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21/05219/F | Plot 5 Bedminster Green, Hereford Street, Clarke Street, 

Whitehouse Lane, Bristol BS3 4NA 

 

The Bristol Tree Forum is unable to support this application as currently formulated. 

Summary 

1. The city has declared climate and ecological emergencies and pledged to become carbon 

neutral by 2030 and double tree canopy cover by 2046. But all this is meaningless unless 

we take every opportunity we can to deal with these emergencies and achieve these 

pledges – now, and in specific ways. 

2. It is not good enough to assert that the need for more housing takes precedence over all 

else. The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that the importance of green 

Infrastructure as one of three overarching, interdependent objectives – economic, social 

and environmental – has equal status to the other two objectives. Furthermore, there is no 

reason why developments cannot incorporate existing trees as BCS9 requires. 

3. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that it has considered the Mitigation Hierarchy: 

Avoid, Minimise, Remediate, Compensate. This provides a cascading decision-making 

process in which only if the preceding choice is unavailable is the next one considered. 

4. Likewise, no attempt has been made to comply with BCS9 – Green Infrastructure, which 

states that ‘Individual green assets should be retained wherever possible and integrated 

into new development.’ Instead, the applicant has moved straight on to the provisions of 

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure, which allow for 

replacement trees to be provided ‘where tree loss or damage is essential to allow for 

appropriate development’, even though they have not shown that the removal of trees is 

indeed ‘essential’. 

5. There is little evidence that DM15: Green Infrastructure Provision has been considered 

or applied. 

6. Even if the removal of trees were shown to be ‘essential’ and Compensate was the only 

option left after the previous requirements of the Mitigation Hierarchy have been 
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exhausted, there is no realistic prospect that any of the trees lost will ever be replaced 

offsite. As a result, these proposals fail because they do not comply with planning policies, 

in particular with DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure. 

7. We calculate that the applicant’s proposals will result in a reduction of 42.28% biodiversity 

net gain habitat units. The application should be rejected because it fails to achieve even 

the zero net gain currently required by the LPA, let alone the 10% which will be required 

when the Environment Act 2021 takes effect. 

Background 

The proposed development site1 at the junction of Malago Road and Hereford Street comprises 

five elements, each with very different characteristics. The proposed site is some 1.02 hectares 

and has, we estimate, tree cover comprising 48% of its area. The site was not part of the Site 

Allocation identified in the 2014 Local Plan. It comprises: 

 

Figure 1 The four separate elements of Plot 5, Bedminster Green 

 
1 https://bristoltrees.space/Planning/application/QZW8O0DN0DG00 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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1. The Hereford Street Public Car Park and the headquarters (called The Greenhouse) of 

the Social Farms & Gardens,2 a UK-wide charity supporting communities to farm, garden 

and grow together. The building has been there since the early 1990s. The trees on the 

site are noted on the part of the Council’s asset register3 though the site is no longer 

shown as a Council (BCC) asset4. The site is 0.35 hectares and has tree canopy cover 

(TCC) of 59% 

2. The Dalby Avenue Open Space covers 0.36 hectares and has a TCC of 73%. It belongs 

to BCC and is designated a Park & Green Space5 and an Important Open Space6. Not 

all of the site falls within the development area. There is a strip to the north along Malago 

Road that falls outside it, as does an area (0.09 hectares with a TCC of 98%) to the south-

east through which the Malago River flows underground. There is a separate proposal to 

restore the Malago River so that it flows above ground. Highways works are also proposed 

along the northern strip. Both of these proposals will result in the removal of trees. 

3. The Northern Commercial Zone lies to the north of Dalby Avenue Open Space. It 

comprises two commercial buildings and related car parking. The site is 0.25 hectares 

and has a TCC of 20%, mostly along its boundaries 

4. The Southern Commercial Zone comprises a car repair garage with an undeveloped 

triangle at its western-most tip. It lies to the south of Whitehouse Lane. It is 0.11 

hectares and has a TCC of 29%, all of which is located on the undeveloped triangle. 

