 

2.2.1.3   Wales 
Planners who responded to the survey in Wales are ‘very familiar’ with designated sites 

(91%), sustainability appraisals (64%), habitats regulation assessment (56%) and green belt 

(46%). A high percentage (91%) are ‘very familiar’ and ‘fairly familiar’ with LANDMAP 

Wales’ own landscape description and mapping tool. More than half of the respondents are 

‘very familiar’ or ‘fairly familiar’ with green infrastructure (64%). Awareness of river basin 

management plans is increasing, although an equal number are either ‘fairly familiar’ or ‘not 

very familiar’ (36%) with this requirement of the Water Framework Directive. More 

respondents are familiar with ecosystem services or ecological networks (37% and 46% are 

‘fairly familiar’ respectively) than with habitat opportunity mapping (64% are ‘not familiar’ 

with this exercise). 
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As might be expected, designated sites (82%) and sustainability appraisals (82%) are used 

most ‘often’ as decision-making or place-shaping tools. This is followed by habitats 

regulation assessment (73%), LANDMAP (64%) and green belt (46%). 

 
As in England, green belt is divided equally between ‘often’ and ‘never’ depending on the 

respondent’s location. Use of green infrastructure is evenly spread between ‘often’ (27%), 

‘sometimes’ (27%) and ‘never’ (27%), showing that while the concept is becoming more 

popular, it is not top of the agenda in Wales. The same number (45%) ‘often’ or sometimes’ 

use ecological networks and river basin management plans . A majority rarely (36%) or 

never (46%) use ecosystem services to help make decisions – showing that although the 

principle is understood, it is less easily applied. Roughly the same distribution is evident for 

habitat opportunity mapping (46 % ‘rarely’ and 36% ‘never’ use it), but in this case 

methodologies are well established, particularly in England. 
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2.2.1.4   Northern Ireland 

 
From the chart it is clear to see that all respondents are ‘very familiar’ with designated sites 

and green belt. Landscape character areas are in third place because all respondents are 

either ‘very familiar’ (67%) or ‘fairly familiar’ (33%) with this tool. Similarly, with an 

identical 50:50 split between ‘very’ and ‘fairly familiar’ categories, all respondents are 

familiar with river basin management plans and habitats regulation assessment. The 

majority of respondents (5 out of 6) are also ‘very’ or ‘fairly familiar’ with green 

infrastructure and ecological networks. Sustainability appraisal appears less familiar to 

respondents in Northern Ireland than elsewhere in the UK. A third are ‘not very familiar’ 

with the process – although, given the small number of respondents, this finding cannot be 

said to be indicative of all planners in NI. Habitat opportunity mapping and ecosystem 

services share the same profile, with the majority of respondents either ‘not very familiar’ 

(67%) or ‘not familiar at all’ with them. In the latter case, this does follow the same pattern as 

the results for the rest of the UK and probably is indicative. 

 
Northern Ireland’s respondents indicate that designated sites ‘often’ (83%) influence 

planning decisions. Green belt and habitats regulation assessment are influential ‘often’ and 
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‘sometimes’ in equal measure. Landscape character areas come next, followed by river basin 

management plans (50% in the ‘often’ category versus 50% in the ‘sometimes’ category). 

Mirroring the results for question 1, half the respondents ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ use sustainability 

appraisals as a decision-making or place-shaping tool. Although the latter result cannot be 

seen as representative for the whole of Northern Ireland, the remainder display a similar 

pattern to England, Scotland and Wales. Green infrastructure falls in the middle of the chart, 

followed by ecological networks; habitat opportunity mapping and ecosystem services are at 

the bottom (4 out of 6 ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ use these). 

 

2.2.1.5   Conclusions 
Planners across the UK are familiar with and often use designated sites, green belt and 

environmental assessment (SEA and appropriate assessment) in making decisions. This 

shows the influence of legislation – its requirements are well communicated and are just 

that, required actions. River basin management plans are the odd one out, they are relatively 

new and their influence seems to be spreading as planners get to grips with the Water 

Framework Directive. Landscape character assessment (and by extension the European 

Landscape Convention) is also well established. Ecological networks and green 

infrastructure also sit somewhere in the middle; the terms ‘network’ and ‘infrastructure’ are 

easily understood, but their interpretations can vary widely. Least familiar and least used in 

decision-taking or place-shaping are habitat opportunity mapping and ecosystem services. 

 

 

2.2.2  Planning for green infrastructure 
In England, green infrastructure (GI) as a concept seems to be here to stay. It is spatial, 

multi-functional and about linking green spaces together. Green infrastructure has the 

potential to deliver habitat creation and restoration opportunities – particularly around 

towns and cities either through regeneration or new development – which is why we 

wanted to know more about it.  

 

In this section of the survey questionnaire, question 3 asked ‘is a green infrastructure 

agenda addressed in: 

 English regional strategies 

 Scotland’s National Planning Framework 2  

 The Wales Spatial Plan, and  

 Northern Irelands Regional Development Strategy?’ 

The question may seem a pointless one to ask because it is just as easy to check the 

documents (in fact this is where respondents start skipping questions). However, what is at 

issue here is how such strategic documents are interpreted by planners, which in turn may 

effect the preparation of local development documents. That is the next question.  

 

In the same order as above, question 4, asked ‘is there a green infrastructure policy in each 

country’s: 

 local development frameworks  

 strategic/local development plan 

 local development plan 

 area plan?’ 
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Question 5 then asked at what stage the local plan is at in the preparation process. There is a 

slight variation here for Scotland: question 5 asked planners to state whether the GI policy 

was in the strategic plan, local development plan or both (if applicable). The last question in 

this section (question 6 or 7 for Scotland) asked if green infrastructure was being linked to 

major new development. The aim here is to find out if the policy has the possibility of 

funding attached. For example, regeneration in the Thames Gateway has lead to substantial 

investment in a ‘green-grid’ concept, including habitat creation and restoration at a 

landscape-scale. 

 

2.2.2.1   England  
Seven respondents (87%)1 said yes, their regional strategy has a green infrastructure policy. 

Since one or more of the respondents may be from the same region, this does not indicate 

that seven regional strategies have GI policies. A further five respondents (63%) replied that 

their local development framework (LDF) has a green infrastructure policy.  

 

The LDFs are at various stages of development ranging from gathering the evidence base, 

working on emerging options, to pre-publication and pre-submission. The intention is there 

to formulate specific GI policies at later stages, or, as one comment indicated, it may be that 

green infrastructure will be referenced in several policies in the core strategy instead. Only 

one LDF will link green infrastructure to major development via a designated growth point2. 

However, another respondent anticipated that ‚any strategic development sites will be 

linked to green infrastructure‛. 

 

2.2.2.2   Scotland 
Scotland provided the greatest number of responses to the survey; all 20 answered the 

questions in this section. Three quarters of respondents agreed that the National Planning 

Framework 2 does have a green infrastructure policy. Five disagreed. A review of the 

document reveals GI by another name. It states that Scotland’s city region approach ‚also 

provides the opportunity to develop extensive green networks connecting our inner urban 

areas with their surrounding rural environments‛3. This includes the creation of a Central 

Scotland Green Network; ecological networks and green infrastructure also receive a minor 

mention.  

 

Less than half of respondents (45%) said that their strategic or local development plan 

would have a green infrastructure policy. In fact one respondent commented that although 

their existing local plan has a policy on green space networks, this would soon be updated to 

reflect their new structure plan (2009) which makes no reference to either green 

infrastructure or networks4. Of those plans which do have a GI policy, a small proportion 

                                                           
1 From this point on 8 people answered the questions; 3 people skipped the rest. 
2 Growth points were areas designated by the Labour government for higher rates of growth, at least 

500 new houses per year. See 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/housingsupply/growthareas/newgrowthpoints/  
3 Paragraph 56, National Planning Framework 2. 
4 Reference is made instead to ‚maintaining and improving biodiversity, habitats and landscape 

particularly where there are plans for development‛. 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/housingsupply/growthareas/newgrowthpoints/
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(10% or two responses) said that the GI policy would be in just the local development plan. 

