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broad data collection and one to one meetings, and a stake holder workshop with 50 

delegates. This let the community itself shape the GI strategy. 

 

8.49 An important part of this GI strategy is the creation of a landmark project. This is vital in 

providing visible evidence of the realisation of the strategy in the sub-region. It also highlights 

the existence, progress and potential of the strategy to local residents and the wider 

audience. The landmark project is The Bridge of Reeds which intends to provide a bold and 

prominent statement based on the heritage of the area, whist connecting Cambridge City with 

the adjacent Wicken Fen by bridging the A14.  

 

8.50 A major part of the GI initiative is 

the Wicken Fen Project. The 

National Trust's Wicken Fen 

Vision project aims to create 

3,700 hectares of wetland and 

other habitats between Wicken 

Fen National Nature Reserve 

and the northern edge of the City 

of Cambridge. It has links from 

Cambridge and New Market and 

there are several proposed new 

green links to improve access 

further.  

Konik Ponies grazing at Wicken Fen 
Photo: www.wicken.org.uk/wildlife 

 

8.51 The main aim of the project is to create extensive, species-rich areas that can act as buffer 

zones to the National Nature Reserves and to provide wild places in the landscape for people 

to enjoy. The project emphasises natural regeneration. A rich and dynamic mosaic of wildlife 

habitats is being created, with low intensity management by grazing animals such as the 

herds of semi-feral Konik ponies already present at Wicken Fen, and by water table 

manipulation. This creation of large-scale natural habitat is one of the more exciting and 

innovative proposals in the regions Green Infrastructure Plan. 

 

8.52 The strategy has a very well ordered and structured schedule of initiatives. This is set out in 

a table which specifies what each initiative/project is, which Local Authorities will be 

overseeing which projects, who is the lead organisation for delivery and which projects are 

the priorities. Progress can be measured against this itinerary.  
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Management 
8.53 The future management of the strategy is the responsibility of the ‘Green Infrastructure 

Forum’, a group made up from representatives of environmental organisations and Local 

Authorities in the sub-region. This is guided by Cambridgeshire County Council and 

Cambridgeshire Horizons.    
 

Funding  
8.54 This document offers a very comprehensive example of the funding available in this field. The 

list includes well established sources such as section 106 agreements, planning conditions, 

heritage lottery fund, charitable trusts, landfill tax and the aggregates levy. 

8.55 New and evolving Government initiatives also highlighted in the strategy include: 

• Roof tax - Milton Keynes has pioneered the roof tax approach. A charge for each new 

dwelling helps to pay for essential infrastructure to support residential development. 

In Milton Keynes the planned arrangement is that English Partnerships will forward 

fund the infrastructure contributions and recoup the money from developers as their 

developments progress. 

• Agri-environment and woodland schemes - These grants have the potential to 

enhance the biodiversity, landscape quality and public access of privately owned 

farmland. 

• Countdown 2010 Biodiversity Action Fund – This is to help achieve the Government 

aim of halting biodiversity decease by 2010.  
 

Impact 
8.56 The Cambridgeshire sub-region has a long history of greenbelt policy and landscape 

protection planning as well as green space provision and is noted by professionals as a good 

practice example. It was used in a recently published book – Urban Complexity and Spatial 

Strategies (Healy, 2007) – as a case study. In this it states that the planning and landscape 

policies are visible in the protection of the valued landscape – of villages in their rural 

settings, of small market towns and of a still small city connected to its green surroundings by 

wedges of attractive undeveloped landscape.  
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Table 8.5: Summary of Cambridgeshire Horizons best practice 
 

Best Practice Cambridgeshire 
Horizons Application to S. Hampshire Sub-region 

The strategy document has a clear 
layout, with maps integrated into the 
text and effective use of GIS 
demonstrated in the proposals maps 
and analysis of socio-economic data. 
 
 
The implementation of landmark 
projects such as the Bridge of Reeds 
across the A14 and the bold and simple 
Wicken Fen Vision project 
 
 
Table of initiatives detailing actions, 
priorities and managers. 
 

Using available data to digitise the existing and 
potential green space at different scales. 
Demonstrating the relationship between green 
space data and other socio economic factors in 
map form to justify choices and projects gives a 
strong foundation to decisions. 
 
One bold GI landmark in a busy location might 
raise awareness of the GI strategy across the 
sub-region. Similarly, having a small number of 
signature GI projects across the landscape can 
help to raise awareness.   
 