Site Area (ha) TCC (ha) % TCC 

All Plot 5 1.02 0.49 48% 

Hereford St Public Car Park 0.35 0.21 59% 

Dalby Ave Open Space 0.36 0.26 73% 

Northern Commercial Zone 0.25 0.07 26% 

Southern Commercial Zone 0.11 0.03 29% 

Totals 1.07 0.57 53% 

Table 1 The Plot 5 elements showing areas and percentage tree canopy cover 

The planning context 

The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), the Mitigation Hierarchy and Bristol’s 

core planning policies, BCS9 – Green Infrastructure, DM15: Green Infrastructure Provision and 

DM17 Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure - the local policies upon which the 

goals of the Framework may be achieved – are set out below. This is the case whether or not 

 
2 https://www.farmgarden.org.uk/ 
3 https://opendata.bristol.gov.uk/explore/dataset/trees/table/?q=hereford 
4 https://maps.bristol.gov.uk/arcgis/rest/services/ext/INSPIRE/FeatureServer//2 
5 https://maps.bristol.gov.uk/arcgis/rest/services/ext/datagov/FeatureServer//15 
6 https://maps.bristol.gov.uk/arcgis/rest/services/ext/datagov/FeatureServer//208 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
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the relevant sections of the Environment Act 2021 have been enabled by the time this 

application is decided. 

1. The National Planning Policy Framework 

This Framework seeks to ensure that new development is sustainable. It stresses the importance 

of green Infrastructure as one of three overarching, interdependent objectives – economic, 

social and environmental. This means that sustainable environmental development is no less 

important than the economic and social development objectives.  

The whole emphasis of the environmental objective has changed to become much more 

imperative with the publication of the latest version of the Framework last July. It now reads: 

an environmental objective – to protect and enhance our natural, built and historic 

environment, including making effective use of land, improving biodiversity, using 

natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and 

adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy. 

Furthermore, with the introduction of a new paragraph 131, trees are made an integral part of 

this: 

Trees make an important contribution to the character and quality of urban 

environments and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate change. Planning policies 

and decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, that opportunities are taken 

to incorporate trees elsewhere in developments (such as parks and community orchards), 

that appropriate measures are in place to secure the long-term maintenance of newly-

planted trees, and that existing trees are retained wherever possible. Applicants and 

local planning authorities should work with highways officers and tree officers to ensure 

that the right trees are planted in the right places, and solutions are found that are 

compatible with highways standards and the needs of different users. 

Paragraph 174 states: 

Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value 

and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in 

the development plan); … 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 

establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future 

pressures; 

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, 

water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, help 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into 

account relevant information such as river basin management plans … 

Paragraph 180 states: 

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the 

following principles: 

if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 

(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 

mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 

refused; 

a) development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which 

is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other 

developments), should not normally be permitted. The only exception is where the 

benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its likely 

impact on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest, and any 

broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest; 

b) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 

ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 

wholly exceptional reasons5863 and a suitable compensation strategy exists; and 

c) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should 

be supported; while opportunities to improve biodiversity in and around developments 

should be integrated as part of their design, especially where this can secure measurable 

net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to nature where this is appropriate. 

The status of habitat and biodiversity has also been given greater emphasis. Paragraph 181c) 

now makes it clear that: 

development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 

supported; while opportunities to improve biodiversity in and around developments 

should be integrated as part of their design, especially where this can secure measurable 

net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to nature where this is appropriate. 

2. Biodiversity Net Gain 

With the publication of Biodiversity Metric 3.0, (BM3.0), a new way of measuring and accounting 

for biodiversity losses and gains resulting from development or land management change has 

been adopted. Net Gain is defined as an: 

… approach to development that aims to leave the natural environment in a measurably 

better state than beforehand. This means protecting existing habitats and ensuring that 

lost or degraded environmental features are compensated for by restoring or creating 

environmental features that are of greater value to wildlife and people. It does not 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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change the fact that losses should be avoided where possible, a key part of adhering to 

a core environmental planning principle called the mitigation hierarchy. 

3. The Mitigation Hierarchy 

Ideally, development should always be planned around existing trees whatever their size or 

quality. This is because an established tree that is retained offers far more benefits and 

ecoservices than newly planted trees (no matter how many are planted), whose potential will 

take decades to be realised, if indeed it ever is. 