The rest would be in both plans. One plan is still in draft form, another almost at the 

proposed plan stage, four plans are at the main issues report stage, and two have been 

approved and adopted. Green infrastructure was linked to a variety of major development 

opportunities – one example is given, the A96 corridor between Inverness and Nairn which 

incorporates a green infrastructure strategy. 

 

2.2.2.3   Wales 

The majority of respondents5 (80%) said that the Wales Spatial Plan does not address green 

infrastructure. Two respondents said, yes, it does. A review of the 2004 spatial plan confirms 

the former. However, area plans in the 2008 spatial plan update do address essential 

elements of green infrastructure such as creating ‚a network of green highways linking 

green spaces‛ (North West Wales ) or the identifying the need for ‚high quality green space‛ 

as part of a ‚networked environment region‛ (South East Wales).  

 

A further 60 % of respondents said that their local development plan (LDP) does or will 

have a green infrastructure policy. Here too, the LDPs are at various stages of development 

from pre-deposit, preparation of the deposit plan, at public enquiry and revised deposit 

plan. In some cases, it is still undecided whether the LDP will have a green infrastructure 

policy. In others, green infrastructure is referenced at a strategic level as well as in more 

detailed policy. In two cases, green infrastructure is considered as part of supplementary 

guidance on biodiversity. As in England, only one respondent said their green infrastructure 

policy is linked to major new development. 

 

2.2.2.4   Northern Ireland 
Three out of five respondents answered ‘yes’, Northern Ireland’s Regional Development 

Strategy ‘Shaping our Future’ does have a green infrastructure policy. The reality is similar 

to the situation in Scotland and Wales. Green infrastructure is in there and in multiple 

policies, but by other names. For instance, the strategy refers to green corridors and 

enhancing networks of open spaces (page 76), it has policies for the establishment of 

‘community greenways’ (page 211) and promotes the creation and management in cities, 

towns and villages of green spaces ‚to serve multiple purposes‛ (page 208).  

 

In response to the next question (does the area plan have a green infrastructure policy?), one 

person said ‘yes’, one said ‘no’ and the third skipped the question. Nevertheless, it may 

simply be that there are policies which address a green infrastructure agenda, but they are 

called something else. One of these plans is at draft stage and at public inquiry. There is no 

stated link between green infrastructure and major development – but, that is does not mean 

there are none.  

 

 

2.2.2.5  Conclusions 
There is a green infrastructure agenda in each country although it is called different things. 

Common themes include linkages between green spaces and open spaces (e.g. networks, 

                                                           
5 10 people answered the question, 1 skipped it. 
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corridors, highways, accessibility) and multi-functionality (e.g. quality greenspace, habitat 

enhancement, recreation etc). Biodiversity delivery is included alongside other purposes, 

but may be of limited value because of the size of the habitat restored/created and its 

proximity and use by people. Green infrastructure is not necessarily linked to major new 

developments although that of course offers greater design and funding opportunities (e.g. 

the Central Scotland Green Network).  

 

 

2.2.3  Planning for biodiversity 
Planning policies across the UK, in particular PPS9 in England, TAN5 in Wales and PPS2 in 

Northern Ireland, encourage provision for habitat creation and restoration. Conservation 

organisations lobby hard to ensure that planning policies say the right thing, but the issue 

then is do they make a difference? We might want to know ‘how are they implemented?’, 

‘are they implemented?’, ‘do particular policies work in practice?’. That is what this section 

is about. The questions follow the same structure as above and ask: 

 Does each country’s strategic plans6 include targets for the restoration and creation of 

priority habitats? 

 Do local planning documents mention habitat restoration or creation opportunities? 

 Will local planning documents map habitat restoration or creation opportunities? 

 

2.2.3.1   England 
Over half the respondents (63% or 5 out of 8) replied that their Regional Spatial Strategy 

(RSS) of emerging single strategy includes targets for the restoration and creation of priority 

habitats. Examples given included the East Midlands Regional Plan, Policy 29 (priorities for 

enhancing the region’s biodiversity) and Appendix 3 (implementation, indicators, and 

targets), the South East Plan, policy NRM5 (conservation and improvement of biodiversity), 

and the West Midlands RSS, Phase 2 revision policy SR1 (mitigation and adaptation to 

impacts of climate change). Although this is positive, regional strategies have since been 

revoked by the new government placing the English planning system in some uncertainty7. 

 

Only two respondents replied that their Local Development Framework (LDF) mention 

habitat creation and restoration opportunities. However, the rest said that they are ‘working 

on it’. When asked if the LDF would actually map these opportunities, encouragingly, all 

eight respondents said they are working on it. 

 

2.2.3.2   Scotland 
The Scottish results take on a slightly different format. Respondents were asked if their 

strategic or local development plans do or will mention habitat restoration or creation 

opportunities, and if the plans do or will map these opportunities. Regarding mentioning 

opportunities, half of the respondents said ‘we’re working on it’; seven respondents (35%) 

replied ‘yes’ and three respondents (15%) said ‘no’. Four respondents (20%) said ‘yes’ the 

                                                           
6 The exception here is Scotland, where this question appears to have been missed out. 
7 A new Localism Bill is expected to be passed by November 2011 and new national planning policy 

by April 2012. 
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plan will map opportunities, five said ‘no’ (25%), but a small majority (55%) said they are 

working on it. In both cases, the fact that so many are trying is good news. 

 

2.2.3.3   Wales 
It seems that the question ‘does the Wales Spatial Plan include targets for the restoration and 

creation of priority habitats?’ could have been worded better. The literal answer from all 

eight respondents was a resounding ‘no’. The Wales Spatial Plan does not have specific, 

numerical, targets – but it does identify challenges, for example, to: 

 

‚Promote wildlife and biodiversity for intrinsic reasons and for people’s enjoyment by 

increasing the quantity and quality of nature sites throughout all spatial plan areas and 

particularly in urban areas.‛ (Wales Spatial Plan, 2008 update, page 29) 

 

This is reflected in response to the next question, where five respondents (56 %) said their 

local development plan (LDP) does include habitat restoration or creation opportunities. The 

remaining four respondents (45 %) said they are working on it. Two respondents said their 

LDP does map habitat restoration and creation opportunities, three said ‘no’ and four 

respondents (44%) said ‘we’re working on it’. There seem to be good intentions. 

 

2.2.3.4   Northern Ireland 
In Northern Ireland, planners were asked if the regional strategy or the planning policy 

statements they work with include habitat restoration or creation targets. The responses 

were almost split down the middle. Two said ‘yes’ and three said ‘no’. Examples given 

included PPS2 (planning and nature conservation), PPS18 (renewable energy) and the 

Supplementary Planning Guidance for Rural Northern Ireland policy 58. One respondent 

said that their area plan did mention habitat creation and restoration opportunities, another 

said ‘no’, but, three respondents said that they are working on it. None of the area plans 

actually map habitat restoration and creation opportunities. In three cases that is a definitive 

‘no’, but two respondents said they are ‘working on it’. The situation may change in the 

future. 

 

2.2.3.5   Conclusions 
In this question, the word ‘targets’ was interpreted literally as something to do with 

numbers and more broadly as a reference to objectives – which affected the responses 

slightly. Some planners and planning authorities have interpreted strategic objectives to 

include habitat creation and restoration opportunities in their local (and strategic plans in 

Scotland) planning documents. In a small number of cases in Scotland and Wales, planning 

authorities have mapped those opportunities. An encouraging number of responses 

indicated efforts to both mention and map habitat creation and restoration opportunities. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 SPG-RNI 5 aims to continue to create and sustain an attractive and unique rural environment in the 

interests of the rural community and the region as a whole. 
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2.2.4  Identifying the barriers 
The purpose of this section of the questionnaire is self-explanatory. As previously 

highlighted, planning policy across the UK allows for and in some cases actively encourages 

habitat restoration or creation at a landscape scale. So what happens in practice? Based on 

the RSPB’s experience of engaging with the UK’s planning systems, colleagues had some 

ideas why. Sixteen potential barriers were identified and, because this is not an exhaustive 

list, the ‘other’ category was added. Using the list as a starting point, question 11 (question 

10 in Scotland) asked ‚which, if any, of the following issues are reasons why habitat 

restoration or creation might not be considered...?‛. Respondents could tick as many as they 

thought appropriate. 

