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Subject: PINS Reference: TR010022: Application by Highways England for an Order Granting Development Consent

for the A38 Derby Junctions Scheme
Date: 12 May 2020 18:07:08
Attachments: A38 Derby Junctions NSIP AECOM Alfreton Road LWS Technical Note 13.03.2020.pdf

A38 Derby Junctions NSIP EBC Answers to ExA Further Written Questions Issued 05 May 2020 FINAL
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Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Please find attached Erewash Borough Council’s response to the ExA's Further
Written Questions Issued 5th May 2020, as requested.
 
Also, further to your letter of notification of Hearings, outline arrangements for
Hearings, request for notification of a wish to speak at Hearings and further written
questions, issued 5th May 2020, I can confirm the following for Erewash Borough
Council:
 
Name and Interested Party reference number:
Steve Birkinshaw, A38DJ-SP040
 
Email address:
Steve.Birkinshaw@erewash.gov.uk
 
Telephone number:

 
Name of organisation being represented and role:
Erewash Borough Council
 
Hearings that you would like to speak at and the topics that you would like to raise
at each of those Hearings:
 
The ExA has requested EBC at Topic 3: Noise and vibration, Topic 4: The
water environment, and Topic 5: Biodiversity and ecological conservation.
 
On that basis the council would need to be at Issue Specific Hearing 7, 10,
13, and 16. However, as far as EBC is aware we have no outstanding issues
for Topic 3: Noise and vibration; in our answers to the ExA’s Further Written
Request dated 5 May 2020 clarify that we are now satisfied in connection
with the outstanding matter relating to the Little Eaton construction
compound, and, therefore, Topic 4: The water environment.
The only outstanding issue to EBC is that of the impact on the Alfreton Road
Rough Grassland Local Wildlife Site (LWS).
 
Examination Library reference number or copy of any new material that you would
like to be shared visually at a Hearing:
See attached – not sure if this is new material but this is the document
referred to in REP9-029 paragraph 5.1, as per
 
Availability for a Hearings access trial run:

mailto:Steven.Mott@erewash.gov.uk
mailto:A38DerbyJunctions@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:Steve.Birkinshaw@erewash.gov.uk



 


 1  


Biodiversity Metric Assessment, Alfreton 
Road Rough Grassland Local Wildlife Site 
(LWS) 


As requested by Derbyshire Wildlife Trust (DWT) and Erewash Borough Council (EBC) during a site 
visit to Alfreton Road Rough Grassland Local Wildlife Site (LWS) on the 22nd January 2020, the 
information herein concerns a biodiversity metric assessment for the LWS, which is currently being 
developed as a guide to the biodiversity-related Designated Fund projects being undertaken for 
Highways England in the vicinity of the A38 in Derby.  
 
Note: it is stressed that this exercise is being carried out outside of the Development Consent Order 
(DCO) process for the A38 Derby Junctions scheme (referred to herein as “the Scheme”). The 
information provided herein is based on baseline habitat condition data gathered in 2018 and 2017 
(plus survey updates as applicable); and the application of a modified Defra v1.0 Biodiversity Metric 
calculator tool. All biodiversity values as referenced herein are draft and subject to further review and 
update.  
 
Measuring Biodiversity Value  


Table 1 provides a summary of the baseline habitats identified within Alfreton Road Rough Grassland 
LWS their condition scores1 and biodiversity value, in biodiversity units. 
 
Table 1: Baseline Biodiversity value for Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS  


Habitat  Area (ha) Distinctiveness Condition Biodiversity units 


Broad-leaved plantation 0.01 High Poor 0.06 


Semi-improved neutral grassland  3.72 Medium Poor 14.88 


Standing water 0.36 High Poor 2.16 


Total: 4.09 Total: 17.10 


 
Note the condition of the habitats is based on existing data from the Extended Phase 1 Habitat 
Survey 20172, the Botanical Survey 20183, and the site visit on January 20204. The rationale for the 
condition scores assigned to each habitat type is provided in Appendix A. 
 
