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Please find my comments in respect of M66, much of my evidence base has already 
been submitted to the EiP library  see submissions by Caroline Shah and Just Space. 
At the EiP, I would like to play two soundscapes of 1 minute each. This is the bird - 
song of an area before development and the sounds post-development. 
 
 
M66. Would Policies G6-G9 assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with Policy 
GG3 and will they provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans?  
 

Wildlife (and residents) of Kingston will not benefit from this policy unless it is extended to include PERMITTED 

DEVELOPMENT, OPPORTUNITY AREAS and ESTATE REGENERATION PLANS. Regenerated estates have become 

wildlife free zones-losing colonies of bats and urban birds such as house sparrow- both species featuring on 

Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 - Habitats and Species of 

Principal Importance in England. This includes the regeneration of the Packington estate, Islington (where bird 

and bat fauna existed in a relatively green setting, has been reduced to a square of fluffy grasses. (Soundscape 

recordings to be played). Similar losses have occurred in London Borough of Redbridge and Hackney. 

Permitted development has been particularly destructive with a perception that no surveys need to be 

undertaken, although this is not the view of Government as guidance has been distributed stating that all 

legislation must be complied with. 

Note: Please make it very clear in the plan that biodiversity conservation is a serious obligation, not a choice. 
The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Bill, (NERC) 2006 extended the Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act, 2000 (CROW Act) on the legal duty of public bodies and statutory undertakers to ensure due regard 
to the conservation of biodiversity in all of their functions. In compliance with Section 41 of the NERC Act, the 
Secretary of State has published a list of species and habitats considered to be of principle importance for 
conserving birds such as song thrush, starling, dunnock, house sparrows and mammals such as soprano 
pipistrelle and hedgehogs. 
 
According to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) information on priority species or habitats are 
material considerations in determining a planning application. Within the BAP are Action Plans which seek to 
ensure priority habitats and species are not adversely affected by development, The BAP aims to increase 
target habitats and species in a district by: 

 Protecting the Mayors key habitats such as standing or running water, woodland, reedbed, meadows 
and pasture; 

 Securing appropriate management for them; and by 
 Seeking gains for certain species through the planning system. 

 
 
 
 
Are the individual policies and detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they 
provide an effective basis for development management? In particular:  

  



a) Will Policy G6 be likely to achieve net gains in biodiversity and consistent with 
national policy?  
 
A) Only if the policy uses the imperative  MUST be protected or 

 and who is monitoring this, there has been no audit of wildlife habitats for many 
years (2006). My own borough of Kingston has a very low proportion of SINCs (21 mentioned in the former 
Green Spaces Strategy 2008); now many have or are being re-purposed for a Go-Cycle (formerly mini-Holland) 
programme leading to a total loss of the New Malden - Raynes Park pipe track SNCI, which will have the 
additional anthropogenic features of lighting and 3m high fencing. 

 
 
Currently 2 SINCs of borough importance in Kingston are under threat of housing development one has been 
proposed as suitable for more than 740 homes in the Local Plan consultation even though it contains two of 
the Mayors priority habitats as well as European Protected Species. A Site of Metropolitan Importance that 
had 4/5 species of orchid is now an orchid-less - type extension of a major development site. The 
future of our best nature reserve is also under review. 

 
B 1) Kingston no longer has a Biodiversity Officer or a Service Level Agreement (SLA) with Greenspace 
Information for Greater London so how will up-to -date information  be obtained and disseminated? The 
Mayor has stated an expectation for an SLA agreement but can the Mayor provide assistance with the fee? 

 
We do have coherent ecological networks: some area ; this identifies 
Kingston as the Arcadian Thames character area as defined by Natural England. These are strategic corridors 
Including Beverley brook, Tolworth Court Farm and the Hogsmill. Paragraph 5.132 states:  

(and flood risk management) at open spaces 
along the river corridors, AGG page 111 
at areas along the Beverley brook and Hogsmill rivers. However, lighting proposed for these areas will destroy 
biodiversity. The Mayor must oppose any new lighting of wildlife areas/important corridors/habitats already at 
risk of degradation and fragmentation as a result of the constant pressure from development. With the 

perimeter of any green space allows light to penetrate through to the core of these sites. Floodlit sports pitches 
particularly have a radical impact on green spaces, especially those situated near to river corridors, normally 
the case. Up-lighting of historic buildings, particularly churches, means that neither they nor the surrounding 
habitat can be used by animals or birds for roosting. 
 