 

Question 12 (or 11 in Scotland) repeats the same format, but this time respondents are asked 

to select ‘the most likely reason’ habitat restoration or creation might not be considered. 

Only one choice was allowed. Having discussed barriers, the next question allows 

respondents to share some good news. It asks ‚if your authority is involved in large-scale 

habitat restoration and creation, please tell us more about it‛.  

 

In England and Wales, respondents were also asked if there are more opportunities for 

habitat creation through mineral development frameworks or local development 

frameworks, and if so, to tell us why. 

 

From this point forward results for England are mapped in blue, Scotland in red, Wales in 

green and Northern Ireland in purple. 

 

2.2.4.1   England 
Eight respondents answered this question. Clearly, this limits the conclusions that can be 

drawn from the results. Nevertheless, it is worth examining them in order of importance. 

Top of the list with 5 responses (62.5%) is the lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration or 

creation partnerships. This is followed, with 3 responses each, by: 

 balancing stakeholder expectations 

 lack of political support (within the local authority) 

 limited resources to investigate new methods 

 absence of advice and expertise (statutory and non-statutory), and 

 no precedent for considering habitat creation through the development plan. 

 

Perhaps surprisingly, the barrier ‘landowners have other ideas’ is less important, registering 

just 2 responses. Barriers linked to lack expertise (within the planning team and ecological 

expertise within the council) and to project delivery (the ability to secure long term site 

management and the lengthy timescales) score the same. 

 

Only one respondent identified ‘biodiversity is a low priority’ and none suggest that it is a 

burden on economic development. Lack of data, protection of agricultural soils and the 

absence of a performance indicator for habitat restoration or creation all received one 

response apiece. Two respondents identified ‘other’ reasons, but declined to say what these 

are. 
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0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Don’t know what data sets are available or where to find them

Balancing stakeholder (including community) expectations

Lack of political support

Protection of agricultural land and soils

Landowners have other ideas

Biodiversity is a burden on economic development

Biodiversity is a low priority

Lack of expertise within the planning team

Lack of ecological expertise within the council

Limited resources to investigate new methods

Absence of statutory and non-statutory sources of advice and expertise

Difficulty securing long-term conservation management of proposed sites

Lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or creation

Lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration/creation partnerships

Local biodiversity indicator NI 197 doesn’t require habitat restoration

No precedent for considering habitat creation through development plan

Other

 
 

2.2.4.3   Scotland 
There were 17 out of 20 responses to this question in Scotland, which provides greater 

confidence in the results – although it is still impossible to make broad generalisations. 
 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

Don’t know what data sets are available or where to find them

Balancing stakeholder (including community) expectations

Lack of political support

Protection of agricultural land and soils

Landowners have other ideas

Biodiversity is a burden on economic development

Biodiversity is a low priority

Lack of expertise within the planning team

Lack of ecological expertise within the council

Limited resources to investigate new methods

Absence of statutory and non-statutory sources of advice and expertise

Difficulty securing long-term conservation management of proposed sites

Lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or …

Lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration/creation partnerships

There is no performance target for habitat restoration

No precedent for considering habitat creation through development plan

Other

 
Based on this sample, the biggest barriers to delivering habitat restoration or creation are 

lack of expertise within the planning team and limited resources to investigate new methods 

(8 responses each or 47.1%). This is followed by lack of ecological expertise in the council 
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‚*the+ LDP has to show deliverability. If the land is 

there and available, and land owners are willing 

then we could design a policy to suit. If the land 

owner is willing then is the planning system 

necessary to bring land forward?‛ (Wales) 

and the lack of funds to facilitate the necessary partnerships (6 responses each or 35.3%). 

Five respondents identify biodiversity as a low priority (29.4%), although only two suggest 

that biodiversity is a burden on economic development (11.8%). 

 

Compared to the spread of results for England (looking at the trends above), the absence of 

statutory advice and the fact that there may be no precedent for considering habitat 

restoration or creation through the development plan, is less important. A fairly small 

proportion (3 responses, 17.6%) thought that landowners are a barrier to delivery. The 

following received the lowest score (2 responses, 11.8% each): 

 balancing community expectations 

 lack of political support 

 biodiversity is a burden on economic development (as mentioned above) 

 difficulty securing long-term conservation management 

 lengthy timescales, and  

 there is no performance target for habitat restoration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Here is what respondents from Scotland and Wales had to say; introducing the first in a 

series of respondents’ comments in ‘speech-bubble’ format.  

 

2.2.4.3   Wales 
As in England, eight respondents answered this question in Wales. Similarly, lack of funds 

to facilitate partnerships is the most frequently cited reason why habitat restoration or 

creation opportunities might not be included in local development plans (5 responses, 

“What other 

barriers are there?” 

‚While biodiversity is a material consideration 

in land use planning, development plans are 

principally concerned with controlling and 

planning for development.‛ (Scotland) 

 
 

‚Poor communication between planning 

department and environmental planners 

who are situated in a different 

department.‛ (Scotland) 

 

‚Budget issues‛ 
(Scotland) 

‚We would always try 

to secure this [habitat 

restoration or creation] 

where it was 

appropriate‛ (Scotland) 
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62.5%). However, this has to be kept in perspective; when asked subsequently for the ‘most 

likely’ reason for exclusion, no respondent ticked the partnership option!  

 

The next most likely barriers are revealed to be ‘limited resources to investigate new 

methods’ and the absence of statutory/non-statutory sources of advice and expertise (4 

responses, 50%). This is followed by not knowing where to find information (data sets), 

securing long-term conservation management and the fact that there is no performance 

target for habitat restoration (3 responses each, 37.5%).  

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Don’t know what data sets are available or where to find them

Balancing stakeholder (including community) expectations

Lack of political support

Protection of agricultural land and soils

Landowners have other ideas

Biodiversity is a burden on economic development

Biodiversity is a low priority

Lack of expertise within the planning team

Lack of ecological expertise within the council

Limited resources to investigate new methods

Absence of statutory and non-statutory sources of advice and expertise

Difficulty securing long-term conservation management of proposed sites

Lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or …

Lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration/creation partnerships

There is no performance target for habitat restoration

No precedent for considering habitat creation through development plan

Other

 
Scoring two responses each (25%) are: 

 lack of political support 

 landowners have other ideas 

 lack of expertise in the planning team 

 lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration, and 

 no precedent for considering habitat creation through the development plan. 

These results are very similar to England and Scotland – except ‘lack of political support’ 

which was more of an issue in England – suggesting that while they can be barriers to 

inclusion in development plans, they are perhaps not as important as anticipated. 

 

The lowest scoring issues were balancing stakeholder expectations, protecting agricultural 

land and soils, and, that biodiversity is a low priority. No respondents cited biodiversity as a 

burden on economic development. 

 

2.2.4.4   Northern Ireland 
There were five responses to this question. Three respondents (60% of a small sample) 

picked lack of political support as an issue preventing the inclusion of habitat restoration or 

creation in area plans. Balancing stakeholder expectations and landowners having other 
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ideas each had two responses – with the remaining selections (including the argument that 

biodiversity as a burden on economic development) scoring one response each.  

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Don’t know what data sets are available or where to find them

Balancing stakeholder (including community) expectations

Lack of political support

Protection of agricultural land and soils

Landowners have other ideas

Biodiversity is a burden on economic development

Biodiversity is a low priority

Lack of expertise within the planning team

Lack of ecological expertise within the council

Limited resources to investigate new methods

Absence of statutory and non-statutory sources of advice and expertise

Difficulty securing long-term conservation management of proposed sites

Lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or creation

Lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration/creation partnerships

There is no performance target for habitat restoration

No precedent for considering habitat creation through development plan

Other

 
The following are not identified as issues at all: 

 protecting agricultural land and soils 

 biodiversity is a low priority 

 lack of ecological expertise in the council 

 absence of statutory/non-statutory advice and expertise, and 

 lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or creation. 

 

In contrast, lack of ecological expertise and the low priority given to biodiversity are fairly 

significant issues for Scottish respondents. 

