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1.3 For ease of reference these representations follow the consultation questions in order they appear in the 

consultation document, where relevant. 
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02 Representations 

H  e   
 

2.1 The Council propose to utilise base Local Housing Need as established through the Standard 

Methodology as the adopted housing requirement. The Council conclude that this uplift (from the 

existing housing requirement) will assist in meeting the wider aims of the Oxford-Cambridge Arc, which 

advocates for significant growth in housing to ensure economic growth in the region, which is described 

as being of national importance by the Government, is not fettered.  

 

2.2 The Housing Requirement for Bedford is proposed to be 25,500 dwellings between 2020 and 2040, 1,275 

dwellings per annum as established through the standard method. The Council consider having regard 

for existing commitments, derived from planning permissions, current allocations and a windfall 

allowance which all equate to 13,000 dwellings,  meaning the Council need to positively allocate 12,500 

dwellings to ensure Local Housing Need can be met.  

 

2.3 The PPG the standard method for assessing local 

housing need provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of homes needed in an area  

Therefore, there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether actual housing need is higher 

than the standard method indicates.  (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-010-20201216). 

Examples of scenarios which may justify an increase of housing requirement include growth strategies, 

the delivery of strategic infrastructure improvements or the requirement of an authority to take on unmet 

need from a neighbouring authority.  

 

2.4 It is important to note that the PPG sets out that the consideration of whether uplifts to the housing 

requirement from local housing need are necessary should be undertaken prior to and independently 

from any consideration of the ability of an area to meet that need.  

 

2.5 Within the draft Plan document and supporting documents, the Council do not substantively consider 

any merits for uplifting Local Housing Need, beyond a brief reference to the Oxford Cambridge Arc at 1.5 

of the Development Strategy Topic Paper (June 2021), despite acknowledging this figure is a minimum. 

The Council set out that it is not possible to positively plan for the increased requirements of the Arc due 

to the Arc Spatial Framework having been delayed 2 years. We do not consider this to be sufficient 
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reason to not positively Plan for this in the short term. There is currently an initial consultation on the Arc 

Spatial Framework  -  until 12th October 2021 with a 

draft Spatial Framework due to be published for consultation in autumn 2022, followed by the 

implementation of a final framework. 

 

2.6 Uplifting on the basis of the Oxford Cambridge Arc, something which is entirely sensible and in 

accordance with the PPG and the Joint Declaration, signed by Bedford Borough Council. As a constituent 

member of the Arc, Bedford should be involved in active engagement with the emerging Spatial 

Framework and as such should be in a position to at the very least estimate the likely level of any uplift 

forthcoming on the basis of ongoing discussions. The consultation document does not yet indicate a 

specific locations and levels for growth, however great emphasis is placed on the concern about the 

economy and environment. Place-making will be at the heart of the Arc utilising the opportunity for it to 

a world leader in sustainable place-making and community living  

 

2.7 Even if in due course there is some debate as to the level of update required, the Council could choose a 

conservative uplift in the interim period. For example, if the level of uplift in the draft document is 

proposed to be 30%, the Council could seek to positively apply an uplift of 20%  as part of this Plan. This 

is positive, in keeping with the Framework and entirely sensible. A more positive approach at this stage 

will enable the Council to better Plan strategically for future uplifts, through for example through the 

delivery of strategic sites. 

 

2.8 It will be an unacceptable position for this Plan to again by caveated by an early review clause, as was 

the Case in the current Local Plan. This will merely serve to frustrate and slow much needed 

development.  

 

2.9 It is evident running base Local Housing Need of all Arc Authorities would result in a significant shortfall 

against the agreed housing target of a million dwellings up to 2050 which are needed to support the 

economic goals of the Arc. In total, the result of the Standard Method for all authorities is just over 20,000 

dwellings per annum. This means it will take around 47 years to reach the housing target, if all authorities 

simply make provision for base Local Housing Need, 18 years beyond the 2050 target. Using base Local 

Housing Need, the area will deliver only circa 63,500 dwellings up to 2050, only around 65% of the 

housing required. It is therefore demonstrable at this stage that base Local Housing Need is 

inappropriate, and an uplift is required likely in excess of 20%. The later Authorities begin to uplift their 

housing requirement, the harder it will be to satisfy, as fewer years will remain. We therefore consider 
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that the Council should seek to uplift the housing requirement now in accordance with the emerging 

Spatial Framework, as is being proposed by other authorities.  

 

2.10 potentially utilise a stepped trajectory, referenced at 3.5 of the 

draft Plan, this is something which is not supported and not considered sound. Whilst the Council point 

to difficulties in achieving the uplift against the current housing requirement, this is partially due to the 

up to 2030 only, despite the concerns of a number of development stakeholders. It is to us entirely 

inappropriate that this can be used to fetter current housing needs to later in the Plan period. This 

approach is particularly considered problematic in that it is anticipated that housing needs will increase 

through the Spatial Hierarchy, thus further compounding delivery requirements later in the Plan period. 

We have not seen any specific evidence which to us leads to the conclusion that a higher quantum of 

housing cannot be delivered in the short term and we are aware of a number of sites which are available 

justification for a stepped trajectory to be utilised and in reality, it would likely damage the authority in 

later years by resulting in an unacceptable annual requirement.  

 

   
 

2.11 In respect of the proposed growth strategy options, at this stage we consider the distribution of housing 

should be displayed as a percentage, that way it can more quickly respond to changes in housing 

requirement for example, whilst maintaining the spatial distribution of housing.  

 

2.12 In respect of the proposed options, we consider it almost inevitable that the spatially optimal solution is 

likely to be a hybrid of a number of the referenced options. Our favoured approach would be an approach 

which seeks to continue delivery in the urban areas, deliver higher growth on key transport corridors, 

particularly the A421, but retains an apportionment of growth to be disbursed to the rural area. The issue 

with the other options is that they place too significant an emphasis on delivery on limited areas. Such 

an approach reduces the ability of the market to function most efficiently, as the variety and competition 

will be reduced. This reduces the ability for small and medium housebuilders to enter the market and 

reduces the options for home purchasers. This will become particularly apparent if a higher housing 

requirement is deemed to be appropriate, placing further emphasis on a more limited pool of 

settlements. Dispersed growth as well as assisting delivery, encouraging a wider range of housebuilders 

into the market delivering concurrently, also has the benefit of supporting rural communities remain 
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vibrant and ensuring a healthy demographic composition, preventing issues such as village ageing. 

 

2.13 Dispersed growth (or Village related as it is referred in the consultation material) in our opinion should 

form part of every spatial option, albeit the level to be delivered could of course differ option to option. 

We would wholeheartedly reject any attempt to constrain any dispersed growth, as it is well established 

at this point the significant harm such an approach has caused in recent years nationally, as reflected in 

matters such as declining public transport routes, closure of village pubs, closure of shops and the 

general decline in vitality of village life generally where development has been withheld. Whilst the current 

plan makes some provision going forward, clearly this is to be delivered up to 2030, and thus would result 

in a 10-year period with no proposed growth which would be unacceptable and as such some provision 

must be provided to ensure sufficient provision is made over the extended Plan period.  

 

2.14 A dispersed pattern of growth is better enabled through the availability of modern technology including 

recent modal shifts in online shopping, improvements to high-speed broadband provision, the increasing 

prevalence of home working and the greening of private vehicles through developments in electric 

vehicles, which by the end of the Plan Period are likely to be highly prevalent, with new petrol and diesel 

car sales ending in 2030. Post lockdown there is likely to be a continued demand for semi-rural 

opportunities, with the COVID-19 pandemic placing a greater emphasis on space and outdoor living.  

 

2.15 Whilst we do not object to the principal of identification of a new settlement as a facet of future delivery, 

we would urge caution be applied if the Council are to rely heavily on delivery arising from new 

settlement/s to meet the overall quantum of housing growth necessary over the Plan period. Such sites 

are notoriously difficult to deliver and require significant amounts of planning and infrastructure delivery 

prior to the first dwellings being delivered. Our preferred approach in this scenario is to positively allocate 

such sites above and beyond the sites needed to meet housing needs. If work is underway and delivery 

has started, this can be reflected in later plan reviews. This ensures that the site is allocated, which 

should provide the confidence needed to the market to commit to the works and evidence necessary to 

obtain the appropriate planning consents but means that housing delivery will continue if work is delayed 

 We would not object if Strategic Sites were used to facilitate an increase 

in housing requirement, to provide delivery later in the Plan period. This should not be delivered through 

a stepped trajectory, with sufficient land needing to be allocated to deliver Local Housing Need in full 

through the Plan period.  

 

2.16 The above approach is potentially beneficial in that it means the Council can retain an element of control, 

meaning they can ensure the new settlement/s comes forward in an acceptable manner, and are not 
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forced to compromise on key elements to ensure the site is delivered due to an over reliance on delivery. 

If it becomes apparent at a future Local Plan Review that the site is going to deliver, through evidence 

and appropriate planning consents, then the Council can begin to rely on delivery to meet base Local 

Housing Need. Given the likely lead in times, it is considered unlikely any development will be forthcoming 

until the latter end of the Plan period. As such if a higher housing requirement is assessed as being 

necessary, additional smaller sites will need to be identified in the early years of the Plan. This approach 

however could provide supply in the long term and an important avenue for future delivery, particularly 

towards 2050. 

 

   nd    

2.17 The Council have assessed the site under ID reference 590. We have a number of comments on the 

scoring of this site particularly in relation to the technical considerations.  

 

 t r d  gt  

 

2.18 r of criteria by which sites are scored. Wherein we have 

comments these are discussed in turn below. 

 

Within or adjoining UAB, SPA or built form of a small settlement 

2.19 It is agreed that the site adjoins the settlement boundary, however the scoring for this criterion  

   rather than a (?). 

 

In an area where protected species are known or likely to exist? 

2.20 The scorin (?) uncertain or insufficient information

scoring should be g    . As demonstrated by the Ecological Impact Assessment provided at 

en  , the development of the site is not anticipated to result in any significant residual negative 

effects on important ecological features. The development proposals are assessed as providing 

sufficient opportunities to deliver mitigation measures where required. 

 

Potentially able to achieve a net gain in biodiversity? 

2.21 the proposed layout will provide benefits for wildlife in the 

form of additional habitats, with the opportunity to provide additional biodiversity enhancement measures 

alongside the new housing r e  f m  ?  t   . 
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Able to link into the green infrastructure opportunity network?

2.22 See above comments regarding ecological impact. The scoring for this criterion should be d   

 . 

 

Likely to impact on designated or non-designated heritage assets or their settings? 