A large table to indicate what is to be done, when 
and by whom, would increase transparency for all 
involved and demonstrate progress as various 
initiatives are completed.  

 

Bedfordshire and Luton Strategic Green Infrastructure Strategy (2007)6 
8.57 The Bedfordshire and Luton sub-region is bordered by the four counties of Cambridgeshire, 

Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Northamptonshire. The southern boundaries are only 30 

miles from London.  Much housing growth is planned for this area and the GI strategy was 

devised to ensure this growth is sustainable in respect of impact on greenspace resources.  
 

8.58 The Plan is intended to provide the spatial context and evidence base for guiding the location 

and pattern of development, formulating green infrastructure policy within Local Development 

Frameworks, and creating a framework for production of local green infrastructure plans, 

greenspace strategies and other similar documents at the district/borough and community 

level.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
6 Bedfordshire and Luton, Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan. 2007 
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The Bedfordshire and Luton Green Infrastructure Map 

Graphic Source: www.bedsandlutongreeninfrastructure.org.uk 

 

Policies and Implementation 
8.59 Before strategies were developed, thorough research was carried out into a broad range of 

wider issues including the landscape character of the area, historic character, biodiversity, 

the role of GI in climate change and transport routes and commuting. These issues will 

impact on and will be impacted by developing the GI; being aware of them from the beginning 

leads to informed strategy development. The research is illustrated quite effectively through 

large and clear GIS maps. 

8.60 This strategy promotes the need to develop the GI strategy in more detail at Authority level. 

Local Authorities will implement and manage many of the strategies. One of the main 

recommendations is to promote the adoption of the sub-regional strategy as a technical 
document in the relevant Local Authority LDFs. 

 

8.61 A recommendation of the strategy is to take into account the needs of diverse 
communities, less mobile people and disabled people who may have quite different needs 

from GI but who all feel the benefit of good GI.  

 

Management 
8.62 The plan was developed by the Bedfordshire and Luton Green Infrastructure Consortium. 

This promotes a strategic and consistent approach to the management, planning and delivery 

of GI provision as an integral element of growth. 
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8.63 The strategy states management of the GI assets is needed at all levels - right down to 

Parish Councils, communities and individuals. The Plan recommends GI benefits are be 

emphasised to local residents to encourage people to work together to improve their GI and 

be proud of the sense of place this can create in their community. 

 

Funding 
8.64 There was little mention of funding in this document. 

 

Impact  
8.65 This is a very new document – only being published in February 2007. It is not yet possible to 

judge the impact the strategy has had. It is widely assumed by councillors and stakeholders 

that it will bring positive environmental, economic and social changes to the region. 

 

Table 8.6: Summary of Bedfordshire & Luton best practice 
 

Best Practice Bedfordshire and Luton Application to S. Hampshire Sub-region 

Seeking formal adoption of the 
strategy by those who will implement it 
in the long run, especially the Local 
Authorities. 

Having the initiatives adopted as a supporting 
statement or technical document to a local plan 
ensures the longevity of the strategy. As the 
LDFs are presently being developed there is a 
good opportunity to do this in the PUSH region.  

Wide ranging and diverse background 
research provides a strong foundation 
for strategies and policies.  
 
 
 
 
Socially inclusive of less mobile, 
disabled and diverse groups. 

This is underway in the PUSH study. Innovative 
policies can be developed and justified through 
the knowledge and research base provided by a 
good background study. This is especially 
effective if supported by good mapping 
representations.  
 
This is already considered in the wider PUSH 
policies and extending it to cover the new GI 
strategies is easily accomplished in the 
designing of new open spaces and green links. 

 
Milton Keynes7 

8.66 Milton Keynes (MK) was designed according to the garden city movement principles, having 

an integrated landscape which permeates throughout the city. Residents come into contact 

with it on a daily basis and a considerable proportion of the 85,000 properties in MK interface 

with it. 

 

                                                 
7 Milton Keynes, The Parks Trust, www.theparkstrust.com, www.milton-keynes.gov.uk 
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8.67 The Milton Keynes Parks Trust, an independent charity, was established to own and manage, 

in perpetuity, the strategic open space and to ensure that these unique open space assets 

were managed and protected for ever. This adds up to 4,500 acres of river valleys, 

woodlands, lakesides, parks and landscaped areas alongside the main roads - about 20 

percent of the new city area. 

 

8.68 This is model for managing the GI is unique to MK (as it was designed and planned at the 

inception of the town.)  