 

2.2.4.5   Consolidated UK results: which one of these is the most likely 

reason...? 
The graph below expresses the results in percentages, but because of the different sample 

sizes (E = 8, S = 17, W = 8, NI = 5) the results are not directly comparable. The top issues in 

our survey for each country are: 

 England – lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration or creation partnerships 

 Scotland – limited resources to invest in new methods9 

 Wales – lack of expertise within the planning team, and, limited resources to 

investigate new methods 

 Northern Ireland – lack of political support.  

                                                           
9 The ‘other’ reasons are featured above. 
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Don’t know what data sets are available or where to find them

Balancing stakeholder (including community) expectations

Lack of political support

Protection of agricultural land and soils

Landowners have other ideas

Biodiversity is a burden on economic development

Biodiversity is a low priority

Lack of expertise within the planning team

Lack of ecological expertise within the council

Limited resources to investigate new methods

Absence of statutory and non-statutory sources of advice and expertise

Difficulty securing long-term conservation management of proposed sites

Lengthy timescale to achieve visibly successful habitat restoration or …

Lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration/creation partnerships

There’s no performance target for habitat restoration

No precedent for considering habitat creation through development plan

Other

England Scotland Wales Northern Ireland
 

The majority of respondents (36 out of a UK total of 38 responses to this question) do not 

consider biodiversity (as a low priority or as burden on development) is an issue preventing 

the inclusion of habitat restoration or creation opportunities in planning documents. Lack of 

information is not a huge issue and balancing stakeholder expectations is not identified as 

an issue at all. Neither are: securing long term site management, the length of timescale or 

the fact that planning authorities are not required to meet a performance target for habitat 

restoration. English respondents are the only ones to identify protection of agricultural land 

and soils as a potential barrier (1 respondent, 12.5%). 

 

2.2.4.6   Respondent’s comments 
Having explored the barriers, the next section invited respondents to tell us about what their 

local authorities are doing for biodiversity. Comments are reproduced in full, with 

occasional clarifications in [] brackets. There were no comments for Northern Ireland. 

Contributions from England and Scotland focus on relatively small-scale habitat restoration 

and creation projects. The RSPB’s experience suggests that large-scale opportunities in rural 

areas are linked to minerals planning and wind farm developments. In Wales, there is an 

encouraging link to the recent development of the RSPB’s Statement of Environmental 

Masterplanning Principles (SEMP)10 – linked to extensive wind farm developments.  

 

The colour coding of the speech bubbles follows the same format as the graphs: England, 

blue; Scotland, red; Wales, green; and Northern Ireland, purple. 

 

                                                           
10 For more information contact mike.webb@rspb.org.uk  

mailto:mike.webb@rspb.org.uk
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“If your local authority is 

involved in large-scale 

habitat restoration or 

creation, please tell us more 

about it...” 

‚The LDF supports the retention and 

expansion of a green space network, 

including habitat creation. Additionally 

a BEA [biodiversity enhancement area] 

initiative is being developed linking 

Cannock Chase with Sutton Park. 

Habitats regulation assessment of 

Cannock Chase SAC will result in 

extensive provision of SANGS [suitable 

alternate natural green space] to 

mitigate visitor impacts.‛ (England) 

‚Not large scale, but [we] have created 

over 10h of former arable farmland into 

wet species rich meadow which are 

now designated local nature reserves 

(LNR) and local wildlife sites. Just 

started (2009) work on a 9h former 

landfill site which is to become a pocket 

park/LNR - grassland, woodland blocks 

and wetlands.‛ (England) 

‚We have some involvement with the 

Lincs Wildlife Trust at Willow Tree 

Farm in South Holland - trying to link 

with other environmental work.‛ 
(England) 

‚Habitat restoration and creation will 

increasingly be delivered via sub-

regional green infrastructure 

approach. [This will take the?] 

direction of developer contributions, 

restoration of minerals and landfill, 

environmental stewardship and other 

mechanisms i.e. carbon off setting or 

third sector.‛ (England) 

‚Initial stages of forest habitat 

network on a regional basis. 

This looks as if it will become 

a more integrated habitat 

project‛ (Scotland) 

‚A former paper mill site has been 

improved and new habitat created. The 

site is now a local biodiversity site‛ 
(Scotland) 

‚Various but Loch Leven 

phosphate reduction is 

the most significant‛ 
(Scotland) 

‚The revised deposit LDP will include a 

wind farm policy which expects that the 

development will follow guidance in the 

RSPB Clocaenog Statement of 

Environmental Master-planning 

Principles (SEMP)‛ (Wales) 

‚Contact Conservation Team 

deb.hill@swansea.gov.uk‛ (Wales) 

Our large scale wind 

farm policy will have a 

link to the RSPB's 

Clocaenog Statement of 

Environmental Master-

planning Principles. 
(Wales) 
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The next question relates to potential opportunities through minerals planning in England 

and Wales e.g. through the RSPB-English Nature ‘Nature After Minerals’ project (although 

that is not operational in Wales).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2.4.7  Conclusions 
The survey asked respondents to rate a long list of potential barriers in the planning system 

to delivering habitat restoration or creation. They ticked all the boxes and identified some 

barriers of their own – for example, questioning whether it is the role of a development plan 

to allocate land for this purpose. Restoring and creating habitats is clearly a form of land-

use, but it is not classed as ‘development’. As before, the results come with a note of caution: 

the small samples sizes preclude broad generalisations. 

 

“Are there more 

opportunities for habitat 

creation through Mineral 

Development 

Frameworks...?” 

‚*There’s+ potential for minerals restoration to 

provide habitat creation but must be linked as 

part of a wider green infrastructure and 

increasingly needs to demonstrate the 

economic, health, recreation, social and 

climate change benefits to garner political and 

financial support as part of a multifunctional 

environmental infrastructure.‛(England) 

‚Cannock Chase district 

has a coal mining legacy 

providing opportunities 

for habitat creation via 

site remediation.‛ 
(England) 

‚*It+ depends 

on the will, 

opportunities 

and priorities‛ 
(England) 

‚I believe there are, but 

believe a lot of 

people/politicians lack 

the vision‛ (England) 

‚*There are+ because of the need 

to consider long term site 

restoration at the planning 

application stage. Housing 

development doesn't consider 

long-term restoration because the 

use of land will never revert back 

to what it was pre development, 

unlike a quarry site.‛ (Wales) 

‚Potentially, 

depending on 

local situation‛ 
(Wales) 

‚Yes as part of progressive 

restoration and aftercare 

measures. UDP [unitary 

development plan] policy 

[is] already in place to 

ensure this.‛ (Wales) 
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There is no single reason preventing planning from delivering for biodiversity, some stand 

out more than others and there are variations across the countries. In England, lack of funds 

to facilitate partnerships comes out top (5 responses, 62.5%); protection of agricultural land 

is less significant (1 response) despite current concerns about future food security. In 

Scotland, lack of expertise in the planning team and limited resources to investigate new 

methods are the main barriers (8 responses each, 47.1%). In Wales, the most frequently cited 

barrier (as in England) is the lack of funds to facilitate partnerships (5 responses, 62.5%) – 

although, this is not the most important barrier. In Northern Ireland, three out of five 

respondents (60%) highlighted the lack of political support for biodiversity.  

 

When asked to identify the most likely barrier to delivery, respondents in Wales changed 

their minds – nobody selected facilitating partnerships as an issue. The key issues identified 

by this survey are: 

 England – lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration or creation partnerships 

 Scotland – limited resources to invest in new methods 

 Wales – lack of expertise within the planning team, and, limited resources to 

investigate new methods 

 Northern Ireland – lack of political support.  

With the exception perhaps of Northern Ireland, biodiversity is not in itself a barrier. 

 

The survey invited respondents to tell us about what their planning authorities are doing for 

biodiversity. The responses from England and Wales revealed a variety of delivery 

mechanisms, for example: 

 green infrastructure (forest networks in Scotland) 

 mitigation measures under the Habitats Regulations (the provision of suitable 

alternative natural green space in Cannock Chase) 

 remediation measures (restoration of landfill and a paper mill, and pollution 

reduction at Loch Leven), and  

 planning gain (biodiversity enhancements and collaborations with local 

environmental groups e.g. the Wildlife Trusts). 