The mitigation hierarchy provides a cascading decision process: only if the preceding choice is 

unavailable is the next one considered. 

1. Avoid - Where possible, habitat damage should be avoided. 

2. Minimise - Where possible, habitat damage and loss should be minimised. 

3. Remediate - Where possible, any damage or lost habitat should be restored. 

4. Compensate - As a last resort, damaged or lost habitat should be compensated for. 

4. Local planning policies 

Local planning authorities have a duty to consider both the protection and planting of trees (an 

important part of Green Infrastructure) when considering planning applications. The potential 

impact of development on all trees is therefore a material consideration. The following key 

planning policies relate to this application:7 

a. BCS9: Green infrastructure 

BCS9 states that ‘Individual green assets should be retained wherever possible and integrated 

into new development.’ 

Where habitat damage cannot be avoided (which we would dispute), BTRS and the Biodiversity 

Metric are two tools which the planning authority can use to ensure that: 

• the integrity and connectivity of the strategic green infrastructure network will be 

maintained, protected and enhanced 

• opportunities to extend the coverage and connectivity of the existing strategic green 

infrastructure network are taken 

• individual green assets are retained wherever possible and integrated into new 

development 

• appropriate mitigation of the lost green infrastructure assets is required 

• development should incorporate new and/or enhanced green infrastructure of an 

appropriate type, standard and size 

 
7 https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34540/Core+Strategy+WEB+PDF+(low+res+with+links)_0.pdf 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34540/Core+Strategy+WEB+PDF+(low+res+with+links)_0.pdf


 

7 
 

• where on-site provision of green infrastructure is not possible, contributions will be sought 

to make appropriate provision for green infrastructure off site. 

b. DM15: Green infrastructure provision 

The provision of additional and/or improved management of existing trees will be expected as 

part of the landscape treatment of new development. The design, size, species and placement 

of trees provided as part of the landscape treatment will be expected to take practicable 

opportunities to:  

• connect the development site to the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network, and/or 

Bristol Wildlife Network  

• assist in reducing or mitigating run-off and flood risk on the development site  

• assist in providing shade and shelter to address urban cooling  

• create a strong framework of street trees to enclose or mitigate the visual impact of a 

development. 

We have set out Bristol’s planning policies as they relate to trees in more detail here - Planning 

obligations in relation to trees in Bristol. 

c. DM17: Development involving existing green infrastructure 

Trees DM17 also recognises the important status of trees. 

All new development should integrate important existing trees. Development which would 

result in the loss of Ancient Woodland, Aged trees or Veteran trees will not be permitted. 

Where tree loss or damage is essential to allow for appropriate development, replacement 

trees of an appropriate species should be provided… 

Due to their characteristics and value, Aged and Veteran trees are considered to be of 

relatively greater importance than other trees and even trees of a similar species. Aged 

trees, by definition, have developed characteristics associated with great age and often 

have particular landscape and townscape value. Veteran trees are considered to have 

particularly important nature conservation value. Both will often have significant visual 

amenity, and potentially historic and cultural importance. As such their loss or harm will 

not be permitted, and the design and layout of development will be expected to integrate 

them into development.  

Trees are considered valuable multifunctional green infrastructure assets. The policy 

seeks to protect the most valuable trees and in line with the Core Strategy approach to 

green infrastructure assets, mitigate for the loss of other important trees by securing 

replacement trees on-site or in the public realm. The tree compensation standard set out 

in this policy provides a suitable mechanism to determine the appropriate level of 

mitigation where loss of trees is proposed as part of development.  

The council’s Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document sets out the 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2020/07/planning-obligations-in-relation-to-trees-in-bristol-2.pdf
https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2020/07/planning-obligations-in-relation-to-trees-in-bristol-2.pdf
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circumstances when off-site tree provision will be necessary. Where trees are to be 

provided off-site, planning obligations will be sought to provide the appropriate number 

of replacement trees, utilising the approach set out in the Supplementary Planning 

Document…  

Where trees are present on a development site a British Standard 5837 Tree Survey ‘Trees 

in relation to Construction survey’ and related survey information should be submitted 

along with an application for planning permission. 