 

Policies and Implementation 
8.69 MK was designed with parks and green space at the forefront. The Parks Trust was created 

to manage the GI when the initial planning and development stage of the new town was 

complete. A considerable amount of green space Was transferred from the commission for 

the New Towns into the tenure of the Trust, over which the Trust has a 999 year lease. The 

Trust has a general presumption against development of its green estate and intends to 

increase the total area of its green estate, as Milton Keynes expands. However, on occasion 

the Trust is in the unusual position of having to decide whether or not to release green space 

land to development as opposed to aiming to acquiring new space for GI. 

 

8.70 English Partnerships, as majority landowner, and MK City Council, as planning authority 

control design quality and development. Their planning and land release policies require a 

high standard of green space provision in new developments. In order to stream line the 

development process a developer roof tax has been created. This simplifies developer 

requirements and ensures developers continue to invest in MK, without lowering the standard 

of GI contributions. English Partnerships forward fund this initial investment to allow high 

quality GI to be developed from the initial stages of the project. They then collect the payment 

when the developers begin to receive profit from their developments.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GI in MK, managed by the Parks Trust 

Photo Source: www.mkparks.co.uk/parks-trust/images 
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Management 
8.71 Milton Keynes Council is responsible for the management of the some of the urban local 

parks, recreation grounds, open spaces and verges throughout the City. However, grid road 

planting, linear valley parks and Campbell Park fall within the remit of Milton Keynes Parks 

Trust. The Trust works solely on the management of the open space and GI which means 

there are no other issues to divert attention or funds away from green space development. 
 

8.72 The work of looking after the city's green spaces is carried out by around 50 experienced 

landscape contracting companies, 26 members of staff working for the Trust, staff at the 

Council and a large team of committed volunteers, currently numbering 270 people. 
 

Funding 
8.73 The initial investment was from the Commission for New Towns when Milton Keynes was first 

established, sustained by a transfer to a specifically created trust designed to be owned by 

the local community. As an independent charity the Parks Trust is wholly self-financing, 
and is not funded through council tax or business rates - made possible through its 

endowment with commercial properties when it was established. Income depends on careful 

management of the property and investment assets. 

8.74 It is following a financial strategy to ensure it will be self-financing in perpetuity. The assets of 

the Trust can only be spent on open space in MK. There are no other competing priorities. All 

donations and profits received by the Trust are ring-fenced and identified in the published 

audited annual accounts. In law these sums can only be spent on the Trust’s charitable 

purposes – the provision of open space, leisure and recreational facilities in Milton Keynes. 
 

Impact 
8.75 Milton Keynes has created a virtuous circle whereby the initial investment in the environment 

is now paying back in the form of enhanced land values which in turn lead to higher 

environmental standards in new development and repeated investment in long term 

management of the assets.  
 

8.76 It is difficult to say whether the Parks Trust model would succeed elsewhere.  Open space 

was an integral part of the planning from the beginning of the settlement: it benefits greatly 

from straightforward land-ownership models which seldom exist. This has created a situation 

impossible to replicate in many areas, but certainly valuable to aim towards as a good 

practice model.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
211



Chapter 8: Best Practice Review 

  

Table 8.7: Summary of Milton Keynes best practice 
 

Best Practice – Milton Keynes Application to S. Hampshire Sub-region 

A roof tax to ensure all new 
development contributes, amongst 
other things, to green space 
management, whilst clarifying 
developer obligations. 
 
 
 
 
The creation of a virtuous circle 
whereby high green space standards 
lead to high land values, which leads to 
high developer contributions, which 
leads to increased resources for re-
investment in the GI. 

 Following the Milton Keynes structure, it is likely 
that a roof tax would be viable in any region and 
would ensure a financial commitment from 
developers for GI. A slightly different model 
based on collectively agreed “per capita” 
developer contributions to infrastructure is being 
developed by Surrey County Council and its 
districts. 
 
This is something which develops slowly through 
careful management of the GI. PUSH can tailor 
initiatives used in GI management around the 
world to South Hampshire’s situation, nurturing 
them through long term management.  

 

Other best practice examples 
8.77 There are other examples of best practice that South Hampshire may be able to learn from. 