In Wales, there has been encouraging take-up of the RSPB’s recently developed Clocaenog 

Statement of Environmental Masterplanning Principles (SEMP) which reconciles a 

presumption in favour of wind farm development with advice set out in TAN811 on the need 

to manage land for wildlife and for community benefit. The comments show that habitat 

restoration and creation is taking place, but in general not at the scale that the RSPB 

envisages for Futurescapes.  

 

The last question in this section for English and Welsh respondents asked if there were more 

opportunities for habitat creation through minerals development frameworks? 

Overwhelmingly the responses say, yes. Long term restoration and after-care of mineral 

sites have to be considered so there are opportunities. However, there has to be the vision, 

the will and the financial support in place to take these forward. 

 

 

                                                           
11 Technical Advisory Note 8 ‘Planning for Renewable Energy’, 2005. 
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2.2.5  Awareness of the RSPB 
The RSPB already expends a lot of time and effort promoting the conservation of 

biodiversity. A landscape-scale approach to habitat restoration and the creation of new 

habitats has already been advocated through a number of projects – such as Wetland Vision, 

Making Space for Wildlife/Futurescapes (both the 2001 publication and the current relaunch) 

and Nature After Minerals. The aim here was to find out how visible the RSPB is to the 

planning profession.  

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00%

Nature After Minerals

Wetland Vision

Upland Vision

Futurescapes

Making Space for Wildlife (leaflet)

Conservation Planner (newsletter)

Volunteer Farmer Alliance

Heathland restoration and Potential 
Project

Habitat Creation Handbook for the 
Minerals Industry (Scotland)

Nature and Sustainable Growth (Scotland)

Scotland Bird Sensitivity Map (wind farms)

Machair LIFE project (Scotland)

None of these

England

Scotland

Wales

Northern Ireland

 
There are of course some caveats. The first is that some of the projects mentioned only have 

an England or Scotland focus (extra Scottish initiatives were included in the Scottish 

questionnaire). Secondly, with the exception of Conservation Planner and Nature After 

Minerals, this work has not been directly targeted planners. Most of the RSPB’s engagement 

with planning takes place: 

 through policy 

 plan preparation (e.g. responding to consultations on environmental assessments) 

 in an adversarial context, objecting to planned developments, or 

 through submitting our own planning permissions. 

 

They show that Conservation Planner is best known; approximately half the respondents in 

each country are aware of it. There are, however, some surprises. For example, more 

respondents know about Nature After Minerals in Scotland than in England! Two out of five 
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respondents had also heard about it in Northern Ireland. Wetland Vision scored better with 

English respondents. Another surprise: Futurescapes fails to be recognised in England. 

However, this could simply be because of the small sample relative to the large number 

(300+) of planning authorities in England. Nevertheless, some of the English respondents (3 

respondents, 37.5%) had heard of Making Space for Wildlife. The leaflet, which advocated 

the RSPBs’ original Futurescapes 2001 report, is quite well known across the UK – despite its 

age. 

 

Two Scottish respondents had heard of the Heathland Restoration and Potential project, also 

a surprise, but one which demonstrates the generally high levels of awareness amongst the 

Scottish planners who responded to this survey. Amongst the Scottish publications featured, 

the Scotland Bird Sensitivity Map is the most well known (even more popular than 

Conservation Planner!). As is to be expected, some respondents were unfamiliar with any of 

our work. 

 

 

2.2.6  How can we help planners? 
The aim here was to find out what, if anything, the RSPB should do to increase the 

likelihood of sites being identified for habitat creation or restoration. As before, colleagues 

had some ideas and nine potential actions were identified. The questions follow the same 

format as previously. Question 14 (Q16 in England and Scotland) asks ‚which, if any, should 

conservation organisations do?‛. There is also an option that says ‘none of these would 

make any difference’ – and an option to explain why not. The next question in the series 

asks if there is something else, not listed, that we should be doing. Finally, respondents are 

asked which one thing would most improve the chances of areas being allocated for new 

habitat creation. 

 

2.2.6.1   England 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Advise you which area or site should be identified

Get involved in preparation of Local Development …

Provide long-term management plans for the area or site

Demonstrate wider public benefits

Provide evidence of timing and likely sources of funding

Have a strong partnership ready to take work forward

Show real examples of habitat restoration/re-creation

Show that we have the necessary expertise

Show economic and social opportunities

None of these would make any difference

 
There were eight responses to this question. It is interesting that although ‘difficulty 

securing long-term conservation management’ was not identified as a major barrier to 

delivery, providing long-term management plans was the most frequently cited help 

required from conservation organisations (7 responses, 87.5%). This is followed in order of 
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importance by getting involved in the preparation of the local development framework (6 

responses, 75%) – of course the future planning structure in England is up for change, but 

the principle of getting involved still applies. 

 

Advising which areas or sites should be identified for habitat restoration or creation comes 

third, alongside providing evidence of timing and likely sources of funding. Showing the 

economic and social benefits of project is as important as showing real examples of habitat 

restoration or creation (4 responses, 50%). Demonstrating wider public benefits is less 

important. Again, although more respondents identified the lack of funds to facilitate 

partnerships as the single biggest barrier to delivery, having a strong partnership ready to 

take the work forward does not appear to receive the same priority (2 responses, 25%). 

Showing that we have the necessary expertise was least important.  

 

2.2.6.2   Scotland 
In Scotland, there were 17 responses to this question. Two actions attracted the highest 

scores (11 responses, 64.7%): getting involved in the preparation of strategic or local 

development plans, and showing the economic and social opportunities of habitat 

restoration or creation projects. This was followed by ‘demonstrating the wider public 

benefits’ and providing ‘evidence of timing and likely sources of funding’ (8 responses each, 

47.1%). Advising planners which areas or sites should be identified is close behind (7 

responses, 41.2%).  

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Advise you which area or site should be identified

Get involved in preparation of Strategic/Local …

Provide long-term management plans for the area or site

Demonstrate wider public benefits

Provide evidence of timing and likely sources of funding

Have a strong partnership ready to take work forward

Show real examples of habitat restoration/re-creation

Show that we have the necessary expertise

Show economic and social opportunities

None of these would make any difference

 
 

Six respondents (35.3%) think that it is useful to show real examples of habitat restoration or 

creation. Showing that we have the necessary expertise appears to be a lower priority (4 

responses, 23.5%), achieving the same score as providing long-term management plans. This 

is in contrast to England, where the provision of long-term management plans had the 

highest score. 
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2.2.6.3   Wales 
In Wales, as in England there were 8 responses to this question. The chart shows that 

advising planners which areas or sites should be identified was most important in Wales (7 

responses, 87.5%; a conclusion backed up by the response to the question ‚which one of 

these is most important?‛). Getting involved in the preparation of the local development 

plan comes next (5 responses, 62.5%). The latter is strongly recommended in each country 

(see also Northern Ireland below).  

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Advise you which area or site should be identified

Get involved in preparation of Local Development Plan

Provide long-term management plans for the area or site

Demonstrate wider public benefits

Provide evidence of timing and likely sources of funding

Have a strong partnership ready to take work forward

Show real examples of habitat restoration/re-creation

Show that we have the necessary expertise

Show economic and social opportunities

None of these would make any difference

 
 

Providing evidence of timing and likely sources of funding is in third place (50%), this was 

more of an issue in England (this is a direct comparison, based on the equal sample size) and 

also significant in Scotland. In Wales showing real examples of habitat restoration and 

creation is as important as having a strong partnership ready to take the work forward (3 

responses, 37/5%). However, in England and Scotland showing real examples was more 

important. Two respondents (25%) selected ‘provide long-term management plans’ and 

‘show the economic and social opportunities’ of a project. Demonstrating wider public 

benefits and showing that ‘we have the necessary expertise’ were the least important (1 

response each, 12.5%).  

 

“None of these would 

make a difference 

because...” 