2.23 The Council have given a scoring for this criterion of (x), however, the archaeological and heritage 

assessment provided at   concludes that the implementation of the proposed development will 

not result in an adverse impact on, harm to, or loss of significance from any of the identified designated heritage 

assets, either in terms of an effect on their physical fabric or through changes to their wider setting  

 

2.24 With regard to non-designated heritage assets, the site is located within the Great 

Ouse valley which has a high number of recorded archaeological sites dating from the prehistoric period 

onwards. Despite this, no evidence of prehistoric or Roman activity was recorded within the site. The 

geophysical survey within the site recorded a potential semi-circle feature within the western parcel of the site, 

though the date and origin of this is uncertain.  

 
2.25 It is considered that the current level of assessment, including the findings of the geophysical survey, is 

adequate to inform a planning application for development within the site, and that the proposed development 

accords with current legislation, the planning policies contained within the N PPF and the policies of the Local 

Plan  

 
2.26 Given the above, it is considered that the scoring for the site should be d    in respect of 

heritage considerations. 

 
Connect to highway without constraint? (15e) and Highway or junction capacity issues? (15f) 

2.27 Both of these criteria are taken as one. The Council have given a score of (?) for both however we disagree 

with this assessment. A d   provides a copy of the previously submitted Transport Statement. 

 

2.28 The proposed site for residential development benefits from a range of local facilities within walking 

distance of the site including a school, post office and convenience store. There is also a regular bus 

service connecting the site to nearby employment opportunities. A safe a suitable access can be 

achieved from Barford Road and the capacity analysis demonstrates that the development of the site 

will not have a material impact on highway safety. 

 
2.29 Given the above, it is considered that the scoring for the site should be d    in respect of 

highway considerations. 
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2.30 Considering the additional commentary provided above, the site represents a strong, logical location for 

further development at a scale appropriate to a Rural Service Centre. 

 

2.31 We respectfully ask that Land at Barford Road, Willington is allocated for residential development. 
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   u  

2.32 The approach adopted by the Council in respect of Policy SB1 - Self-build and custom housebuilding 

with how the Council has interpreted other evidence and how such evidence has informed other policies 

within the Plan. The Council has published evidence on the topic in the document the Bedford Borough 

Local Housing Needs Assessment Self-build and Custom Housebuilding (April 2021). This document 

concludes that the desires of self-builders is to build large, expensive properties and that currently 

sufficient single dwelling permissions adequately caters for this need. This accords with our 

understanding of self-build, wherein people are seeking bespoke and unique opportunities, not simply 

adjacent to a modern housing development. 

 

2.33 Despite this, and for no justified reason, the Council have opted to seek to promote a policy which 

requires serviced plots to be delivered on the majority of new housing sites. This approach is not 

effective, consistent with evidence and as such is not supported nor considered sound. It is not clear 

what the housing target is for self or custom build, and how this has informed the policy, particularly 

having regard for the conclusions of the evidence document which demonstrates that there are 

sufficient units being delivered.  

 

2.34 It is well established that such criteria are difficult to deliver on modern housing developments and do 

not serve to provide additional units. In reality, such requirements may impede development 

unnecessarily, adding to developer burden with little merit. Such proposals can create enclaves within 

or adjacent to housing schemes, with designs which may be entirely at odds with the aesthetic of the 

rest of the scheme, which will have been specifically designed as a collective whole. In our experience, 

self-builders generally do not want to buy serviced plots within or adjacent to a modern housing estate. 

Our experience is that for the most part that they are instead looking for more bespoke rural 

opportunities. 

 

2.35 We are yet to see evidence that this method of delivery has been successful. Furthermore, just because 

individuals are registered on the self-build register it does not mean that they will all build their own 

property, even if suitable land was available. The reality is the difficulty and skills required will mean only 

a small percentage of those on the register will ever develop a self-build property. It is also important to 

note that individuals can be on multiple self-build registers, even with a local connection test, which 

inflates the figures across a number of areas. Unless demand for plots is means tested, with expressions 

of interest supported by evidence of finances to build such a house, to simply just deliver self-build plots 



 

11 
 

on strategic sites is an arbitrary approach which lacks nuance and will harm more justified housing 

delivery.  

 

2.36 This policy requirement will serve to frustrate and slow housing delivery, given special consideration 

would need to be given to the location of the plots and how they can be accessed safely and 

independently from the typical development parcels. The delivery of plots following unsuccessful 

marketing is also more complex than suggested within the policy. The Policy assumes such plots could 

simply just be built out by the developer; the nature of the plots may not however lend themselves to 

being built by the developer and as such could leave undeveloped plots for significant period of time. 

Such requirements will also deter developers, given the increased complexity and lack of certainty of 

outcomes. Custom build may not be in the business model of some housebuilders, which may preclude 

them from bidding for sites if such a requirement is retained. Self and Custom build is a market choice 

and should be led by the free market, it is not and should not be treated as a need to be satisfied in the 

same manner as affordable housing. If there is sufficient demand for such units, and people are willing 

to pay a premium, then it will be adopted by more housebuilders.   

 

2.37 The Council should instead seek to ensure the continuation of a positive policy environment where 

suitable self-build schemes, either of individual units or larger schemes or specific schemes providing 

serviced plots will be treated favourably. This encour

supply. It will also more likely better serve the self-build market by enabling development in line with the 

wishes of perspective self-builders. Having regard for the evidence, this policy is not sound, as it is not 

effective nor justified.  

 
2.38 small-scale windfall housing sites are 

expected to come forward to negate the need for a specific policy or allocations to guarantee the 10% 

small sites requirement. This is a very similar position to self-build/custom-build, where the evidence 

suggests there is not a need for a policy intervention and as such none is suggested. This is entirely at 

odds with the self/custom build policy, which again is clearly not necessary, but the approach adopted 

is entirely different. The Council should be guided by its evidence and remove this policy requirement.  
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e e a  a  a da  

2.39 The requirement for all new dwellings to meet prescribed national space standards as a minimum, as 

proposed through Policy DQ1  Residential space standards is not supported and has not been justified. 

The justification provided is that the standards have been mandated for homes delivered through 

permitted development rights. This was however in response to a specific issue identified with homes 

delivered through PD rights, with many being delivered in former office blocks or other buildings which 

resulted in smaller dwellings. This does not justify the approach adopted by the Council in respect of 

new build units. If the Council is to introduce this policy, it must have evidence to point to a specific issue 

existing in Bedford Borough and the issues this is causing and hence why a policy intervention is 

necessary. Without this the Council is not justified in relation to this policy. Moreover, the Council should 

be aware of delivering such requirements and the impacts on sale prices, as larger dwellings will attract 

higher prices, having a disproportionate impact on larger families who do not qualify for social housing, 

but require a larger property.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
 

Residential development is proposed at Barford Road, Willington, 
Bedford for which outline planning permission is sought. CSA 
Environmental was instructed by Fisher German LLP on behalf of 
Clarendon Land & Development to undertake an Ecological Impact 
Assessment (EcIA) of the proposed development. To inform this 
assessment, a desktop study, extended Phase 1, and some protected 
species surveys were undertaken. Additional surveys are proposed for 
spring/summer 2020. 
 
The Site is dominated by poor semi-improved and amenity grassland of 
limited ecological interest. Habitats of greater interest are principally 
found within the western portion of the Site and comprise boundary 
hedgerows, a small traditional orchard, scattered trees, plantation 
woodland and scrub. The Site is largely bound by residential properties 
to the north, south and west with arable land to the east.  
 
Common lizard and grass snake populations are present within the Site. 
Great crested newt are also known to be present within 500m of the 
Site. Bat roosting opportunities are limited to a single tree with on-site 
habitats anticipated to provide moderate foraging and navigational 
opportunities for local bat populations. Measures to minimise adverse 
effects on the above have been set out herein, along with 
precautionary measures in respect to nesting birds and badgers during 
construction.  
 
Both ecological mitigation and enhancement measures have been set 
out as part of the proposed scheme. Habitat enhancements will 
include new boundary planting to the east of the Site, wildflower 
creation, orchard planting, a new wildlife pond and integrated bird 
and bat roosting features.  
 
Based on the successful implementation of the measures set out 
herein, and subject to the findings of further surveys including bats, 
great crested newt, and reptiles, no significant adverse effects are 
predicted as a result of the proposed development. Mitigation and 
enhancement measures could be secured via appropriately worded 
planning conditions and/or control of detailed designs for the Site.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 
 
1.1 This report has been prepared by CSA Environmental on behalf of 

Clarendon Land & Development. It sets out the findings of an 
Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) of proposed development at 
Barford Road, Willington, Bedford  Residential 
development is proposed at the Site, for which outline planning 
permission is sought. 

1.2 The scope of this assessment has been determined with due 
consideration for best-practice guidance provided by the Chartered 
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM, 2018) 
and the Biodiversity: Code of practice for planning and development 
published by the British Standards Institute (BS 42020:2013). 

1.3 The Site occupies an area of c. 2.0ha and is located around central 
grid reference TL 11555 49875, to the east of Bedford. It comprises a 
single field of poor semi-improved grassland within the eastern half of 
the Site and field of amenity grassland to the west with boundary 
hedgerows, a small traditional orchard, plantation woodland, 
scattered trees and restricted areas of tall ruderal and scrub (see 
Habitats Plan in Appendix A). 

1.4 An initial desk study and extended Phase 1 habitat survey were 
undertaken for the Site in August 2019 as part of a Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal, the findings of which are presented herein. In 
addition, the following further survey work was undertaken in October 
2019: 

Badger survey (October 2019) 
Preliminary bat roost assessment (October 2019) 
Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment (October 2019) 
 

1.5 This EcIA aims to: 

Establish baseline ecological conditions at the Site. 
Determine the importance of ecological features which could be 
affected by the proposed scheme. 
Identify any likely significant impacts or effects of the proposed 
development on Important Ecological Features, in the absence of 
mitigation, including cumulative impacts. 
Set out any measures necessary to effectively avoid or mitigate 
likely significant effects, and identify residual impacts. 
Identify any compensation measures required to offset residual 
impacts. 
Set out potential ecological enhancement measures that could be 
delivered by the proposed scheme. 
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Confirm how proposed mitigation, compensation and 
enhancement measures could be secured. 
Provide sufficient information to determine whether the project 
accords with relevant nature conservation policies and legislation, 
and where appropriate, to allow conditions or obligations to be 
proposed by the relevant authority. 

1.6 An EcIA can be used for the appraisal of projects of any scale. This is a 
best practice evaluation process, recommended by CIEEM (2018). It is 
intended that the evaluation of findings presented here-in will aid the 
Bedford Borough Council in their review of the planning application. 