Important open spaces  

Development on part, or all, of an Important Open Space as designated on the Policies 

Map will not be permitted unless the development is ancillary to the open space use. 

Important open spaces with a role and value for recreation, leisure, community use, 

townscape, landscape or visual amenity quality are designated and shown on the Policies 

Map and protected from development. 

Under DM17, development of features such as these are not permitted: 

• unless the development is ancillary to the open space use  

• if it would result in the loss of open space which is locally important for recreation, leisure 

and community use, townscape and visual amenity. 

Tree survey analysis 

The applicant has produced an Arboricultural Assessment and Method Statement (AIA) dated 

September 2021 which is based on surveys undertaken in accordance with BS 5837:2012 on 15 

June 2018 and updated on 16 March 2021. It is unclear if all the trees were resurveyed in March 

2021 and had their dimensions updated. 

The AIA identifies 106 trees comprising 10 individual trees (though the numbering starts at T11) 

and 12 tree groups (though the numbering starts at G2 and omits G9).  

We note the following anomalies: 

1. There are seven species noted in group G7, but only five trees are listed. 

2. There are six species noted in group G8, but only two trees are listed. 

We have added six trees to the trees surveyed and used the data given for these groups. 

The trees survey is divided into three separate groups comprising those trees impacted by the 

developer’s, Dandara Ltd, proposals, trees impacted by unspecified works which the Highways 

Authority plans to undertake, and unspecified works related to the restoration of the nearby 

River Malago. On the basis of the data provided in the AIA we have identified the tree groups 

as follows: 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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Instigator 

Canopy 

Area 

(ha) 

Trees To 

Remove 

BTRS8 

Replacements 

Dandara Ltd 0.2297 38 74 

Malago Restoration 0.1517 22 67 

Highways Works 0.0653 8 34 

Trees Retained 0.4606 38   

Totals 0.9073 106 175 

% Removed 49% 64%   

Table 2 Tree works proposals 

We are unable to comment on the merits of any proposed highways and Malago River restoration 

works because these have not been made available, but we assume that, at least, the Highways 

works arise as a result of these proposals and so are a relevant consideration when deciding 

this application. We have asked for details of the proposed works, but these have not yet been 

made available. 

We note that many of the trees designated for removal to facilitate the Malago River restoration 

are growing within the applicant’s development area (trees G8.2, G11.3, G11.4, G12.4, G12.7-

G12.9 & G12.11-G12.13). 

The Environment Agency has also expressed concerns about the planned Malago restoration in 

their letter of 12 November 2021.9 They state: “We have reviewed modelling and a draft FRA 

in support of the proposed restoration of the River Malago, a designated ‘Main River’. We 

understand that this be submitted as a separate planning application by Bristol City Council in 

due course. We have raised a number of points about this modelling and recommended they be 

addressed before formal planning permission is applied for, some of which are relevant to this 

site.”  

They also express concerns about flood risk: “In this instance the developer’s flood risk 

assessment fails to demonstrate that the development is ‘safe’ for its lifetime and that flood 

risk will not be increased in the surrounding area as a result.” 

Given the interrelationship between these three proposed schemes, they ought to be 

considered and resolved before this application is allowed to proceed. 

 
8 Bristol Tree Replacement Standard - 
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34520/SPD%20Final%20Doc%20Dec2012.pdf/daf75908-
50fd-4138-afed-770310a6a431 - p20. 
9 21_05219_F-ENVIRONMENT_AGENCY-3084547.pdf 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34520/SPD%20Final%20Doc%20Dec2012.pdf/daf75908-50fd-4138-afed-770310a6a431
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34520/SPD%20Final%20Doc%20Dec2012.pdf/daf75908-50fd-4138-afed-770310a6a431
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Dalby Avenue Open Space 

We note that 43 of the 106 trees identified for removal are growing on the Dalby Avenue Open 

Space. Some of these will be removed to facilitate the Highways works and some to facilitate 

the Malago River restoration. 