These are not included in this assessment, but more information can be found using the 

following links: 

• Thames Basin Heaths www.english-nature.org.uk/about/teams/Init.asp?Id=5  

• Marston Vale Community Forest www.marstonvale.org  

• Dorset Heathlands www.purbeck.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=9500 
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CHAPTER 9:  DATA GAPS AND ADDITIONAL RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS 
 

In line with the requirements of the brief, this chapter identifies where there is a need for 

further research, identifying the data and information gaps encountered throughout the 

research phase, and presented under the headings identified as the key drivers for 

change(chapter 3):  

• Policy 

• Population growth and demographic changes 

• Climate change 

• Socio-economic plans 

• Socio-economic deprivation 

• Greenspace deficit 

• Land use and management 

• Pressures on resources 

Noting that many of the recommendations are cross cutting in their scope, and should not 

be considered in isolation, we also present options for addressing the research and data 

needs.  

 

9.1 The research report has identified the threats to and opportunities for green infrastructure in 

South Hampshire, accounting for: 

• the green infrastructure assets and resources,  

• trends that may impact on those assets and resources,  

• the implications of the growth proposals on green infrastructure functions. 

 

9.2 Throughout the report, we have identified options that need to be considered further within 

the strategy’s development in order to maximise the benefits of green infrastructure whilst 

protecting valuable and sensitive sites and the implications of the many factors at work in the 

area. These options are discussed in detail in the preceding chapters. However, it was also a 

requirement of the brief that we identify any need for further research, in relation both to gaps 

in existing data and to emerging areas that will need further investigation as to their impact on 

green infrastructure, the strategy and its implementation. This is presented under headings 

that reflect back to the key drivers for change identified in chapter 3 to provide a focus for the 

research needs 

 
Policy 

9.3 As illustrated through the policy review in chapter 3, much environmental, planning and 

housing policy, legislation and best-practice coding has recently emerged, and more is 

expected. Many has these have implications on green infrastructure: 
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• There is a need for a thorough review of how this policy and legislation might impact 

on, and positively influence, GI provision – this is applicable nationally, not just in 

PUSH area;  

• There also needs to be further work specifically in relation to the Appropriate 

Assessment: in cases where development pressures cannot be mitigated to avoid an 

adverse effect on Natura 2000 integrity, is the use of green infrastructure as an offset 

legally permissible (under Habitats Regulations 48/49 tests)? 

 

Population Growth and Demographic Changes 
9.4 The research has shown that pressures on existing greenspaces (including small pockets of 

urban green) will intensify due to population growth, prosperity, infill and climate change, 

whilst the need for urban greens will increase to meet demographic and environmental 

challenges. At present, there is little evidence available to planners as to overall extent and 

diversity, and importance of, urban greens. Various studies are critical: 

• Urban characterisation / townscape assessment – the current approach examines 

issues across the sub-region by theme, identifies specific green infrastructure assets, 

and also examines the green infrastructure resource by landscape character 

assessment. A shortage of information on urban areas means that the specific 

characteristics of the wider green infrastructure resource within cities other than sub-

regional assets (e.g. private gardens, allotments, urban greenways, waterways, civic 

spaces, and pocket parks) have not been examined in detail. Further research at the 

city scale would therefore be helpful to provide further information on the green 

infrastructure resource of urban areas, show how this resource interlinks with the 

surrounding urban fringe and wider countryside resources, and help translate green 

infrastructure policy from the Strategic scale to the town / city scale (see section 

2.10); 

• Typology mapping – to understand the location, use and potential functionality of 

existing urban greenspaces. This would be a major mapping exercise using GLUD 

and aerial analysis, but would be hugely valuable for GI planning as well as for the 

implementation of SUDS, PPG17, climate change adaptation, EcoHomes and 

sustainable building design. 

 

Climate Change  
9.5 The implications of climate change are particularly relevant in South Hampshire, impacting 

particularly on coastal areas and the potential functions green infrastructure can and does 

provide there (not least the high value biodiversity designations). As a relatively new 

phenomenon, there is a need for specific research relating to the possible impacts of climate 

change:  

• There is a reasonable evidence base which shows where climate change “effects” 

(i.e. problems such as flooding, urban heat islands) occur, but less spatial evidence to 

show where “contributory causes” occur (e.g. soils in poor condition that cannot act 
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as a buffer / sponge to flooding, or where shading greenery on slopes sensitive to 

erosion is in sub-optimal condition), and the relative significance of such causes – this 

should be pursued; 

• A digital terrain model for the area should be developed that allows detailed planning 

of green infrastructure in light of climate change (especially in urban areas) – building 

“adaptation” into the design of new developments, and also beneficial in allowing the 

visualisation of different scenarios for planning urban greening. This could be carried 

out in conjunction with the land typology mapping described above; 

• Opportunities for integrating the green infrastructure strategy with emerging coastal 

defence strategies should also be investigated. 