The total area of the LWS is approximately 4.09 hectares (ha) with a baseline value of 17.10 
biodiversity units.  Approximately 1.64ha of the LWS lies within the Scheme boundary and 
approximately 2.45ha outside of the Scheme boundary. The Scheme will affect approximately 1.51ha 
of LWS habitat within the Scheme boundary - of this approximately 0.44ha will comprise a permanent 
loss of the semi-improved neutral grassland, where hardstanding (the road) will be created, whilst 
approximately 1.07ha will be subject to a temporary loss. In addition,  approximately 0.13ha of LWS 
habitat within the Scheme boundary will be retained.  
 
The temporarily lost habitat within the LWS (approximately 1.07ha) will be reinstated as 
approximately 0.38ha semi-improved neutral grassland, approximately 0.19ha amenity grassland 
and approximately 0.5ha broad-leaved plantation woodland. It is noted that the area of permanent 
                                                           
1 Based on methodology presented in Appendix A. 
2 A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendices Appendix 8.3(b): Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey in 2017 - link 
3 A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendices Appendix 8.4a: Botanical Survey in 2018 - link 
4 A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 8.61 Ecological Impact Assessment of Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS – link  
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loss quoted herein is different to the figure reported in the Technical Note concerning the assessment 
of ecological effects on the LWS as reported in the Scheme Environmental Statement (ES) – this is 
because the net losses detailed herein take account of new habitats created within the Scheme 
footprint. Refer to Supplementary Figure 1 for details. Table 2 provides a summary of habitats lost 
and retained within the Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS due to the Scheme.  
 
Table 2: Habitats lost and retained within Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS due to the 
Scheme 


Habitat type  Area lost (ha) Biodiversity value Area retained  Biodiversity value 


Broadleaved plantation 0 0 0.01 0.06 


Semi-improved neutral 
grassland 


1.51  


(0.44 permanent;  


1.07 temporary) 


6.04 


( -1.76 relating to 
permanent loss;  


- 4.28 relating to 
temporary loss) 


2.21 8.84 


Standing water 0 0 0.36 2.16 


Total 1.51 6.04 2.58* 11.06 


* this figure comprises the approximate 2.45ha of the LWS outside of the Scheme boundary, plus the approximate 0.13ha of habitat within 


the Scheme boundary that would be retained 


 
The Scheme will result in the creation of approximately 1.51ha of new habitat at the Alfreton Road 
LWS (this includes landscape planting and areas covered by the Scheme infrastructure and thus 
equivalent to area lost). The habitats to be created comprise: amenity grassland, broadleaved 
plantation, semi-improved grassland and buildings/ hardstanding (road). Table 3 provides details of 
the proposed habitats, their target condition and predicted biodiversity units.  The proposed habitat 
created by the Scheme will generate 3.20 biodiversity units, whilst the habitat to be retained 
(approximately 2.58ha) will comprise 11.06 biodiversity units, resulting in a total post-Scheme habitat 
value of 14.26 biodiversity units within the area occupied by the LWS. 
 
Table 3: Habitats created within Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS by the Scheme 


Habitat type  Distinctiveness 
and score 


Indicative Target 
condition score 


Area (ha) Temporal 
multiplier applied 


Difficulty 
multiplier applied 


Biodiversity 
units 


Amenity grassland Low Poor 0.19 1.20 1.00 0.32 


Broadleaved plantation High Moderate 0.50 2.80 1.50 1.43 


Semi-improved neutral 
grassland 


Medium Moderate 0.38 1.40 1.50 1.45 


Buildings/hardstanding Zero Poor 0.44 1.20 1.00 0.00 


Total: 1.51 Total: 3.20 


 


Table 4 provides a summary of the biodiversity metric calculation outputs, comparing the baseline 
and post-Scheme landscape works, which indicates that the proposed works will result in a loss of -
2.84 biodiversity units.  
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Table 4: Summary of biodiversity metric calculation outputs for area-based habitats at 
Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS 