‚‚All would be helpful, but the 

complexity of the planning process is 

the problem‛. (Wales) 

‚Politics and the perception that you 

have conservation OR development, 

and that conservation will prevent 

development from happening‛ 
(Scotland) 
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2.2.6.4   Northern Ireland 
There were only 4 responses to this question, which is why the chart shows very little 

variation. Three out of four respondents consider providing long-term management plans, 

and, showing real examples of habitat restoration and creation, to be most important. 

Having a strong partnership to take the work forward was least important (1 response, 

25%...) and showing that ‘we have the necessary expertise’ elicited no responses at all. The 

rest of the suggested actions scored two responses each. There were no further comments. 

 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Advise you which area or site should be identified

Get involved in preparation of Area Plan

Provide long-term management plans for the area or site

Demonstrate wider public benefits

Provide evidence of timing and likely sources of funding

Have a strong partnership ready to take work forward

Show real examples of habitat restoration/re-creation

Show that we have the necessary expertise

Show economic and social opportunities

None of these would make any difference

If none of these would make a difference, why not?

 
 

“Is there something 

else, not listed 

above, that we 

should be doing?” 

‚Adopt [habitat creation and restoration] as part 

of green infrastructure approach. Raise political 

and public awareness of this approach linked to 

climate change as well as social and economic 

benefits i.e. potential for flood amelioration, 

carbon sinks.‛ (England) 

‚Participating in the planning 

process.‛ (Scotland) 

 

‚*Finding+ ways to make this 

as simple to take on as 

possible – so it doesn't slow 

the process.‛ (Wales) 

‚Provide evidence that the land is deliverable 

and that the future management is available. 

Site will only be allocated to meet an identified 

need, would it be beneficial to link to the LBAP? 

Not convinced that allocation is necessary but 

policy may be the best way forward. What is the 

identified need?‛ (Wales) 
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2.2.6.5   Consolidated UK results: which one of these should we do? 
There is no one thing that English respondents agreed that conservation organisations 

should – the range reflects the spread of results above. However, three respondents (37.5%) 

highlighted the importance of getting involved in the preparation of development plans. 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Advise you which area or site should be identified

Get involved in preparation of the development plans

Provide long-term management plans for the area or site

Demonstrate wider public benefits

Provide evidence timing and likely sources of funding

Have a strong partnership ready to take work forward

Show real examples of habitat restoration/re-creation

Show that we have the necessary expertise

Show economic and social opportunities

None of these would make any difference

Other

England Scotland Wales Northern Ireland

 
For Scotland the chart shows a similar spread of results. Nevertheless, two actions stand out: 

the necessity of showing economic and social opportunities of habitat restoration and 

creation (6 responses, 35.3%), and; getting involved in the preparation of (strategic or local) 

development plans (5 responses, 29.4%). In Wales the majority (4 responses, 50%) 

recommend that we should get involved the preparation of the local development plan. A 

further three respondents (37.5%) suggest that we advise planners which areas or sites 

should be identified.  

 

In Northern Ireland the results are reversed (from above) and showing the social and 

economic opportunities of habitat restoration or creation scores better than getting involved 

in the preparation of the area plan. The representation of the results on the chart is of course 

skewed by the smaller sample size (50% represents 2 responses, whereas Scotland’s 35.3% 

represents 6 responses).  

 

The most important issues for each country may be summarised as: 

 England and Wales – get involved in the preparation of the development plans 

 Scotland and Northern Ireland – show economic and social opportunities of habitat 

restoration and creation 
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2.2.6.6  Conclusions 
The aim of this section was to find out what else conservation organisations could or should 

be doing to help to deliver landscape-scale conservation. Not surprisingly, there is a lot that 

we could be (and in a lot of cases are) doing. There were also some responses that said ‘none 

of these would make a difference’. When asked why, one of the answers is that we need to 

challenge the belief that conservation prevents development – that a choice has to be made 

between one or the other. Another response was that ‘all would be helpful...’, but the 

planning system itself is already too complex and expecting planners to deliver habitat 

restoration and creation as well adds to that burden. 

 

When asked ‚which one of these should we do...‛ respondents in England and Wales 

prioritised the need for conservation organisations to get involved in the preparation of 

development plans. In contrast, responses for Scotland and Northern Ireland said that we 

should do more to demonstrate the economic and social opportunities of habitat restoration 

and creation. There were opportunities for respondents to tell us what else conservation 

organisations like the RSPB should be doing. Besides making the process as simple as 

possible (one could argue that our participation in the planning process helps to do that) the 

key theme is making a better case for habitat restoration and creation, and providing 

evidence of the need. This involves focusing on the social and economic benefits, making the 

links to ecosystem services, climate change, health and so on. As we already know, the 

urgent need for conservation identified by UK’s biodiversity action plans does not provide 

sufficient leverage. 

 

“What else 

should we be 

doing?” 
 

“Local authorities are very focused on sustainable 

economic growth, therefore, as well demonstrating 

benefits to biodiversity, there needs to a lot of focus 

on economic and social benefits - something that 

LA's and the decision makers can relate to!‛ (Scotland) 

See answer to 17 [finding ways to 

make this as simple to take on as 

possible] – you'd need to get 

planners to be willing to juggle 

another ball in cases‛ (Wales) 

‚Advise which sites to be identified 

– and why?‛ (Wales) 

‚Advise which sites *to 

be identified] – backed 

up with evidence.‛ (Wales) 

‚Get political 

(ministerial) 

support‛ (Northern 

Ireland) 
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2.2.7  Funding 
The last Government introduced the community infrastructure levy (CIL) as a new charge 

which local authorities in England and Wales would be empowered to charge on most types 

of new development in their area. The proceeds of the levy would be spent infrastructure to 

support local development. The CIL may not survive the reforms intended by the new 

coalition government, but the principle that there can be a planning gain for biodiversity 

remains the same. This final section of the survey began by asking respondents in each 

country: 

 Have you considered using CIL (in England and Wales) and/or section 106 

agreements, section 75 agreements or article 40 agreements to support habitat 

restoration or creation? 

 Have you already used these to support habitat restoration or creation? 

 Have you considered using planning conditions to support habitat restoration or 

creation? 

 

The results are summarised in the table below. 

England Scotland Wales Northern Ireland 

75% have considered 

using CIL* 

and/section 106 

agreements to 

support habitat 

restoration or 

creation  

 

73.3% have 

considered using 

section 75 

agreements  

 

62.5% have 

considered using CIL 

or section 106 

agreements  

 

0%** considered 

using article 40 

agreements for 

habitat restoration or 

creation  

 

62.5% have already 

used section 106 

agreements  

 

40% have already 

used section 75 

agreements  

 

37.5% have used 

section 106 

agreements  

 

0% have used article 

40 agreements  

 

87.5% have 

considered using 

planning conditions  

 

86.7% have 

considered using 

planning conditions  

 

100% have 

considered using 

planning conditions  

 

0% have considered 

using planning 

conditions  

 

 

A similar percentage of respondents across England, Scotland and Wales have considered 

using CIL or section 106 and section 75 agreements. A higher than average number of 

English respondents has actually used section 106 agreements to support habitat restoration 

or creation. While use of planning conditions is also widely used by respondents 

particularly in Wales. Northern Ireland stands out because none of the respondents (albeit a 

very small sample) have even considered using article 40 agreements or planning conditions 

to support biodiversity objectives. This is perhaps indicative of an attitude in Northern 

Ireland referred to in answer to the next question. 

 

 

 



Delivering landscape-scale habitat restoration and creation through spatial planning 

P
ag

e 
34

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This question was prompted by the RSPB’s experience in Northern Ireland, where there is 

reluctance to use article 40 agreements to support biodiversity. The rare cases when it is 

used in this way depend largely on planning conditions or goodwill. There is little policy to 

support such actions although it is hinted at in some places. So what did our respondents 

think? 

 

The response from Northern Ireland reflects our own experience – a lack of incentive or 

desire to promote biodiversity interests. Responses from Scotland show a different attitude, 

but also illustrate nuances in policy. The difference in attitude means that authorities do not 

need a policy to encourage the use of legal agreements or planning conditions to require 

habitat restoration or creation, the authority may do it anyway. The nuance in policy 

identified by the respondent in Scotland is between the idea of no ‘net loss’ of biodiversity 

(maintaining and improving habitats already there) and going a step further to achieve a 

‘net gain’ in biodiversity. The whole ethos of landscape-scale conservation and the 

restoration and creation of habitats is to put back (a net gain) some of what has already been 

lost. 