Barford Road, Willington, Bedford  EcIA Page 4

2.0 LEGISLATION, PLANNING POLICY & STANDING ADVICE 
 
 

Legislation 

2.1 Legislation relating to wildlife and biodiversity of particular relevance to 
this EcIA includes: 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 
The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

 
2.2 This above legislation has been addressed, as appropriate, in the 

production of this report. Further information on the above legislation is 
provided in Appendix B. 

National Planning Policy 

2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government, 2019) sets out the government 
planning policies for England and how they should be applied. 
Chapter 15: Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, is of 
particular relevance to this report as it relates to ecology and 
biodiversity. Further details are provided in Appendix B. 

2.4 The Government Circular 06/2005, which is referred to by the NPPF, 
provides further guidance in respect of statutory obligations for 
biodiversity and geological conservation and their impact within the 
planning system. 

Local Planning Policy  

2.5 A number of local planning policies relate to ecology, biodiversity 
and/or nature conservation. These are summarised in Table B.1 of 
Appendix B. These policies have been addressed, as appropriate, in 
the production of this report. 

Standing Advice 

2.6 Natural England Standing Advice regarding protected species aims to 
support local authorities and forms a material consideration in 
determining applications in the same way as any individual response 
received from Natural England following consultation. Standing advice 
has therefore been given due consideration, alongside other detailed 
guidance documents, in the scoping of ecological surveys and 
production of this report.  
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3.0 METHODS 
 
 

Desk Study 

3.1 The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) 
online database was reviewed in October 2019 to identify the following 
ecological features (based on the in  
respect of such features): 

Special Protection Areas (SPA), Special Areas of Conservation 
(SAC) and Ramsar sites within 10km of the Site (including 
possible/proposed sites) 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National Nature Reserves 
(NNR), Local Nature Reserves (LNR) within 3km of the Site 
Other relevant data e.g. Ancient Woodland Inventory within 1km of 
the Site 

 
3.2 Bedfordshire and Luton Biodiversity Recording and Monitoring Centre 

(BRMC) was contacted for details of any non-statutory nature 
conservation designations and records of protected/notable habitats 
and species. This information was requested for an area encompassing 
the Site and adjacent land within c. 2km of its central grid reference. 
This search area was selected to include the likely zone of influence of 
effects upon non-statutory designations and protected or notable 
habitats and species. Other online sources were reviewed for relevant 
biological records, reports and background information. 

3.3 The Bedfordshire Bat Group was contacted for details and records of 
any protected/notable bat species. The information was requested 
from an area encompassing the Site and adjacent land within 2km of 
its central grid reference. Data was provided on 02 September 2019. 

3.4  online Ancient Tree Inventory was reviewed for 
known ancient or veteran trees within the Site and adjacent land. 

3.5 Great Crested Newt Mitigation 
Guidelines (2001), a desktop search was undertaken to identify ponds 
within 500m of the Site which may have potential to support breeding 
great crested newts Triturus cristatus, using Ordnance Survey (OS) 
mapping, the MAGIC database and aerial photography. 

3.6 All relevant desk study data are presented in Appendix C. 

Field Surveys 

Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

3.7 An extended Phase 1 habitat survey was carried out in fine and dry 
weather conditions on 28 August 2019 by Tom Clemence ACIEEM and 
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Laura Webb GradCIEEM, encompassing the Site and immediately 
adjacent habitats that could be viewed. 

3.8 Phase 1 habitat survey is a method of classification and mapping 
wildlife habitats in Great Britain. It was originally intended to provide 

 the semi-natural vegetation and 
wildlife habitat over large areas of countryside.  The Phase 1 habitat 
Survey method has 
purpose to allow the capture of information at an intermediate level 
between Phase 1 and Phase 2 Habitat surveys. Here, the standard 

this report to include the 
following: 

More detailed floral species lists for each identified habitat 
Descriptions of habitat structure, the evidence of management 
and a broad assessment of habitat condition 
Mapping of additional habitat types (e.g. hardstanding) 
Identification of Priority Habitats under Section 41 of the NERC Act 
Identification of Habitats Directive Annex I habitat types 
Evidence of, or potential for, European Protected Species (EPS) 
(including bats, great crested newt, dormouse and otter)  
Evidence of, or potential for, other protected species (including 
birds, reptiles, water vole, badger and certain invertebrates) 
Evidence of, or potential for, other notable species (including S41 
Species of Principal Importance as well as notable, rare, protected 
or controlled plants and invertebrates) 

 
3.9 Results of the extended Phase 1 habitat survey are presented on the 

Habitats Plan in Appendix A. Appendix D provides a list of floral species 
recorded in each habitat. 

Further Survey Work 

3.10 The following detailed field survey work was carried out between 
October 2019, with full methods and results provided in the relevant 
Appendices: 

Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment - Trees (Appendix F) 
Badger Survey (Appendix G) 
Great Crested Newt Habitat Suitability Index (Appendix H) 
 

Limitations 

3.11 There were no specific limitations to the desktop study. The phase 1 

survey period for flora and habitats, and the grassland had been 
recently cut. It is likely therefore that some flora may not have been 
obvious at the time of the survey. However, it is not anticipated that this 
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limitation would have compromise the identification of broad habitat 
types.  

3.12 Further surveys for bats, reptiles and great crested newts (GCN) could 
not be completed prior to the preparation of this EcIA due to the time 
of year and therefore some conclusions drawn are based on partial 
information. As such, a precautionary approach has been taken with 
regard to mitigation requirements, to ensure any unforeseen impacts 
can be reasonably accommodated for. 

3.13 Limitations to species specific surveys are addressed in the relevant 
appendix. 

Evaluation and Assessment 

3.14 Ecological features are identified, evaluated and assessed with due 
consideration for the CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact 
Assessment (2018), with detailed methods provided in Appendix E. It is, 
however, an established principle (CIEEM, 2018) that EcIA is an iterative 
process. Specialist advice on the avoidance and mitigation of the 
potential negative effects of the proposed development has been 
input from an early design stage. 

3.15 It is also an established principle (CIEEM, 2018) that, wherever possible, 
potential negative 

-by- ore certainty over 
delivery, and demonstrates a well-designed scheme. This also ensures 

as advocated by 
BS42020:2013, and CIEEM, CIRIA & IEMA 2016). 
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Habitats and Flora 

Notable Flora Records 

4.6 BMRC provided a total of 111 records of 38 plant species from within 
the search area. Those of potential relevance to the Site include hoary 
plantain Plantago media, field scabious Knautia arvensis, quaking grass 
Briza media and harebell Campanula rotundifolia, all of which are near 
threatened, red listed species in England.  

4.7 No notable plant species were recorded during the Site visit and there 
is no indication that the Site supports a particularly notable or diverse 
assemblage of flora.  

Invasive Flora  

4.8 BMRC have provided 26 records of 10 Schedule 9 invasive plant 
species. Those of potential relevance to the Site include Japanese 
knotweed Fallopia japonica, Indian balsam Impatiens glandulifera, 
and giant knotweed Fallopia sachalinensis. 

4.9 No invasive plant species were recorded during the Phase 1 Habitat 
survey or during subsequent visits.  

Habitats 

4.10 The following habitats were recorded on-site and classified in line with 
current Phase 1 habitat species guidance (JNCC, 1990), as illustrated in 
Appendix A. Detailed species lists for each habitat are provided in 
Appendix D. 

Poor semi-improved grassland  

4.11 F1 comprises a c. 1.2ha field of poor semi-improved grassland within 
the eastern half of the Site. At the time of the Phase 1 survey the 
grassland had been recently mown, with a sword height of c. 10cm. 
This area of grassland comprises a combination of grass and herb 
indicative of nutrient improvement, species including -foot 
Dactylis glomerata, barren brome Bromus sterilis, false oat-grass 
Arrhenatherum elatius, lesser trefoil Trifolium dubium, common mouse-
ear Cerastium fontanum and -beard Tragopogon pratensis were 
recorded.  

4.12 F3 comprises a c. 0.1ha field of poor semi-improved grassland. This area 
is unmanaged with a limited diversity of herb species, being 
dominated by coarse grasses and ruderal species associated with 
nutrient improvement. Tussocks of  foot and false oat grass are 
present alongside occasional herb species such as herb Robert 
Geranium robertianum, yarrow Achillea millefolium and white dead 
nettle Lamium album, common nettle Urtica dioica is also frequent. 
Small areas of bramble Rubus fruticosus scrub are present to the west 
of this area.  
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4.13 Given the limited size and low species diversity of F1 and F3, these 
habitats are of low intrinsic ecological interest and they fail to fulfil any 
CWS selection criteria, as such this habitat falls below the threshold for 
determining ecological importance.  

Amenity Grassland  

4.14 F2 comprises a c. 0.6ha field of amenity grassland, at the time of the 
Phase 1 survey it appeared to have been recently mown with a short 
sward recorded throughout. It comprises grass species such as 
perennial rye grass Lolium perenne, cock s-foot and barren brome. 
Herb species include common mouse ear, dove s-foot crane s-bill 
Geranium mole and cut- -bill Geranium dissectum. A 
walled allotment area is located to the south of the field.  

4.15 This habitat shows evidence of an intense management regime, 
limiting its structure and species diversity. In light of this and given its 
common and widespread presence within the wider landscape, on-
site amenity grassland is considered to fall below the threshold for 
determining ecological importance.  

Plantation Woodland  

4.16 A plantation woodland  is present to the north-west of the Site, 
totalling an area of c. 0.06ha. It comprises early-mature oak Quercus 
sp., ash Fraxinus excelsior, field maple Acer campestre and coppiced 
hazel Corylus avellana trees. An arboriculture report produced by 
MacIntyre Trees (report ref: 019032_Fv1) in August 2019 identified that 
the trees are within fair structural condition, it is also suggested that in 
time this area would become a good and dense feature within the 
Site. The ground flora and understorey are relatively sparse, with 
common ivy Hedera helix, cow parsley Anthriscus sylvestris and oak 
saplings recorded, there is no evidence of recent management.  

4.17 Plantain woodlands fall short of CWS and BAP Priority Habitat selection 
criteria for Bedfordshire. However, the habitat provides ecological 
interest for wildlife and is therefore ecologically important at the Local 
level.  

Orchard  

4.18 A small area of traditional orchard is present within the north of F2. It 
comprises a group of five established and one recently planted apple 
Malus sp. and pear Pyrus sp. trees.  