 
B 2) There are 25,000 ha of Areas of Deficiency (AoD) in London. In the London plan the mayor has committed 
to reducing the distance that people live from quality green space / SINCs. This should be extended to 
opportunity areas and estate regenerations which in Kingston coincide with major AoD.  

 
B) 3 hs that do not comply. 
Some boroughs are on the third review of their Biodiversity Action Plans. Kingston does not understand this 
process even though it is enshrined in International legislation and buried in a version of our Green Spaces 
Strategy, that i  (only a truncated version of the GSS informs the 
new Local Plan).  
 
B4) This is not sufficiently strong for the reasons outlined above and the results that have been inflicted upon 
us. 
 
 
Are specific provisions relating to European sites in BA necessary give other legislative 
requirements? N/A  
 
 



C. Regarding the mitigation hierarchy; this should also apply to Opportunity areas and estate 
regenerations. 
 
Biodiversity offsets are a licence for developers to build total footprint or inappropriate development and rob 
a local community of a liveable environment. These should be removed from the plan until we understand 
how to manage them. We are already in nature deficit. Offsets are unobjective and unworkable  not many 
grasp the very rich tapestry that is the web of life, when undertaking a site assessment.  
 
The concept of offset might enable developments that might have otherwise not been permitted, opening the 
way for developers to offset wildlife areas, rather than enhance the site in question. The geographical range 
of compensation sites is unclear, the monitoring utterly problematic and offsets will increase areas of 
Deficiency (AoD  and therefore be against the Mayors policy on AoD as well as being totally destructive of 
urban priority species.  
 

strategy, so how can that lead to total footprint development ? This needs a much better thought out 
definition of what net gain  actually means and requires a monitoring protocol to make any sense of it.  
 
E) This is a very nebulous policy and conflicts with biodiversity offsets.

Sites of Local Importance may be the only site that a community has access to and therefore might have 
greater importance under the AoD policy. , remove 
them and they will become sterile islands.  
 
8.6.1.A is this policy realistic, is the London sites board fully functioning? When did the board last meet? The 
London Wildlife Trust objected to the development of Sixty Acre Wood SMI, in Kingston but no account was 
taken. We urgently need to upgrade the status of Kingston Cemetery to that of Borough importance as this 
site is far more important biologically than many comparable sites.  
 
8.6.2 Good policy but should there not be sanctions if the Mayors target habitats are destroyed outside the 
development process? Guidance exists that when a reserve is destroyed before the initiation of the planning 
process begins then is should be treated as if in its natural state. This should be a policy included in the LP.   
 
b) Will Policy G7 be effective in protecting trees and woodland especially ancient 

 
 
B) No, it will not be effective in protecting ancient woodland and veteran trees, the wor
work. The imperative must be used and sanctions should follow. Ancient woodland is being lost all over 
London and trees with veteranised features are felled routinely, either for health and safety concerns, 
insurance claims or very minor development requirements. Their worth is not recognised.  
 
Development proposals should ensure that, wherever possible, existing trees of 
quality value are retained.  
C) It should be made absolutely clear that this applies to trees on estates to be regenerated as well as 
opportunity areas. There are >100 trees on the Cambridge Road Estate that are > 50years old including 

large canopied trees planted on regenerated estates. 
 
Poor quality trees are often the best for wildlife so there is conflict between the CAVAT system and the niches 
of invertebrates, birds and bats requiring snags, tears, voids, loose bark, frost cracks etc. 
 
 
 
 



c) Does Policy G8 provide sufficient encouragement to food growing and urban 
agriculture?  
 
We are already benefitting from this general drive towards growing food in Kingston in the form of several 

 the police when vandalism occurs. 
 
 
 

 