 

The next question investigates potential sources of funding. 

“Will your development 

plan include a policy that 

will enable the use of legal 

agreements or planning 

conditions to require 

habitat restoration or 

creation?” 

‚*There is a+ lack of will 

to promote habitat 

interests‛ (Northern Ireland) 

‚The new structure plan only 

refers to maintaining and 

improving habitats which is 

different to restoring or 

creating habitats which have 

been lost.‛ (Scotland) 

‚*It+ will not have a specific policy for use of 

legal agreements for this specific purpose. 

[It] may have a general policy promoting 

use of legal agreements as appropriate in 

pursuing planning objectives where use of 

planning conditions is not considered to be 

adequate.‛ (Scotland) 

‚The absence of a specific 

policy does not disable the 

authority from making use 

of such agreements where 

they would be 

appropriate.‛ (Scotland) 
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Respondents to the survey are aware of many potential sources of funding, not only from 

the usual suspects such as statutory agencies and planning gain (either through planning 

conditions or legal agreements), but also thinking laterally by making links to carbon 

offsetting, corporate social responsibility and health benefits of a good quality natural 

environment. No one source of funding provides the solution to all habitat restoration and 

creation opportunities. The more sources there are the more effort is required to access them, 

as each will have its own rationale and application processes. As one respondent from Wales 

noted, it involves a lot of time and with no guarantee of success. There are of course 

competing priorities too (e.g. housing and roads). Finally there has to be the individual and 

especially the institutional will to seek sources of funding in the first place. 

 

“Are there other sources of 

funding that might deliver 

habitat restoration or 

creation?” 

‚Heritage lottery fund, environmental 

stewardship schemes (through better strategic 

targeting), charitable donations, Carbon offsetting 

linked to Corporate Social Responsibility 

particularly large corporate firms but also smaller 

Small and Medium Enterprises at a local level. 

Aggregates Levy Fund. NHS funding to combat 

growing health issues such as obesity etc. A whole 

variety that can and need to be drawn together 

through a co-ordinated implementation plan to 

demonstrate and provide multiple benefits 

especially in times of severe economic restraint. 

Development industry will not be able to fund all 

the solutions particularly if weighed against 

viability‛. (England) 

‚Aggregates levy is used by 

Highland Council to fund 

bio-diversity projects‛ 
(Scotland) 

‚Environmental planners are trying to influence 

planning to include into the new local plan the 

opportunity to use planning gain, for example, to 

restore or recreate habitats (on site or off site) 

which have been lost as a result of development. 

Although planning gain can be used for 

biodiversity, interpretation of the use of planning 

gain by our planning department is unfortunately 

seen as only for the purposes of hard 

infrastructure.‛ (Scotland) 

‚Trusts, Scottish National Heritage, 

Forestry Commission...‛ (Scotland) 

‚Carbon accounting for 

developments‛ (Scotland) 

‚Yes, but [they are] a lot 

of time and effort to go 

after, with no guarantee of 

success‛ (Wales) 

‚*It’s a+ limited priority for 

funding and affordable 

housing is given greater 

priority‛ (Wales) 
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2.2.8  Survey conclusions 
The RSPB believes that spatial planning can help deliver for biodiversity by identifying 

areas or sites for habitat restoration or creation in spatial plans. An important tool developed 

for this purpose in England is habitat opportunity mapping – but as the survey results show, 

very few respondents are aware of it. Ecosystem services were almost as unknown. Yet 

better awareness of both how to map habitat opportunities and the services they provide 

will be essential to meeting the European Union’s new target to halt the loss of biodiversity 

and the degradation of ecosystems by 2020.  

 

Underlining the importance of legislation, respondents are very aware of designated sites 

and environmental assessment processes (at plan and project levels) – and often use them in 

making decisions. Landscape character assessment (in its various forms) is also familiar to 

respondents and well used. Perhaps there is some scope here to integrate habitat 

opportunity mapping within people’s visions of future landscapes. This could be another 

way of explaining the RSPB’s Futurescapes.  

 

Across the UK all the respondents engage with green infrastructure agendas. Each country 

gives it a different name, but the key themes about linking green spaces and open spaces 

within urban areas (and urban and rural links), together with an emphasis on the multi-

functionality of green spaces remains the same. In this context biodiversity gains are 

considered alongside other uses and may be of limited benefit – for example, because of the 

small size of habitats restored or created and disturbance from recreational use. A multi-

functional approach will have more obvious social and economic benefits, but species that 

need targeted assistance can lose out.  

 

Over half the respondents from Wales said that their local plans would mention habitat 

restoration and creation opportunities; one respondent from Northern Ireland said the same 

for their area plan. In England over half the respondents said that their regional strategy 

included targets for restoring or creating priority habitats, but only two said that 

opportunities would be mentioned in their local development frameworks. In Scotland, 

seven respondents said that their strategic or local plan would mention opportunities. Only 

in a small number of cases in Scotland and Wales do respondents say that plans will map 

habitat restoration or creation opportunities. Nevertheless, many respondents suggested 

that it was a work in progress ‘we’re working on it’. 

 

When asked to identify the most likely barriers to delivery, the key issues identified by 

respondents are:  

 England – lack of funds to facilitate habitat restoration or creation partnerships 

 Scotland – limited resources to invest in new methods 

 Wales – lack of expertise within the planning team, and, limited resources to 

investigate new methods 

 Northern Ireland – lack of political support.  

However, as responses to the previous question showed, there are usually a range of issues 

contributing to the problem. 

 

Biodiversity wins are achieved through a variety of delivery mechanisms, for example: 
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 green infrastructure (forest networks in Scotland) 

 mitigation measures under the Habitats Regulations (the provision of Suitable 

Alternative Natural Green Space in Cannock Chase) 

 remediation measures (restoration of landfill and a paper mill, and pollution 

reduction at Loch Leven), and  

 planning gain (biodiversity enhancements and collaborations with local 

environmental groups e.g. the Wildlife Trusts). 

In Wales respondents report an encouraging reaction to the RSPB’s recently developed 

Statement of Environmental Masterplanning Principles (SEMP). Nevertheless, even when 

there are opportunities for habitat restoration or creation, it is necessary to have the vision, 

the will and the financial support for it to happen. This is reflected later in a comment from a 

respondent in Scotland on whether or not their plans would include a policy to enable the 

use of legal agreement to require habitat restoration or creation. 

 

Against this backdrop, there is generally good awareness of the RSPB’s work, especially 

where this has been targeted at a planning audience (e.g. half of all respondents have heard 

of Conservation Planner and more than half of the Scottish respondents are familiar with the 

Scotland Bird Sensitivity Map). Alongside increasing planners’ awareness of tools such as 

habitat opportunity mapping, more needs to be done to communicate the RSPB’s concept of 

Futurescapes. This will be more resource intensive in England with the demise of the 

regional tier of government, but engagement with local planning authorities will be 

necessary anyway. 

 

When considering what else the RSPB (and conservation organisations in general) should be 

doing, two key themes emerged. We need to get involved in plan preparation and we have 

to provide evidence of need – in particular the economic and social opportunities provided 

by habitat restoration and creation. Given the current economic climate, we are going to 

have to make better and better arguments for nature conservation. 

 

A high proportion of respondents in England, Scotland and Wales have considered using 

planning conditions to support habitat restoration or creation. Fewer have used legal 

agreements (although over half the English respondents have used section 106 agreements). 