4.19 This habitat falls short of CWS status primarily due to the trees including 
common fruit varieties of a semi-mature age. However it does meet 
the S41 Priority Habitats criteria for Traditional Orchard (groups of five or 
more fruit and nut trees with crown edges less than c. 20m apart) and 
hence is of conservation interest. With this in mind the orchard is of 
ecological importance at the Local level.  
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Hedgerows  

4.20 H1 runs along a small hedge bank to the south of the Site and is c. 30m 
long, c. 4m high and c. 2m wide. The hedge shows little evidence of 
management within a sparse base and small gaps throughout. The 
hedgerow comprises hawthorn Crataegus monogyna and buckthorn 
Rhamnus cathartica with standard trees of ash and prunus sp.. Ground 
flora comprises black horehound Ballota nigra, cleavers Galium 
aparine, common ivy and common nettle.  

4.21 H2, c. 30m long, c. 3.5m high and c. 2m wide, is located to along the 
south-western Site boundary adjacent to a residential garden. It 
comprises Leyland cypress X Cuprocyparis leylandii, hawthorn, 
bramble and bindweed Convolvulus, and appears to be unmanaged.  

4.22 H3, c. 50m long, c. 10m high and c. 2-3m wide, is located along the 
southern Site boundary, adjacent to residential gardens. It comprises  

 Chamaecyparis lawsoniana and Oregon-grape 
Mahonia aquifolium with bramble scrub at the base. The hedgerow 
appears to be unmanaged.  

4.23 H4, c. 70m long, c. 3m high and c. 2m wide, is located along the 
northern Site boundary adjacent to residential gardens.  It comprises 
hawthorn, with a small amount of dead elm Ulmus sp. and firethorn 
pyracantha sp. and appears to be unmanaged. Ground flora 
comprises green alkanet Pentaglottis sempervirens, ground ivy 
Glechoma hederacea and common mallow Malva sylvestris.  

4.24 H5, c. 65m long, c. 2m high and c. 2m wide, is located within the 
centre of the Site. The hedgerow shows evidence of periodic 
management, facilitating establishment of a dense, well-formed 
hedgerow. It comprises dogwood Cornus sanguinea, hawthorn, 
buckthorn and field maple. Three cherry Prunus sp. trees and a 
lombardy-poplar Populus nigra var. italica are also present within this 
hedgerow.   

4.25 H6, c. 25m long, c. 2m high and c. 2m wide, is located along the south-
western boundary of F2. It comprises cherry laurel Prunus laurocerasus 
and branches from a plum overhanging the Site boundary, it appears 
to have had some management in recent years.  

4.26 H7, c. 30m long, c. 5m high and c. 3m wide, is located between the 
walled allotment area and F3. It comprises a line of cypress and 
appears to be unmanaged.  

4.27 Hedgerows H1, H4 and H5, comprising native species are of inherent 
ecological interest. None of the hedgerows qualify as species rich 
(Defra, 2007). However, H1, H4 and H5 meet the S41 Priority Habitats 
criteria for Hedgerows, comprising 80% or more native species 
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(Maddock, 2008). Hence, these hedgerows are of conservation 
importance and ecologically important at the Local level.  

4.28 Hedgerows H2, H3, H6 and H7, being dominated by non-native species 
fall below the threshold for Local importance. 

Trees 

4.29 A number of scattered trees are present, primarily to the west of the 
Site; these include, ash, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, silver birch 
Betula pendula, oak and a number of non-native ornamental species. 
In regard to age/maturity, these range from young to early-mature in 
life-stage and appear to have been unmanaged since planting.  

4.30 The trees within the Site fall short of the thresholds for CWS selection 
(Bedfordshire and Luton Local Sites Partnership, 2019). However, trees 
are of ecological interest and have the potential to provide a range of 
ecological functions. Hence, they are concluded to be of ecological 
importance at the Local level.  

Tall ruderal  

4.31 Two restricted areas of tall ruderal are present to the south of the Site. 
Species composition within both areas was typical of this habitat type, 
comprising abundant bramble with mugwort Artemisia sp., common 
nettle and black horehound.  

4.32 Given the restricted on-site range and its ubiquity within the wider 
landscape, this habitat is considered to fall short of the criteria for 
determining ecological importance. It does however contribute to the 
wider variety of habitat at the Site.  

Scrub  

4.33 An area of dense scrub is located adjacent to H5, comprising 
suckering blackthorn which had been recently cut at the time of the 
Phase 1 survey. In addition, a small area of bramble scrub is present 
within F3.  

4.34 Given the limited extent and diversity of the scrub habitats within the 
Site, this habitat is considered to fall short of the criteria for determining 
ecological importance.  

Ornamental Planting  

4.35 Areas of ornamental planting are present to the south-west of the Site, 
separating F2 and F3. It comprises shrub species including Oregon-
grape, smoke tree Cotinus coggygria, Euonymus japonicus, barberry 
Berberis sp.  and Mexican orange Choisya ternate.  

4.36 None of these species are of native origin or known substantive interest 
to wildlife. Hence, this habitat is not considered to be of ecological 
importance.  
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Building 

4.37 Two buildings are present on-site; B1 comprises an open sided single 
pitch building, with basic timber frame and single-skin corrugated 
metal sheet walls and roofing. B2 comprises a brick-built building with a 
cement bonded roof. Both of these buildings have negligible potential 
to support roosting bats, as discussed below, and therefore are not of 
ecological importance.  

Fauna 

Bats  

4.38 The Bedfordshire Bat Group returned a total of 158 records of seven 
species of bat from within the search area, dating from 1991 to 2017. 
These include the following species: common pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, noctule Nyctalus 
noctula, brown long-eared Plecotus auratus Myotis 
daubentonii, Myotis nattereri and barbastelle Barbastella 
barbastellus.  The closest records are of common pipistrelle bats c. 
0.1km south and c. 0.2km east of the Site, dating from 1992. The closest 
roost record dates from 1999 and is c. 0.2km north of the Site. The 
record is of an unidentified bat which was found roosting in the 
extension of a building.   

4.39 Boundary hedgerows and grassland are likely to support foraging and 
navigating bats. Semi-mature trees across the Site within boundary 
hedgerows and plantation woodland have the potential to support 
roosting features. As such a Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) of all 
trees within the Site was carried out, as detailed below.  

4.40 Habitats in close proximity to the Site comprise arable fields to the east 
of the Site with boundary hedgerows and residential suburban areas to 
the north, south and west which may provide potential foraging, 
commuting and roosting opportunities for bats. 

Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) 

4.41 All trees at the Site were inspected during a preliminary ground level 
assessment on 16 October 2019 to determine bat roost potential. A 
single lombardy-polar tree (Target note T6 on the Habitats Plan and T70 
on the Tree Constraints Plan by MacIntyre Trees) has been identified as 
having moderate bat roost potential (Collins, 2016). Potential roosting 
features recorded were five wood pecker holes on the eastern 
elevation.  

4.42 A full inspection with an endoscope was not possible due to the height 
of the features making them inaccessible. However, no evidence of 
roosting bats was identified from ground level.  
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4.43 Other trees within the Site are assessed as having negligible bat 
roosting potential (Collins, 2016). 

4.44 The buildings within the Site are both assessed as having negligible bat 
roosting potential due to their construction types providing in sufficient 
thermal stability, light levels and exposure. 

Activity Surveys 

4.45 Remote monitoring surveys are scheduled to be carried out in spring 
2020. The findings of this monitoring will identify species and relative 
levels of activity at the Site. This information will be used to inform any 
detailed mitigation measures in respect of bats for the Site (such as 
lighting design).  

Badger  

4.46 BMRC provided 34 records of badger Meles meles from within the 
search area, dating from 1995 to 2107. The closest record is of two 
deceased individuals c. 90m from the Site, dating from 1998. The 
closest record of a sett is located c. 0.8km north of the Site dating from 
2007.  

4.47 A dedicated badger survey was carried out on 16 October 2019 by 
Tom Clemence ACIEEM. No on-site setts were noted during the surveys; 
however, badger latrines, prints and mammal paths were identified 
within the north of the Site at the northern end of H5 (Target note T5 on 
the Habitats Plan).  

4.48 In light of the above, badger setts are currently absent from the Site. 
However, they are confirmed as making use of the Site for foraging 
and dispersal and could in the future dig setts at the Site. Badgers are 
common and not considered to be of conservation importance. 
However, badgers are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 
1992 and are therefore included in the assessment of effects below in 
the context of this legislation.  

Dormouse 

4.49 BMRC provided no records of dormouse Muscardinus avellanarius from 
within the search area, with only a small number of known populations, 
primarily re-introduced, present in the wider area (i.e. Maulden Wood, 
Bedfordshire c. 11km north of the Site).  

4.50 Whilst hedgerow and semi-natural woodland habitats are present on-
site, they lack the structure and complex understorey required by 
dormice and are therefore suboptimal for this species. The Site also 
lacks connectivity to the wider landscape and therefore this species is 
considered likely absent and not considered further within this 
assessment.   
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Riparian Mammals 

4.51 BMRC provided a total of nine records of otter Lutra lutra from within 
the search area, dating from 1998 to 2018. The nearest record is c. 
0.7km north of the Site, dating from 2003 and located at the River 
Great Ouse CWS. Furthermore, two records of water vole Arvicola 
amphibius were provided from within the search area, dating from 
1993 to 2001. The nearest record is c. 1.6km north-east of the Site, 
dating from 2001 and located at Great Barford Gravel Pits CWS.  

4.52 The Site and the immediately adjacent surrounding area lack any 
suitable aquatic habitat for this species. Furthermore, there is no 
connectivity to the River Great Ouse, Great Barford Gravel Pits or other 
suitable aquatic habitat. Both otter and water vole are taken as likely 
absent from the Site and therefore not considered further in this 
assessment.  

Other Mammals  

Brown Hare   

4.53 BMRC provided a total of 33 records of brown hare Lepus europaeus 
from within the search area, dating from 1990 to 2017. The closest 
record is c. 0.8km north of the Site. 

4.54 Brown hare require large open habitats including arable and grassland 
areas. Whilst this habitat is available in the wider landscape, 
particularly to the east of the Site, the proximity of residential 
development surrounding the Site to the south and west suggest that 
brown hare is unlikely to make use of the Site.  

Hedgehog 

4.55 BMRC provided a total of 13 records of hedgehog Erinaceus 
europaeus from within the search area, dating from 1991 and 2014. The 
closest record is c. 1.2km south west of Site.  