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure, states that ‘development on 

part, or all, of an Important Open Space as designated on the Policies Map will not be 

permitted [our emphasis] unless the development is ancillary to the open space use’ and that 

development ‘which would result in the loss of open space which is locally important for 

recreation, leisure and community use, townscape and visual amenity will not be permitted 

[our emphasis]. Most of Dalby Avenue Open Space is designated an Important Open Space, 

so for this reason alone this application cannot be permitted because the proposals are 

not ‘ancillary to the open space use’. They arise because of the applicant’s proposals. 

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure also states that ‘development 

which would result in the loss of Ancient Woodland, Aged trees or Veteran trees will not be 

permitted [our emphasis]. Many of the trees growing on Dalby Avenue Open Space are mature 

and of high quality (most are listed as category ‘A’ under BS5837:2012). They should be 

considered to be Aged trees or Veteran trees. 

The potential application of BTRS 

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure states that ‘Where tree loss or 

damage is essential to allow for appropriate development, replacement trees of an appropriate 

species should be provided’. The mechanism for achieving this is called the Bristol Tree 

Replacement Standard (BTRS). 

The AIA does not discuss how many replacement trees will be required under BTRS should this 

proposal be allowed, but our analysis (see Table 2 above) shows that 175 trees overall will be 

needed (74 due to the proposed development, 67 relating to the proposed Malago River 

restoration and 34 caused by the proposed Highways works). 

The applicant’s Ecological Assessment10 shows 39 trees to be planted on site (see Figure 2), so 

space will need to be found offsite for the balance of 69 replacements overall. 

 
10 21_05219_F-ECOLOGICAL_APPRAISAL-3045128.pdf 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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Figure 2 Biodiversity Net Gain plan showing proposed new trees  

In our view, the obligation imposed by DM17 to provide ‘replacement trees of an appropriate 

species’ falls wholly on the applicant. This obligation cannot be considered discharged unless 

the applicant has identified suitable new planting sites. Merely entering into a S106 agreement 

to pay for the trees to be planted does not discharge the applicant’s obligations under DM17. 

Whilst we estimate that there are only five tree planting sites currently available within a mile 

of Dalby Avenue Open Space,11 they are all sites where a tree once grew. This means that 

planting in these sites would not replace what will be lost as a result of this proposal; there 

will be no net increase in tree cover overall, even if all the other outstanding S106 agreements 

also ‘competing’ for these sites are ignored. The developer’s proposal to mitigate the loss of 

these trees by planting new trees offsite is therefore unviable and unrealistic because there 

are insufficient alternative new sites nearby. This application should be refused because it fails 

to comply with planning policies BCS9 & DM17. 

 

 
11 
https://bristoltrees.space/trees/home.xq?_path=search/tree&state=Available%20for%20Sponsorship&range=1609&l
atitude=51.440613&longitude=-2.595514 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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The Biodiversity Net Gain analysis 

We have asked for a copy of the Biodiversity Metric Calculation (BNG 3.0) referenced in the 

applicant’s Ecological Assessment but have yet to receive it. However, we have attempted to 

reconstruct the calculation using the tables annexed to the assessment at Appendix E. 

The assessment also annexes a baseline habitat map (Figure 3 below), but the key does not 

match the habitats listed in the annexed tables. It is also notable that new trees appear to be 

shown where existing, retained trees already grow (Table 2 cf. Table 3). 

 

Figure 3 Ecological Assessment habitat map 

Despite this, we have adopted all the habitats and parameters used, save for the following: 

A-1 Site Habitat Baseline calculation 

1. We have classified all the trees growing within the development area of Dalby Avenue 

Open Space as a Woodland and forest - Other woodland; broadleaved in Moderate 

condition. We have classified its strategic significance as Within area formally identified 

in local strategy. This is because it is classified as both a Parks and Green Space and as 

an Important Open Space. Using the measured canopy data reported in the AIA, we have 

calculated that the habitat has an area of 0.584336 hectares of which 0.13272 hectares 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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will be retained. This gives this habitat a baseline Habitat Unit (HU) value of 5.38. 