 

Socio-Economic Plans 
9.6 As well as the South East Plan, there are other plans at various geographic scales that green 

infrastructure will have a central role in, or that will have an impact on the provision and 

functionality of green infrastructure. Further work is needed to ensure that the strategy 

reflects and is referred to in such plans: 

• There is a particular need for joining-up of existing and emerging greenspace 

strategies (vocabularies / typologies) in each of the 2 major urban areas within PUSH; 

in order to identify deficits across borders and plan for an integrated approach to 

delivering multi-functional spaces: 

o Portsmouth / Gosport / Havant / Fareham / SE Winchester / E Hants towns 

o Southampton / Eastleigh / Totton / Romsey 

• The GI strategy needs to responsive to local aspirations, and more data on 

community perceptions of their local environment and aspirations for future use is 

needed. Currently this is only available through citizen survey, although there are 

presumed to be many scattered pieces of information from citizens’ panels in each 

local authority.  

• Agreement on how to integrate emerging good practice in Heritage management into 

the green infrastructure strategy is needed. 

 

Socio-Economic Deprivation 
9.7 Despite its apparent wealth, the research has shown that there are parts of South Hampshire 

that are relatively deprived in socio-economic and environmental terms. Although there is a 

wealth of data available (that this research has made full use of), there are still gaps that – if 

addressed – would further enhance the strategy and its implementation: 

• There is need for a map of soil quality and vulnerability. Some work on soil planning 

does exist in Hampshire which could be extended, perhaps looking at examples from 

east Midlands and Europe, to consider the implications of good soil planning (such as 

benefits to productivity, flood management, biodiversity); 
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• The Habitat Restoration potential for the range of habitats identified in the report 

(heathland and calcareous grassland potential have already been mapped) should be 

researched.  
 

9.8 Some data that was employed in this research is currently under review, which may require 

attention as the strategy develops: 

• Review of SSSI condition is believed to be underway by Natural England; 

implications for the GI strategy, especially in terms of environmental condition 

mapping, PBRS and overall prioritisation, need to be considered as the strategy 

develops; 

• The Indices of Deprivation are being revised, and IMD 2007 may introduce new 

perspectives and challenge existing perceptions of the location and depth of 

deprivation; possibly requiring a review of the public benefit and mobility / health 

assessments. 
 

9.9 We have also necessarily made assumptions within the research as to the inclusion or 

selection of data and its relative importance – these areas will need peer review / response: 

• The proposed prioritisation of important historic types as suggested in chapter 4; 

• Overhead transmission lines are a visual blight in several landscape character areas 

but have not been factored into the mapping of environmental condition – should they 

be? 
 

Greenspace Deficit 
9.10 The governance, ownership and management of land are critical to the success of the 

strategy and its implementation particularly where greatest development pressures coincide 

with greenspace deficits and / or vulnerable communities. Further research is needed to 

investigate opportunities and threats more thoroughly:  

• Government has announced a review of public land to identify potential for affordable 

housing. Considering the importance of publicly-owned land in delivering green 

infrastructure, research needs to be carried out to assess whether a site’s suitability 

for green infrastructure can / should be allied to the affordable housing review, 

embedding green infrastructure provision with housing development; 

• On a parallel line, there are many public landholdings in the PUSH area which cannot 

be developed for a variety of reasons. A study into the location and ownership of such 

land would identify many opportunities for green infrastructure enhancement, both on 

sites already managed for environmental / recreational benefit; and sites managed for 

other purposes, such as water-gathering, defence or agriculture. 
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Land Use & Management 
9.11 The potential impact changes in land management () on South Hampshire’s landscapes and 

biodiversity could be significant, although the potential for multi-functional green infrastructure 

delivered through working landscapes is equally, if not more, significant. Further research 

specific to South Hampshire is needed to gather more information on forestry and agriculture 

itself and its potential role for green infrastructure, particularly:  

• Basic statistics including key land uses, details of the different sectors (number of 

farms, farm size etc, number of organic farms), current and historical trends; 

• Area covered by agri-environment schemes, including areas within the old 

Countryside Stewardship schemes, and uptake of new schemes;  

• Analysis of current diversification activities; 

• Analysis of how income from agri-environment schemes might help landowners to 

secure green infrastructure improvements, particularly an analysis of which Entry 

Level Scheme options would bring most public benefits.  