4.56 No evidence of hedgehog has been recorded during the Site surveys 
completed to date. However, a number of opportunities for hedgehog 
are present on-site, including log-piles, compost heaps, hedgerow and 
grassland adjacent to residential gardens, all of which could provide 
potential foraging, sheltering and hibernation opportunities.  

4.57 Hedgehogs are listed as a species of principal importance under 
Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act (2006). As such, ecological enhancement measures have been set 
out to allow opportunities for hedgehogs to make use of garden 
habitats within the Site following construction.  
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Harvest Mouse 

4.58 BMRC provided three records of harvest mouse Micromys minutus from 
within the search area, dating from 1978 to 2003. The closest record is 
c. 0.7km south-east of the Site, dating from 1978.  

4.59 Harvest mice favour areas of reed beds, and well connected long 
sward grassland, both of which are absent from the Site. No evidence 
of this species was noted during the Site surveys with the habitats 
present providing suboptimal opportunities. This species is therefore 
taken as likely absent from the Site and as such is not considered 
further within this assessment.  

Birds  

4.60 BMRC provided a total of 11,386 records of 138 bird species from within 
the search area, dating from 2002 to 2017. Those of potential 
relevance to the Site, primarily a grassland habitat, include corn 
bunting Emberiza calandra, grey partridge Perdix perdix, lapwing 
Vanellus vanellus, linnet Linaria cannabina, meadow pipit Anthus 
pratensis, skylark Alauda arvensis and yellowhammer Emberiza 
citronella. 

4.61 The Site provides suitable habitat for a range of common garden and 
grassland birds, with scattered trees and sections of hedgerow 
providing nesting opportunities and food sources. A single owl pellet 
and white staining, indicative of barn owl Tyto alba, was noted to the 
south of F3 (Target note T4 on the Habitats Plan). No evidence of 
nesting was recorded with the pellet and staining likely from an 
individual bird roosting, as opposed to nesting/breeding at this 
location. 

4.62 Given the limited common habitats present, as well as their limited 
extent botanically or with regard to structural diversity, there is no 
indication that the Site itself is of significant ecological importance in 
respect of birds.  

4.63 Nesting birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended), which includes protection against the damage or 
destruction of any nests whilst in use or construction. Therefore, nesting 
birds are included in the assessment of effects below within the context 
of this legislation.  

Reptiles  

4.64 BMRC provided nine records of three reptile species from within the 
search area including grass snake Natrix natrix, common lizard Zootoca 
vivipara and slow worm Anguis fragilis dating from 1978 to 2017. The 
closest records are of slow worm c. 0.3km north of the Site and grass 
snake c. 0.4km north of the Site, both located near the River Great 
Ouse.  
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4.65 The Site provides suitable habitat for a range of reptile species, with 
grassland and tall ruderal habitats providing foraging and sheltering 
opportunities. A number of log piles/ rubble piles are present to the 
west of the Site near the walled allotment (Target note T7 on the 
Habitats Plan), along with a compost heap (Target notes T2 and T3 on 
Habitats Plan). These provide potential refuges for sheltering and 
hibernating reptiles.  

4.66 Two reptile species were identified on-site during the Phase 1 habitat 
survey; a single deceased grass snake on the eastern boundary (Target 
note T8 on the Habitats Plan) and five common lizards across the Site 
(Target notes T1 and T2 on the Habitats Plan).  

4.67 Dedicated reptile surveys are scheduled for between March and May 
2020 to fully assess the distribution, estimate population sizes and inform 
detailed mitigation.  

4.68 Reptiles are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended), which includes protection from killing and injury. Moreover, 
both grass snake and common lizard are listed under Section 41 of the 
NERC Act as Priority Species.  

4.69 Grass snake and common lizard are of conservation importance, 
therefore, until further surveys are completed, based upon habitat 
suitability and availability, the populations identified on-site have been 
given a precautionary assessment of importance  at the Local level.   

Amphibians  

4.70 BMRC provided a total of 291 records of four amphibian species from 
within the search area, including great crested newt Triturus cristatus, 
smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris, common frog Rana temporaria and 
common toad Bufo bufo. 

Great Crested Newt 

4.71 No ponds are present within the Site; however, two ponds have been 
identified within 250m of the Site boundary (P1 and P2, Pond Plan, 
Appendix H) with a further four waterbodies located between 250m 
and 500m from the Site (Ponds P3  P6).  

4.72 BMRC provided a total of 171 records of GCN, in addition to several 
wildlife sites, designated in part for their GCN populations. The closest 
known record is c. 300m south of the Site, at pond P6, dating from 2018. 
Records for Willington Moat CWS, c. 300m north-west were also 
provided from 1998 for P4 and P5 (Pond Plan, Appendix H). In addition, 
survey information submitted alongside planning application 

of GCN within pond P3, 
c. 400m west of the Site. 
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opportunities for amphibians to disperse over and hibernate in, with on-
site terrestrial opportunities limited to poorly connected hedgerows, 
scrub and plantation woodland.  

4.77 In light of the above an assessment of risk of encountering GCN during 
the construction phase was carried out using Rapid 
Risk Assessment tool. Under this assessment it was taken that c. 0.16ha 
of suitable terrestrial habitat would be effected within 100 and 250m of 
potential breeding ponds and beyond 250m from any breeding ponds. 
This assessment found that an offence is considered highly unlikely .  

4.78 Nonetheless, given their legislative protection, consideration has been 
given to safeguarding measures within the Assessment of Effects 
below.  

Invertebrates  

4.79 BMRC provided a total of 449 records of 139 invertebrate species from 
within the search area. Those of potential relevance to the Site include 
ghost moth Hepialus humuli and small heath Coenonympha 
pamphilus, both of which are UK BAP Priority species. Five Amber listed 
spiders were also provided from within the search area. None of the 
records were located within the Site.  

4.80 The habitats on-site provide a reasonable structural diversity for a 
range of common and widespread invertebrates, however there is no 
indication that the Site is likely to support a particularly notable or large 
assemblage of terrestrial invertebrates.  In light of this, invertebrates are 
not considered further within this assessment.  

Future Baseline 

4.81 The Site is presently under active grassland management, including the 
periodic cutting of the semi-improved grassland and frequent mowing 
of the amenity grassland. Management interventions maintain the on-
site conditions in a relatively stable state. There is no known intention to 
cease this management, other than to accommodate the proposed 
development should planning permission be granted. As such, the 
future baseline status of important ecological features is not 
anticipated to vary significantly from that at present. 

Summary of Ecological Features 

4.82 Table 3 below summarises all important ecological features identified 
within the respective zones of influence, along with the geographic 
context of their importance: 
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 
 
 
5.1 Outline planning permission is sought for residential development at the 

Site. The following impact assessment is based on the Proposed Site 
Plan General Arrangements (ref: 1168, number: 102, revision S1) 
prepared by Matchbox Architects on behalf of Clarendon Land & 
Development. 

5.2 The construction phase of the proposed development will comprise the 
following: 

Removal of traditional orchard  
Removal of scattered trees 
Removal of sections of hedgerow to make way for development 
Construction of c. 3  residential dwellings 
Construction of associated gardens, parking, and access 
infrastructure  
The establishment of Public Open Space (POS) including wildflower 
grassland, orchard and wildlife pond 
Strengthening of boundary vegetation with new native species rich 
planting 
 

5.3 The operational phase of the proposed development will comprise the 
following: 

Occupation of new residential dwellings 
Increase in human activity, including use of vehicles and presence 
of domestic pets 
Increased artificial lighting and anthropogenic noise 
Management of habitats within POS 

Assumptions 

5.4 The following assumptions have been made during the assessment of 
potential effects of the proposed development on Important 
Ecological Features. Although taken as part of the pre-mitigation 
scenario, these measures are referenced in the proceeding sections 
where integral to the mitigation strategy. 

5.5 In accordance with BS42020:2013 (biodiversity code of practice for 
planning and development), it is assumed that a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be secured by planning 
condition and prepared at the detailed design stage for each phase 
of development. In addition to the construction phase impact 
avoidance and mitigation measures identified in the following sections, 
these will detail standard environmental control measures, including 
though not limited to the following: 
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Implementation of strict protection measures for the root protection 
areas of retained trees and hedgerows, in accordance with 
BS5837:2012 
Standard best practice construction phase pollution prevention 
and control measures 
Sensitive working methods and timing to avoid direct impacts to 
nesting birds 
All working measures needed to comply with the terms of EPS 
derogation licencing specific to the development phase or works 
activity 
Updated ecological surveys, where necessary, to identify shifts in 
the baseline ecological condition (such as to support EPS 
derogation licence applications) in order that revised impact 
avoidance and mitigation measures can be adopted as required 
 

5.6 In accordance with BS42020:2013, it is assumed that a Landscape and 
Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) will be secured by planning 
condition and prepared at the detailed design stage for each phase 
of development. These will set out measures for the establishment and 
management of newly created and retained habitats. 

Assessment of Likely Significant Effects 

Willington Moat CWS 

Predicted Effects 

5.7 The CWS can be accessed from a car park and pedestrian links, 
therefore wetland and grassland habitats at the CWS are potentially 
sensitive to increased recreational pressures. It is understood that there 
is existing access to the neutral and marshy grassland habitat to the 
west of the CWS, with the eastern area comprising a moat which is 
privately owned and surrounded by dense scrub.  

5.8 Wetland habitats at the CWS are potentially sensitive to hydrological 
changes. However, given the separation of the Site from the CWS, and 
no direct watercourses present on-site, no significant impacts are 
anticipated in this regard.  

5.9 Based on the above and small scale of the proposed development, no 
significant impacts are anticipated in relation to recreation.  Overall, 
no significant adverse effects to the CWS are predicted.  

River Great Ouse CWS 

5.10 The Grange Estate c. 0.5km north of the Site is the closest part of the 
CWS from the Site. It forms part of the Bedford River Valley Park and 
comprises a mosaic of wet and dry woodland, wetlands and 
grasslands associated with the river. Surfaced paths for cyclists, walkers 
and horse riders are present and they connect to the surrounding 
public rights of way network in the area. 
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5.11 No significant adverse effects to this CWS are predicted given the 
managed paths that are already in place for visitors.  

Other County Wildlife Sites (CWSs) 

5.12 The remaining CWSs (Great Barford Gravel Pits CWS c. 0.8km north of 
the Site and Blunham Disused Railway CWS c. 0.8km north-east of the 
Site) are of a relative distance and separation from the Site and no 
obvious pathways of impact have been identified. Therefore, no 
significant adverse effects are anticipated to the remaining CWSs.  