2. We are already written about the failings of the BNG 3.0 methodology used in calculating 

the area of Urban Habitats -  Bristol Tree Forum response to the Small Sites Metric 

consultation.12 Notwithstanding this and using Model One in the above paper we have 

classified all the remaining trees growing on the development site as an Urban – Urban 

Tree habitat covering an area of 0.2203 hectares, of which 0.0552 hectares will be 

retained. The habitat is in Moderate condition with a strategic significance of 

Area/compensation not in local strategy/no local strategy. This gives this habitat a 

baseline HU value of 1.76.  

3. We take issue with the classification of the hedge growing around the south-western 

boundary of the Hereford St public car park as Introduced shrub rather than as a mixed 

native species hedge habitat as the AIA describes it. We estimate that it is 60 metres 

long and would fall to be replaced by another, similar hedgerow habitat. The fact that 

it will be removed, as a result of proposed Highways works is irrelevant. It falls within 

the development land and should be considered as a separate habitat in the baseline 

calculations. We have assumed that the hedge is a Native Hedgerow habitat in good 

condition and is worth 0.36 Hedgerow Units. The size of the Introduced shrub habitat 

should be adjusted accordingly, though we have been unable to do this because the 

Ecological Assessment fails to identify which Introduced shrub habitat covers this area 

and the units of measurement are different (area cf. linear). 

4. No BNG 3.0 analysis has been presented in relation to the proposed Highways and Malago 

River restoration. Given our observations above, these calculations should be published 

as part of this application or prepared if they have not already been undertaken. 

A-2 Site Habitat Creation calculation 

1. The evidence is that the applicant plans to plant 39 trees on site (Figure 2 above). We 

have assumed that these will all be Medium-sized as per the BNG 3.0 guidance. 

Size 
DBH 

(cm) 

RPA 

Radius 

(m) 

Area 

(ha) 

Trees 

per Ha 

Small 10 1.2 0.0005 2,000 

Medium 30 3.6 0.0041 244 

Large 50 6 0.0113 89 

 

Table 3 BNG 3.0 Guidance - Table 7.2 

On this basis, the Urban – Urban Tree habitat created will have an area of 0.057 hectares 

with a strategic significance of Area/compensation not in local strategy/no local 

strategy and an area of 0.1017 hectares with a strategic significance as Within area 

 
12 https://bristoltreeforum.org/2021/07/25/valuing-our-urban-trees/ 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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formally identified in local strategy. None of the other parameters used by the applicant 

have been changed. 

2. We have assumed a delay in the creation of all new habitats of three years whilst 

development takes place. 

A-3 Site Habitat Enhancement calculation 

3. The applicant has categorised the Distinctiveness parameters as Moderate, but as this 

parameter cannot be set, we assume this is a mistake and have instead set the Condition 

parameters to Moderate. 

We note the Environment Agency’s comments on Biodiversity and river restoration – 

“Insufficient information to assess any impacts on the water environment and geomorphology… 

This objection is supported by paragraphs 174 and 180 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) which recognise that the planning system should conserve and enhance the 

environment by minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity.” Clearly, this 

information needs to be provided as part of this application. 

Notwithstanding this, on the basis of the proposal presented, we calculate that the applicant’s 

proposals fail to achieve even neutral net gain, with a reduction of 42.28% Habitat Units. If 

the Hedgerow habitat is taken into account there will be a loss of 100% of the Hedgerow Units. 

We cannot comment on the impact which the proposed Malago River restoration might have on 

biodiversity net gain overall though, as habitat, hedgerow and river units may not be combined, 

it will make no difference of our conclusions. Figure 4 below shows the headline results. 

 

Figure 4 BNG 3.0 Biodiversity Net Gain headline results 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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Here is a breakdown of the loss of distinctiveness that will result from these proposals. 

 

Figure 5 % Area lost by distinctiveness category 

 

On this basis the application should be rejected because it fails to achieve even the neutral net 

gain currently required by the LPA, let alone the 10% which will be required when the 

Environment Act 2021 takes effect. 

A copy of our BNG 3.0 calculation can be made available on request. 

Bristol Tree Forum 

17 January 2022 
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