 

Pressures on Resources 
9.12 The success of the green infrastructure strategy will depend on the capacity and willingness 

of stakeholders. Recommendations for cross-boundary working have been generated as a 

result of the research, although further work is needed to ensure the necessary resources 

and leadership is in place: 

• Although not in essence a research need, there does need to be advocacy and 

delivery of green infrastructure on a PUSH-wide basis; this will require discussion on 

costs, benefits and mechanisms, and may best lie within the remit of a central green 

infrastructure grouping;  

• As a means of delivering green infrastructure in Strategic and Local Gaps, the costs / 

benefits of Countryside Management Projects should be reviewed; 

• Options for using community tenure to manage multi-functional greenspace on land 

owned / managed by community groups or neighbourhoods should be researched; 

• Increasing the evidence base for the economic benefits of a green infrastructure 

approach to managing rural land (both public and private) could facilitate the targeting 

of structural funding streams (such as WGS / RDPE) towards urban fringe farmland 

and forests; 

• There needs to be agreement on whether an influencing strategy is important for GI 

delivery in PUSH, and if so who should champion it and use it. There is also a need 

to consider the continuing advocacy of green infrastructure beyond the strategy 

development stages. 
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9.13 There are benefits (and some statutory requirements) to measuring green infrastructure 

provision, quality and functionality, not least in aiding planners and developers to secure 

better green infrastructure in new and existing developments. However, while there are 

existing quantitative standards such as ANGSt, many functions of green infrastructure do not 

lend themselves to quantitative criteria. Further research is therefore needed, including: 

• An analysis of whether it is desirable or essential to have a set of standards that 

South Hampshire, through the strategy, should aspire towards;  

• If standards are appropriate, how can we define measurable criteria to assess how 

close the GI is to optimum / favourable / multifunctional condition? 

• How can such criteria be used by planners / land managers / funding bodies to drive 

up GI standards? 

 

Addressing the Research and Data Needs 
9.14 Certain of the recommendations outlined above will be addressed either through consultation 

(via the second stakeholder workshop) or as a result of the strategy’s development. Others 

remain outside of the scope of this work, and would need to be addressed through separately 

commissioned work (either as a discrete project or in line with others as appropriate) or 

through capacity and partnership building. Table 9.1 describes where the suggested research 

elements would be most appropriately addressed. These actions depend on the timing of 

other work and may not be possible within the timescales of this project, in which case they 

should be considered as additional work 

 

Table 9.1: Addressing research & data needs: 
 

Stakeholder Consultation 
Agreement on Landscape Character Area 
boundaries (also through Strategy 
Development) 

Prioritisation of important historic types 

Inclusion of overhead lines in environmental 
condition 

Importance of an influencing strategy (also 
through Strategy Development) 

Standards for green infrastructure: 
desirability & criteria (also through Strategy 
Development) 

 

Strategy Development 
Integrating the green infrastructure strategy 
with coastal defence strategies* 

Integrating Heritage management good 
practice 

Development pressures on Natura sites  Considering SSSI condition review* 
Considering IMD 2007 review Standards for green infrastructure: 

application (possibly also additional work) 

Capacity / Partnership Building 
Joining up of greenspace strategies PUSH-wide advocacy of the strategy 

Commissioned (additional) Work 
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Urban characterisation / townscape 
assessment 

Typology mapping 

Climate change “contributory causes” Digital terrain mapping 
Community perceptions and aspirations Review of policy & legislation impacts 
Soil quality / condition mapping Habitat restoration potential 
Review of publicly owned land and green 
infrastructure potential 

Countryside Management Projects review 

Analysis of land management options via 
agri-environment schemes & diversification 

Statistics on land uses and sectors in the 
agricultural and forestry industries 

Investigation of community tenure options Evidence base for economic benefits in rural 
land management 

 

 

9.15 This report provides a strong evidence base on which the green infrastructure strategy for 

South Hampshire can be based. The research and data recommendations outlined above 

would refine the findings of this report, acting to better position the strategy in terms of its 

relevance to partners and planners, its implementation and associated delivery of the range 

of green infrastructure functions, and its long term success in delivering public benefits, 

protecting assets and contributing to the sustainable quality of life South Hampshire is aiming 

for.   

 

 

219



 

 



 

 

 