None of the respondents from Northern Ireland had considered or used planning gain for 

biodiversity – although this is was a very small sample, the result is seemingly indicative of 

attitudes amongst planners in NI. Respondents also identified a number of potential sources 

of funding, but there is no one fund that is easily accessible. Planning authorities have to be 

willing to expend the time and effort to try and get funding (e.g. to facilitate partnerships), 

with no guarantee of success. There do not appear to be any funding sources that the RSPB 

is not already aware of. 
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2.2.9  Planners have the last word... 
Respondents were given a final opportunity to feedback on any other issues that affect the 

identification of areas or sites for habitat restoration or creation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These last comments neatly summarise the some of the issues facing planners and 

conservation organisations. First of all we need to make a strong case for delivering 

biodiversity gains through spatial planning, not simply at a national policy level, but also by 

‚Most land is in private ownership and will require 

partnership if projects are to work. Planners simply 

drawing lines on maps will not work. There [have 

to] be real incentives for landowners to buy into the 

process.‛ (England) 

‚Demonstrating 

practicability and 

deliverability in an area of 

work bedevilled by short 

term , drip-feed, funding‛ 
(England) 

‚*The+ evidence base and mapping needs to be at 

a variety of spatial scales regional - sub regional - 

district to site specific if a truly landscape scale 

approach is to be supported. Planning authorities 

need to work together across boundaries to plan 

for these habitats. Habitats and species after all 

do not recognise artificial political boundaries.‛ 
(England) 

[The] RSPB did respond to 

main issues report on our 

new development plan. 

That's the best way to 

influence policy (Scotland) 

It would be helpful if a 

range of specific examples 

of habitat restoration 

could be identified to 

serve as possible starter 

ideas or models for new 

projects. (Scotland) 

[You need to show] 

deliverability, 

evidence and need. 
(Wales) 

[There is a] lack of 

resources to 

undertake [a] green 

infrastructure plan. 
(Wales) 

Some planners feel that 

(1) this delays the plan 

making process and (2) is 

not the responsibility of 

the plan. (Northern Ireland) 

“Is there anything 

else you wish to 

mention that affects 

the identification of 

areas or sites for 

habitat restoration 

or creation?” 
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talking to the planning authorities making the planning decisions. As stated above, the 

evidence base and biodiversity opportunities need to be mapped at all spatial levels and 

across authority boundaries. Organisations like the RSPB can help by getting involved in 

plan preparation, by providing evidence of sites and project delivery (e.g. showing examples 

of habitats we have already restored or created). We need to be good at showing ‘how to’ on 

a shoe-string. The shortage of funding will remain an issue in coming years. Somehow, we 

also need to incentivise landscape-scale conservation outside the planning system especially 

amongst landowners. 
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Annex 1: Habitat Opportunity Mapping in England 
 

 

East of England 

The East of England Biodiversity Forum website (www.eoebiodiversity.org; 

http://www.eoebiodiversity.org/delivery-plan-reveal.html) has an interactive delivery plan 

allowing the browser to add data layers. The data layers, linked to the region’s biodiversity 

action plans (BAP), describe the current situation (marine, coastal, nature reserves/SSSI, 

watercourses, core nature areas and urban areas) and aspirations for the future (buffer 

zones, functional links, natural ‘highways’ and landscape-scale thinking). An updated map 

will be available in the next couple of months.  

 

East Midlands 

The East Midlands Biodiversity Forum first identified a set of spatial biodiversity priorities 

(biodiversity conservation and enhancement areas) for integration into regional planning 

policy and strategy in its 2006 regional biodiversity strategy 

(http://www.embiodiversity.org.uk/files/documents/documents/emrbs-may2006.pdf). They 

have since developed an automated GIS biodiversity opportunity mapping (BOM) tool 

based upon the work of Roger Catchpole. This tool provides regional and local site 

suitability details, identifies extant habitat networks, and points out where there are 

opportunities for expanding and linking habitats. It works for both BAP habitats and 

broader habitats (e.g. grasslands). In the next 6 months the BOM will be used to update the 

biodiversity conservation and enhancement areas to give ‚more detail and precision 

regarding how much habitat we are looking to be delivered in each and where, with a 

particular focus on developing networks further‛ (for more information and access to GIS 

layers contact Warren.Priest@naturalengland.org.uk). 

 

North East 

In June 2010 the North East Biodiversity Forum produced an opportunity map which sits 

within the regional biodiversity delivery plan – the plan identifies links to landscape-scale 

projects. See http://www.nebiodiversity.org.uk/downloads/default.asp. There is no 

additional guidance or methodology, but information is available from 

Nick.Brodin@naturalengland.org.uk.  

 

North West 

The North West Biodiversity Forum have identified 9 landscape-scale priority areas. The 

maps are in the BAP regional delivery plan published in June 2010. The plan is available on 

the website http://www.biodiversitynw.org.uk/ - however, it would appear to be in the 

members’ area. For more information contact Amanda.Wright@naturalengland.org.uk. The 

public website is generally out of date. 

 

South East 

The South East of England Biodiversity Forum has developed a map of biodiversity 

opportunity areas (BOAs) with the greatest potential for the restoration and creation of BAP 

habitats. The map is on the web (with interactive data layers) it can also be downloaded in 

PDF together with area descriptions of the biodiversity opportunity areas 

http://www.eoebiodiversity.org/
http://www.eoebiodiversity.org/delivery-plan-reveal.html
http://www.embiodiversity.org.uk/files/documents/documents/emrbs-may2006.pdf
mailto:Warren.Priest@naturalengland.org.uk
http://www.nebiodiversity.org.uk/downloads/default.asp
mailto:Nick.Brodin@naturalengland.org.uk
http://www.biodiversitynw.org.uk/
mailto:Amanda.Wright@naturalengland.org.uk
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(http://strategy.sebiodiversity.org.uk/pages/biodiversity-opportunity-areas-

description.html). Further information is also available in the South East Biodiversity 

Strategy. The GIS data layers can be obtained from Tom.Butterworth@naturalengland.org.uk 

 

South West 

Perhaps one of the best known habitat opportunity maps, the South West Nature Map was 

prepared by Biodiversity South West in 2006. The map consists of landscape-scale blocks of 

land called ‘strategic nature areas’ (SNAs) and these identify ‚where most of the major 

biodiversity concentrations are found and where targets to maintain, restore and re-create 

wildlife might be best met‛ (http://www.biodiversitysouthwest.org.uk/nmap.html). The 

map is currently being upgraded and allows the browser to zoom in for a more detailed 

view of the region’s habitats – the SNAs are classified by habitat type – and for more 

information on the individual SNAs. 

 

West Midlands 

Planning guidance on local opportunity mapping was prepared by David Tyldesley and 

Associates for Natural England on behalf of the West Midlands Biodiversity Partnership in 

2008. This built on the West Midlands Regional Biodiversity Map and identifies 14 

biodiversity enhancement areas. Much of this information is on the WMBP website, but this 

area of the site does not appear to have recently been updated. See 

http://www.wmbp.org/landscapes_for_living/opportunity_mapping. Further information 

should be available from Jeff.Edwards@naturalengland.org.uk. 

 

Yorkshire and Humber 

The Yorkshire & Humber Biodiversity Forum (www.yhbf.org) have published two 

documents aimed at local authority and other planners to help them incorporate 

biodiversity into their local maps and planning. The guidance documents accompany the 

new regional biodiversity opportunity areas map – prepared by stakeholders, it pulls 

together mapping from various regional exercises such as Living Landscapes, Wetland 

feasibility, habitat networks and so on. Communication with the Natural England’s regional 

representative Paul.Evans@naturalengland.org.uk suggests that if resources allow they 

would like to do something more ‘scientific’, but the current map provides ‚a useful 

regional strategic overview‛. 

 

The two guidance documents available for download are: 

 The 'Planning Guidance - Mapping for Biodiversity in Yorkshire & the Humber: A 

guide to identifying and mapping biodiversity opportunity areas and ecological 

networks', and 

 'Yorkshire & Humber Region: Biodiversity Opportunity Areas Mapping - 

Methodology' 

The GIS map files are held by Natural England on behalf of the YHBF. 

 

http://strategy.sebiodiversity.org.uk/pages/biodiversity-opportunity-areas-description.html
http://strategy.sebiodiversity.org.uk/pages/biodiversity-opportunity-areas-description.html
mailto:Tom.Butterworth@naturalengland.org.uk
http://www.biodiversitysouthwest.org.uk/nmap.html
http://www.wmbp.org/landscapes_for_living/opportunity_mapping
mailto:Jeff.Edwards@naturalengland.org.uk
http://www.yhbf.org/
mailto:Paul.Evans@naturalengland.org.uk