Plantation Woodland 

Predicted Effects 

5.13 The plantation woodland is to be retained within the proposed scheme 
at the Site. The proposed development is anticipated to increase the 
local population. In the absence of mitigation, a significant increase in 
recreational pressures from walkers and dog-walkers is anticipated 
within this plantation woodland. These effects have the potential to 
adversely impact the woodland and associated fauna.  

5.14 Retained trees within the plantation woodland are vulnerable to 
damage to construction from passing construction and operational 
traffic and ground compaction. 

5.15 In the absence of mitigation, the above pressures are predicated to 
result in an adverse effect, significant at the Local level.  

Mitigation Measures  

5.16 During the construction phase suitable protective fencing will be 
erected around the area and retained trees in accordance with 
arboricultural best practice BS 5837:2012 and will be installed for the 
duration of the construction phase to avoid damage to the root 
protection areas. This could also be secured by an appropriately 
worded planning condition.  

5.17 A woodland management plan will be created and implemented in 
accordance with a suitably worded LEMP. The management will focus 
on maximising benefits to wildlife through selective thinning, rotational 
coppicing on a 6-8 year cycle and management of negative indicator 
species within the understorey and herb layer such as common nettle 
and dense bramble.  

5.18 Informal recreation is anticipated within the woodland. To help direct 
this and reduce footfall within the wider woodland creation of a desire 
line/path along the north-western edge of the woodland is 
recommended. 
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Residual Effects 

5.19 With the implementation of the above mitigation measures, no 
significant residual effects are anticipated to the plantation woodland.  

Orchard 

Predicted Effects 

5.20 The on-site orchard habitat is scheduled to be removed, to make way 
for development.  

5.21 In the absence of mitigation, the loss of this habitat is anticipated to 
result in an adverse effect at the Local level.  

Mitigation Measures  

5.22 A new area of orchard planting is proposed within the on-site POS. 
Species will comprise local fruit tree varieties such as Laxton's Advance, 
Lord Lambourne, Laxton's Superb and Laxton's Epicure. Each of these 
varieties are partly self-fertile and so would succeed within a small 
orchard area. Semi-vigorous MM106 rootstock (or equivalent semi-
vigorous root stock) will be used to ensure good growth. 

5.23 This habitat will be managed for the benefit of wildlife. Management 
details will be provided within a suitably worded LEMP which could be 
secured by way of planning condition. 

Residual Effects 

5.24 With the implementation of the above mitigation measures no residual 
effects are anticipated in respect of this habitat.  

Hedgerows 

Predicted Effects 

5.25 With the exception of H7 all on-site hedgerows are scheduled to be 
fully or partially retained within the proposed development. Sections of 
H1 and H5 will be removed to make way for access and developable 
areas.  

5.26 Retained hedgerows will be vulnerable to damage during construction 
from passing construction traffic and ground compaction.  

5.27 As such, in the absence of mitigation the loss of this habitat and 
damage to retained habitats is anticipated to result in an adverse 
effect significant at the Local level.  

Mitigation Measures  

5.28 To compensate for the loss of on-site hedgerow, new hedgerow 
planting will be provided to strengthen the retained sections of 
hedgerow, furthermore new native, specie-rich hedgerow will be 
provided along the northern and eastern Site boundaries.                                                
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5.29 New planting will consist of native species-rich and locally appropriate 
hedging. All retained hedgerows will be protected in line with 
appropriate tree protection measures (i.e. BS 5837:2012).                           

Residual Effects 

5.30 With the implementation of the above mitigation measures no 
significant adverse effects are anticipated.  

Trees 

Predicted Effects 

5.31 A number of early-mature and semi-mature trees are scheduled to be 
removed within the proposed development. Retained trees are also 
vulnerable to damage from passing construction traffic and ground 
impaction. In the absence of mitigation this will result in an adverse 
impact, significant at the Local level.  

Mitigation Measures  

5.32 Tree removals will be kept to a minimum with opportunities to retain 
those existing within new POS and gardens taken where possible.  

5.33 Where removals cannot be avoided, a number of new, native trees will 
be planted as compensation within new hedgerows along the eastern 
and northern boundary. 

5.34 Suitable protective fencing will be erected around all on-site retained 
trees in accordance with arboricultural best practice BS 5837:2012 and 
will be installed for the duration of the construction phase to avoid 
damage to the root protection areas. This could also be secured by an 
appropriately worded planning condition.  

5.35 Moreover, those retained trees will be subject to long term 
management as detailed within an appropriately worded LEMP, 
ensuring ongoing longevity and good health.  

Residual Effects 

5.36 With the implementation of the above measures, no residual adverse 
impacts are anticipated.  

Bats 

Predicted Effects 

5.37 Development at the Site will necessitate the removal of grassland, tree 
and hedgerow habitats. These habitats represent typical bat foraging 
and commuting habitat and thus, in the absence of mitigation, will 
result in reduced foraging opportunities.  

5.38 The Site is largely unlit. New artificial lighting of retained habitat during 
the construction and operational phases may lead to adverse 
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disturbance impacts to bats and other nocturnal wildlife, leading to a 
reduction of activity and diversity in these areas.  

5.39 Though detailed activity surveys are yet to be complete at the Site 
(scheduled for between May and August 2020), it can be assumed 
with a reasonable level of confidence that foraging and commuting 
bats make use of the Site.  

5.40 No roosts have been confirmed as present. However, the lombardy-
poplar at Target Note T7 (T70 on the Tree Constraints Plan) is noted as 
having moderate bat roost potential. Roosting opportunities have 
been confirmed as negligible within the on-site buildings. 

5.41 In the absence of mitigation the development has the potential to 
result in an adverse effect on bats, significant at the Local level. 

Mitigation Measures  

5.42 The provision of new and enhanced habitats within the Site, including 
wildflower grassland and new hedgerow and tree planting will provide 
a range of new foraging and commuting opportunities for any bat 
species which currently make use of the Site.  

5.43 Remote monitoring surveys will be carried out in 2020 determine the 
species present on-site and their relative abundance. This information 
will be used to inform details of mitigation such as types and locations 
of integrated bat boxes and sensitivity to any new lighting within the 
Site. In the interim, the proposed development is noted as providing 
adequate opportunities to provide between five and fifteen integrated 
bats boxes. The location and specifications will be provided upon 
completion of the 2020 activity surveys. 

5.44 Prior to the felling of the lombardy-poplar at Target Note T7 (T70 on the 
Tree Constraints Plan) an aerial inspection of the roost features will be 
carried out by a suitably qualified ecologist to confirm the presence or 
likely absence of roosting bats. In the event roosting bats are identified 
a mitigation licence from Natural England will be required to facilitate 
its removal. Alternative roosting opportunities would need to be 
delivered to mitigation for any loss of roosting features. As noted 
above, the development proposals provide adequate opportunities 
for this to be delivered where required. 

5.45 Under the assumption that bats currently make use of the on-site 
habitats for commuting and foraging a sensitive Lighting Strategy will 
be implemented for both the construction and post development 
phases of the scheme. The Strategy will avoid and minimise artificial 
illumination of any retained or created hedgerow, woodland, 
grassland or tree planting in accordance with recommendations 
provided within the Bat Conservation Trust Bats and Artificial Lighting in 
the UK (BCT, 2018). This will include: 
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Where lighting is required priority will be given to using downward 
directional lighting and minimisation of light spill into vegetated 
habitats, in particular trees, woodland and hedgerow. 
Upward-lighting will be avoided altogether; 
Lighting columns to be reduced to the lowest practical height to 
reduce horizontal light spill; and 
Light sources which emit minimal UV light will be sought (i.e. avoid 

res of below 3000k 
and peak wavelengths above 550nm) in accordance with BCT 
(2018) guidance. 
 

5.46 The above measures could be secured by way of integrated design 
and/or a suitably worded planning condition. 

Residual Effects  

5.47 With the implementation of the above mitigation measures and 
subject to the completion and evaluation of outstanding survey works, 
no residual effects are anticipated in respect of bats.  

Badger  

Predicted Effects  

5.48 Badgers and their setts are protected by the Protection of Badgers Act 
1992. Badgers are known in the local area and make use of the Site for 
dispersal and foraging.  

5.49 There is a risk of killing, injury or disturbance of badgers during 
construction (falling into open excavations or entering open ended 
pipework, above 150mm diameter) creating a risk of an offence under 
the above legislation, therefore appropriate mitigation measures have 
been set out below.  

Mitigation Measures 

5.50 The following precautionary measures will be implemented throughout 
the construction phase. These could be secured via a planning 
condition:  

A pre-construction check for any new setts 
Covering any open excavations with wooden boards, or fitting 
them with appropriate escape ramps (e.g. scaffold board), in order 
to prevent badgers falling into them and injuring themselves or 
becoming trapped.  
Monitoring of Site for any sett excavation during prolonged 
construction or landscaping works.  

Residual Effects  

5.51 With the implementation of the above mitigation measures no legal 
infringement is anticipated.  
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Birds  

Predicted Effects  

5.52 Wild birds, their active nests and their eggs are protected under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

5.53 Based on the anticipated vegetation removal there is a risk of killing/ 
injury to nesting birds. This would cause an offence under the above 
legislation; particularly during the nesting bird season (March to August, 
inclusive) therefore mitigation measures have been set out below. 

Mitigation Measures  

5.54 Any vegetation clearance will take place outside of the bird nesting 
period (i.e. March to August, inclusive), or falling that confirmation by a 
suitability qualified ecologist that nesting birds are absent from the 
habitats to be cleared. These mitigation measures are a legal 
requirement, and would therefore be secured as such. 

5.55 Six new bird boxes (e.g. Habibat or Schwegler) will be provided to 
compensate for any lost nesting opportunities. Boxes will be integrated 
within the fabric of the residential units to provide long-term 
opportunities for nesting birds. 

Residual Effects 

5.56 Based on the implementation of mitigation measures detailed no 
residual effects are anticipated.   

Reptiles  

Predicted Effects  

5.57 All British reptile species are listed within Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and are afforded protection 
against killing and injury under parts of sub-section 9(1) of the Act. In 
addition, all British reptile species are S41 priority species in England. 

5.58 Reptiles are confirmed to be utilising the Site; however, population 
estimates cannot be made until the completion of dedicated reptile 
surveys in 2020. During the construction phase, in the absence of 
mitigation there is risk of killing/ injury to reptiles (i.e. common lizard and 
grass snake) resulting in an adverse effect, significant at the Local level. 

Mitigation Measures  

5.59 The following mitigation principles are designed to avoid contravening 
protective legislation afforded to all British reptile species. A detailed 
strategy will be informed by the dedicated reptile survey results 
following survey completion in 2020.  
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5.60 Removal of potential refuges (log piles and compost heaps) will be 
done by hand outside of the hibernation period with reptiles physically 
removed to cover within a suitable habitat strip.  

5.61 If a medium/high reptile population is recorded then a translocation 
area will be managed for the benefit of wildlife, including reptiles and 
will serve as a receptor area for reptiles which will be translocated from 
the proposed construction zone.  

Following installation of reptile fencing a reptile translocation 
exercise will be carried out during suitable weather conditions. 
Reptiles will be caught by a suitability qualified ecologist from the 
proposed construction zone and translocated to the receptor area, 
being released into areas of cover.  
Following the completion of the translocation exercise, vegetation 
clearance of the construction zone will commence. 
 

5.62 In the event that a low number of reptiles are recorded on-site during 
the reptile surveys, a translocation exercise may not be considered 
necessary. However, robust avoidance/protection measures will be 
required, namely phased vegetation clearance of reptile habitat 
during the construction phase.  

The clearance of suitable reptile habitat will be timed to coincide 
with the reptile active season (taken to be March to September, in 
suitable weather conditions) and be carried out in accordance 
with the Reptile Mitigation Strategy, which will detail phased 
clearance methods designed to encourage on-site reptiles into 
retained habitats.  
Reptile proof fencing may be required to stop cleared areas of the 
Site becoming re-colonised by reptiles, this is dependent upon 
development timescales. Alternately, cleared areas could be 
stripped of top soil and kept vegetation free.  
 

5.63 It should be noted that the on-site provision of POS is considered 
sufficient in area, anticipated structure and habitat types to 
accommodate mitigation for reptiles. However, as noted above a 
detailed Reptile Mitigation Strategy will be provided clearly outlining a 
mitigation approach informed by the completed reptile surveys 
(scheduled for between March and September 2020).  

Residual Effects  

5.64 Subject to the findings of the dedicated reptile surveys and 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, no residual effects 
are anticipated in respect of reptiles.  
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to limit access, particularly from dog-walkers. An access gate will 
be provided to allow ongoing management and maintenance. 

Selective thinning of Plantation Woodland: Selective thinning of the 
plantation woodland will give selected trees more space and light 
to grow and will allow a greater structural diversity to develop 
within the copse.  

Creation of log piles: Timber generated from tree clearance works 
at the Site will be used to make at least three log piles for wildlife 
benefit. These will be sited within areas where they will be least 
disturbed. New material can be added as required following any 
future management works. 

Provision of hedgehog gaps: Hedgehogs have been scoped out of 
detailed assessment and no specific mitigation is proposed, 
however it is important that opportunities for hedgehogs to move 
through the landscape are preserved. Although not strictly an 

-friendly gravel 
boards or equivalent, providing a minimum 150mm x 150mm gap, 
will be used to maintain permeability for hedgehogs across the 
development and associated gardens. The number and location 
of hedgehog gaps will be determined at the detailed design stage 
and set out within the LEMP. 

Demarcation: Where appropriate habitats within the Site, 
particularly the wildlife pond, which are to be managed for the 
benefit of wildlife will be demarcated with knee rails, timber clef 
fencing and bollards. The demarcation will serve to provide some 
protection of this area and contribute to a clear long-term 
management strategy, enabling areas designed to benefit of 
wildlife to be readily identified from those which are to provide 
more formal space.  

Understorey planting: the areas of newly created orchard, 
hedgerows and existing woodland will be enhanced through the 
provision of appropriate understorey planting to promote a 
complex habitat structure, as well as addition floral diversity. Where 
required, the ground will be suitably prepared to promote 
successful establishment. Detail of this measure will be provided 
within a suitably worded LEMP. 

Monitoring 

5.74 Several monitoring visits will be required by suitably qualified ecologists 
to help ensure the fulfilment of the above measures and provide on-
the-ground advice to the appointed contractors. The key purpose and 
timings of these visits will be as follow: 



Barford Road, Willington, Bedford  EcIA Page 34

One visit at commencement or early in the construction phase to 
brief contractors and agree placement and orientation of bird and 
bat boxes. 
One visit later in construction phase to ensure bat and bird boxes 
and hedgehog holes have been correctly provided, alongside 
provision of habitat creation.   
 

5.75 Where appropriate the above visits will form part of a suitably worded 
planning condition and/or LEMP obligations.  
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

 
6.1 In the absence of any mitigation measures, the proposed 

development would be anticipated to have, at most, negative effects 
significant at the Local level.  

6.2 However, with the implementation of mitigation and precautionary 
measures, as proposed with this scheme, the development is not 
anticipated to result in any significant residual negative effects on 
important ecological features. 

6.3 It should be noted that although dedicated surveys are yet to be 
completed for reptiles, bat activity and GCN (only required if District 
Level Licencing is not applied), the baseline information currently 
available and presented herein is considered sufficient to predict the 
magnitude of ecological impacts arising from the proposed 
development. With this in mind, the development proposals are 
assessed as providing sufficient opportunities to deliver mitigation 
measures where required. 

6.4 Based on successful implementation of avoidance, mitigation and 
enhancement measures set out herein, the scheme is considered to 
accord with all relevant nature conservation legislation, and local 
planning policy.  

6.5 The proposed layout will provide benefits for wildlife in the form of 
additional habitats, with the opportunity to provide additional 
biodiversity enhancement measures alongside the new housing. The 
measures set out herein can be secured through appropriate 
conditions imposed upon any planning consent, and the development 
may therefore be delivered without harm to nature conservation 
interests. 
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Appendix A 
 

Habitats Plan & Photosheet 
  





  
Plate 1. F1 Recently mown, poor semi-improved 
grassland  
 

Plate 2. Log/ brash piles (Reptile refugia present 
on-site). Lombardy-poplar on left 
 

  
Plate 3. Walled allotment and B2 on right 
 

Plate 4. B1 a single sided, single pitched roof  
building 
 

  
Plate 5. F3 unmanaged poor semi-improved 
grassland with areas of tall ruderal 
 

Plate 6. F2 amenity grassland  
 

 

  
Photo 7. Traditional orchard within F2 
 

Photo 8. Ornamental planting within F2 
 

  
Photo 9. H4 to the north of F2 
 

Photo 10. Plantation Woodland 
 

  
  
  



 
 

 
 
 

Appendix B 
 

Legislation and Planning Policy 



The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 transposes 
Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats 
and of Wild Fauna and Flora, and aspects of Council Directive 
79/409/EEC on the Conservation of Wild Birds, into UK domestic law. 
The Regulations make prescriptions for the designation and protection 

of Conservation and Special Protection Areas) and European 
Protected Species (EPS). 
 
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended, principally by the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000) forms the basis for protection 
of statutory designated sites of national importance (e.g. Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest; SSSIs) and native species that are rare and 
vulnerable in a national context. Additionally, badgers are protected 
under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 
 
Section 40(1) of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
(NERC) Act 2006 states that each p
its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper 

This legislation makes it clear that planning authorities should consider 
impacts to biodiversity when determining planning applications, with 
particular regard to the Section 41 (S41) lists of 56 habitats and 943 
species of principal importance. The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) 
has been superseded by the Biodiversity 2020 Strategy, which 
continues to prioritise the S41 lists, however Local BAPs continue to 
influence biodiversity management and conservation effort, including 
through the spatial planning system, at the local scale. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) (NPPF) sets out the 
government planning policies for England and how they should be 
applied. With regards to ecology and biodiversity, Chapter 15: 
Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, paragraph 170, 
states that the planning system and planning policies should minimise 
impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures. 

Paragraph 175 sets out the principles that local planning authorities 
should apply when determining planning applications: 

If significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development 
cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with 
less harmful impacts). 

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 









 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Desk Study Information 
  











 
 
 
 
 

 Appendix D 
 

Habitats and Flora Species List  





 
 
 
 
 

Appendix E 
 

Evaluation & Assessment Methods 
  





Establishing Likely Zone of Influence 

features may be subject to significant effects as a result of the project 

different ecological features, which have different vulnerabilities and 
sensitivities. For the purposes of this assessment, the following zones 
were considered: 

International statutory nature conservation designations up to 10km 
from the Site 
National and local statutory nature conservation designations up to 
3km from the Site 
Non-statutory locally designated wildlife sites up to 1km from the 
Site 

 
These arbitrary distances are considered sufficient for identifying the 
nature conservation designations which could be subject to significant 
effects. However, it is acknowledged that in certain circumstances 
effects beyond these distances are possible and should be considered 
as far as is reasonably practicable to do so. 

 
For other ecological features, such as habitats and species, the 
appropriate zone of influence is described and justified as appropriate 
within the report, depending on their respective sensitivity to an 
environmental change. 
 
The results of professionally accredited or published scientific studies 
have been used and referenced, where available, to establish the 
spatial and temporal limits of the biophysical changes likely to be 
caused by specific activities, and to justify decisions about the zone of 
influence. 

Geographic Context and Significance Criteria 

The importance of ecological features, as well as the significance of 
any likely impacts and their effects, are considered here within a 
defined geographic context: 
 

International 
National 
Regional 
County 
Local 

 
The size, conservation status and the quality of features are all relevant 
in determining their importance and assigning this to the geographic 
scale. Where the importance of a feature is considered to fall below 
the Local scale, they are scoped out of detailed assessment. 



 
Impacts and their effects are taken to be significant where they 
support or undermine biodiversity conservation objectives, with the 
scale of significance defined according to the above geographic 
context. Where an impact or effect is unlikely to be perceptible at a 
Local scale, this is taken to be not significant. 
 

Characterising Ecological Impacts and their Effects 

Where likely significant ecological impacts and effects are identified in 
connection with the proposed project, these are considered and 
described with reference to the following characteristics (where this is 
helpful in accurately portraying the ecological effect and determining 
the scale of significance): 
 

Positive or negative (i.e. does the anticipated change accord with 
nature conservation policies and objectives?) 
Extent (i.e. the spatial area over which the impact or effect may 
occur) 
Magnitude (i.e. the quantified size, amount, intensity or volume) 
Duration (i.e. the timeframe over which the impact or effect may 
occur, in both human and ecological terms) 
Frequency and timing (i.e. the number of times an activity occurs, 
where this is likely to influence the effect) 
Reversibility (i.e. is spontaneous recovery possible or may the effect 
be counteracted by mitigation?) 

  



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix F 
 

Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment 



Introduction 

Survey design, data analysis and interpretation set out herein has been 
undertaken with due consideration for the Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) 
guidelines 3rd Edition (BCT, 2016). 

Legislation 

All species of British bats are legally protected under Regulation 43 of the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. These Regulations 
make it an offence to: 
 

Deliberately capture, injure, or kill a bat;  
Deliberately disturb bats, impairing their ability to survive, breed, 
reproduce or rear/nurture their young; 
Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place used by bats; or 
Be in possession of, transport, sell, exchange or offer to sell/exchange a 
bat (dead or alive) or any part of a bat. 
 

All bats and their roosts in England, Scotland and Wales were originally 
protected under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981. Subsequent 
amendments to the legislation for England and Wales has removed bats from 
most of the provisions of the Act, however it remains an offence to: 
 

Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat while it is occupying a structure or 
place which it uses for shelter or protection; or 
Intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to any structure or place that a 
bat uses for shelter or protection. 
 

Disturbance of bats is covered by both the 2017 Regulations and the 1981 
Act. Disturbance that impairs survival or successful reproduction would be 
covered by the Regulations, while disturbance of individual bats within roosts 
is covered by the Act. 
 
It is important to note that bat roosts are protected throughout the year, 
regardless of whether or not bats are present at the time. Under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations the offence of damaging 
or destroying a breeding site or resting place of bats is not subject to any 
legal defence, i.e. an offence will have been committed even if the damage 
or destruction occurs accidentally. 
 

Licensing 

Where development is proposed that would result in an offence under the 
Habitats and Species Regulations a European Protected Species (EPS) licence 
needs to be granted by Natural England to permit an act that would 
otherwise be unlawful. This provides for a specific derogation from the 



legislation, to prevent a legal infringement occurring. To obtain an EPS licence 
for development it must be demonstrated that the purpose of the act to be 
licensed is for: 
 

overriding public interest including those of social or economic nature and 
 

(Regulation 55(2)(e)). 

In addition Natural England will not grant an EPS licence unless they are 
satisfied that: 
 

5(9)(a)); and 

population of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status 
(Regulation 55(9)(b)). 

Methods 

Preliminary Roost Assessment 

The aim of the preliminary roost assessment is to determine the suitability of a 
tree or building for roosting bats. Where significant potential for, or evidence 
of, roosting bats is identified, further bat roost surveys are generally necessary 
to determine the presence or likely absence of a roost, and to characterise 
any roost present. The methods described below have been followed with 
due consideration of the current guidelines (BCT, 2016). 

Structures 

A detailed inspection of the exterior and interior of structures at the Site was 
undertaken to (i) identify any Potential Roost Features (PRFs) and potential 
bat ingress / egress points, and (ii) locate any evidence of bats such as live or 
dead specimens, droppings, urine splashes, fur-oil staining, feeding remains 
(e.g. moth wings) and/or squeaking noises. Equipment used included ladders, 
high-powered torches and close-focusing binoculars, as appropriate. The 
external and internal inspection of the on-site structures was carried out by 
Natural England-licensed bat worker Tom Clemence (Class Survey Licence 
WML CL18  Registration number: 2017-28795-CLS-CLS) on 16 October 2019. 

Limitations 

There were no limitations. 

Trees  Ground level Assessment 

A detailed inspection of all trees at the Site was undertaken from ground level 
to (i) identify PRFs such as rot holes, cavities and split limbs, and (ii) locate any 
evidence of bats such as live or dead specimens, bat droppings, urine 
splashes, fur-oil staining, feeding remains (e.g. moth wings) and/or squeaking 
noises. The inspections were carried out systematically around all parts of the 



tree, from all angles and from both close to the trunk and further away. 
Equipment used included a ladder, endoscope, high-powered torches and 
close-focusing binoculars, as appropriate. The ground level roost assessment 
was undertaken by Natural England-licensed bat worker Tom Clemence 
ACIEEM (Class Survey Licence WML-CL18  Registration number: 2017-28795-
CLS-CLS) on 16 October 2019. 

Limitations 

Some potential roosting features were not possible to reach using ladders or 
endoscope. Trees were categorised accordingly with further surveys 
recommended where required to assess these features. 

Evaluation 

Following the assessments, each tree was assigned one of the following 
categories in respect of its potential to support roosting bats (adapted from 
Collins, 2016): 
 

Negligible: Negligible habitat features on site likely to be used by roosting 
bats 
 
Low: a structure with one or more potential roost sites (PRSs) that could be 
used by individual bats opportunistically. However, these potential roost 
sites do not provide enough space, shelter, protection, appropriate 
conditions and/or suitable surrounding habitat to be used on a regular 
basis by large numbers of bats. A tree of sufficient size and age to contain 
potential roost features (PRFs) but with none seen from the ground or 
features seen with only very limited roosting potential.  
 
Moderate  a structure or tree with one or more PRSs that could be used 
by bats due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding 
habitat; but unlikely to support a roost of high conservation status. 
 
High  a structure or tree with one or more PRSs that are obviously suitable 
for use by larger numbers of bats on a more regular basis and potentially 
for longer periods of time due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions 
and surrounding habitat. 

 

Remote Monitoring Surveys 

Remote monitoring will be undertaken in order to provide additional data to 
inform the assessment of bat activity across the Site. The extended time 
period covered by this type of survey allows for a more accurate assessment 
of bat species diversity and relative activity levels.  
 
Wildlife Acoustics SM4 detectors will used on-site over three occasions during 
the bat active period and left to record automatically for the hours between 
half an hour before sunset and half an hour after sunrise, for several 



consecutive days. Bat call data, from the five nights during which weather 
conditions were most suitable for bats to be active, will be analysed using the 
latest Analook software to identify the species present.  
 

Limitations 

Surveys are yet to be carried out. 

Results 

Preliminary Roost Assessment 

Structures 

Two buildings were identified within the Site, B1 and B2. B1 comprises a single 
storey structure of timber frame construction, using butt joints, with single skin 
corrugated metal sheet walls and single pitched roof. The structure is open on 
its western elevation creating an exposed and light internal environment. No 
potential roost features were identified within the building. Given its 
construction type and exposure levels B1 is assessed as providing negligible 
potential to support roosting bats. 
 
B2 comprises a small, single storey brick built structure, possibly once used as a 
timber/coal store or outside toilet. The roof is single pitch, covered by a single 
skin of corrugated cement bonded sheeting. No evidence of bats or 
potential roost features were recorded. B2 is assessed as providing negligible 
potential to support roosting bats. 

Trees  

Of the trees on-site all but one were assessed as providing negligible potential 
to support roosting bats. The on-site lombardy-poplar, T70 on the Tree 
Constraints Plan and Target Note 7 on the Habitats Plan, has five woodpecker 
holes which have led to additional rot within the main trunk of the tree. These 
features provide moderate roosting potential for bats. No evidence of bats 
making use of the tree was recorded at the time of survey. However, a 
detailed inspection of each hole was not possible due to the height of the 
features. 
 
An aerial inspection or two emergence/re-entry surveys are recommended 
prior to the felling of this tree to confirm the likely absence or presence of 
roosting bats. In the event roosting bats are confirmed a mitigation licence 
from Natural England will likely be required to allow for the lawful disturbance 
or destruction of a bat roost.  
 



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 

Badger Survey 





Disused entrances - These have not been in use for some time, are partially or completely 
blocked, and could not be used without a considerable amount of clearance. If the 
entrance has been disused for some time, all that may be visible is a depression in the ground 
where the entrance used to be, and the remains of the spoil heap, which may be covered in 
moss or plants.

 
Limitations 

The survey was limited to the habitats on-site and those visible from the Site 
boundaries.  

Results 

No badger setts were recorded within the Site during the survey. However, 
three fresh badger latrines were recorded within the Site on the north-eastern 
boundary, adjacent to the eastern edge of the on-site woodland. In addition 
a badger print was recorded in this location.  
 
Badger setts are taken as likely absent from the Study Area. However, 
badgers are confirmed as making use of the Site for foraging and dispersal. 
With this in mind, the following safeguards are recommended: 

Cover any open excavations with wooden boards, or fit them with 
appropriate escape ramps, in order to prevent badgers falling into them 
and injuring themselves or becoming trapped. 
Cap or block any pipework over 150mm in diameter which is to be left 
overnight. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H 
 

Great Crested Newt Habitat Suitability Index 
  



 Legislation 

Great crested newts are legally protected as European Protected Species 
(EPS) under Regulation 43 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017. These Regulations make it an offence to: 
 

Deliberately capture, injure, kill or capture a great crested newt  
Deliberately disturb great crested newts, impairing their ability to survive, 
breed, reproduce or rear/nurture their young 
Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place used by a great 
crested newt 
 

Great crested newts are also fully protected under the Wildlife & Countryside 
Act 1981, making it an offence to: 
 

Intentionally or recklessly disturb a great crested newt while it is occupying 
a structure or place of shelter or protection 
Intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to any structure or place of 
shelter or protection 

 
Disturbance of great crested newts is covered by both the 2017 Regulations 
and the 1981 Act. Disturbance that impairs survival or successful reproduction 
would be covered by the Regulations, while less significant acts of 
disturbance may only be covered by the Act. 
 
It is important to note that great crested newts and their habitats (such as 
breeding ponds) are protected throughout the year, regardless of whether or 
not newts are present at the time. 
 
Great crested newts are also listed as a species of principal importance for 
the conservation of biodiversity in England, under Section 41 (S41) of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. The S41 species 
list is used to guide decision-makers, including planning authorities, in 
implementing their duty under Section 40 of the NERC Act to have regard to 
the conservation of biodiversity in England, when carrying out their normal 
functions. 
 
Licensing 

Where development is proposed that would result in an offence under the 
Habitats and Species Regulations, a statutory derogation licence may be 
granted by Natural England to permit an act that would otherwise be 
unlawful. To obtain an EPS licence for development, it must be demonstrated 
that the purpose of the act to be licensed is for: 
 

overriding public interest including those of social or economic nature and 





Results 

Desktop Study 

The desk based search for ponds and subsequent site visits confirmed the 
presence of six ponds within 500m of the Site. Of these ponds two (P3 and P6) 
were confirmed as being used by GCN in 2018. 
 
P3 is located c. 340m west of the Site. The pond is separated from the Site by 
Station Road and c. 180m of residential housing with associated areas of 
hardstanding and garden. 
 
P6 is located c. 350m south of the Site within an area of woodland. This pond 
is separated from the Site by a combination of arable land, two roads (A603 
and Barford Road) and a car park associated with Frosts Garden Centre. 
 

Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) Assessment 

HSI assessment was limited to P2 and P5. Results of the HSI assessments are 
provided within the tables below. By way of summary P2 is assessed as having 
a below average  and P5 a poor  suitability to support GCN. 
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