Stage Habitat value Biodiversity units 


Pre works Baseline habitat value 17.10 


Post works Retained habitat value 11.06 


Proposed habitat creation – landscaping 3.20 


 Total post-work habitat value  14.26 


 Net change -2.84 


 


Conclusions 


The analysis presented above indicates that the Scheme will result in an estimated net loss of -2.84 
biodiversity units at the Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS, which represents approximately 17% 
loss in biodiversity units compared to the baseline value. Although as detailed in the accompanying 
Technical Note summarising the Scheme ecological effects on the LWS, with the defined mitigation 
measures and landscape proposals, it is considered the Scheme will have a non-significant (neutral) 
effect upon the LWS. The Scheme and associated activities are not considered to undermine the 
conservation objectives of the LWS or negatively affect the conservation status of habitats or species 
for which the site is designated i.e. the floodplain grassland and/ or its interest in wetland birds. The 
LWS was assessed in 2018 and 2015 using criteria taken from the Derbyshire Wildlife Trust (DWT) 
(2003, 2011) Local Wildlife Assessment Guidance5. Additionally, the LWS has been assessed for 
breeding6 and wintering birds7. The Scheme protects and avoids harm to the core area of biodiversity 
interest of the LWS, namely the floodplain grassland (i.e. the inundation/ drawdown zone) of most 
biodiversity interest botanically and for ornithology. 


It is important to note that the application of a biodiversity metric considers losses and gains in terms 
of habitats only and does not consider the conservation objectives of specific habitats or species, for 
which the LWS is designated i.e. there is no additional weighting applied to these within the metric. 
When compensating for biodiversity loss, CIEEM (2019) 8 refers to compensating for the same type 
of features as those affected and seeking to achieve at least equivalent levels of ecological 
functionality. Therefore, professional judgement must be applied. The following professional 
judgements must be considered in addition to the application of a metric calculation:  


 The area to be retained has the core biodiversity value of the LWS, namely the floodplain 
semi-improved grassland (i.e. the inundation area/ drawdown zone) of most biodiversity interest 
botanically and for ornithology. This conclusion is supported by survey work undertaken for 
botany and birds as referenced and assessed in ES Chapter 8: Biodiversity. 


 The woodland habitat to be created by the Scheme would provide screening for birds 
utilising the site, noting that advanced planting of this shelterbelt during Scheme construction 
is also proposed.    


 Control of non-native invasive plant species in the works area and management of the 
habitats to be created (for up to 5 years post-construction) will be an improvement on the 
existing situation. Managing the invasive species within the Scheme boundary aids in 


                                                           
5 Further details of the botanical surveys are within A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendices 
Appendix 8.4a: Botanical Survey in 2018 - link AND A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6.6.3 Environmental Statement 
Appendices Appendix 8.4b: Botanical Survey in 2015 - link.  
6 Further details of the breeding bird surveys are within A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6.6.3 Environmental Statement 
Appendices Appendix 8.8b: Breeding Bird Survey in 2017 AND A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6.6.3 Environmental Statement 
Appendices Appendix 8.8b: Breeding Bird Survey in 2015  
7 Further details of the wintering bird surveys are within A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6.6.3 Environmental Statement 
Appendices Appendix 8.8d: Wintering Bird Survey in 2017/18 – link AND A38 Derby Junctions TR010022 Volume 6.6.3 Environmental 
Statement Appendices Appendix 8.8e: Wintering Bird Survey in 2016/17 - link 
8 CIEEM (2019) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland, Terrestrial Freshwater, Coastal, and Marine. 
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maintaining the status of the retained habitats, as possible future spread of the invasive plant 
species is being halted by the Scheme.  


Highways England is exploring opportunities for ecological enhancements in the vicinity of the LWS 
via a Highways England Environment Designated Fund (EDF) project. In this regard, a feasibility 
study is being carried out to assess the practicalities and cost/ benefit analysis of potential 
opportunities to deliver additional biodiversity units through the enhancement of candidate sites (i.e. 
offset sites) located in the vicinity of the A38 in partnership with local stakeholders. The aim is to 
deliver biodiversity improvements in line with EDF criteria.  


A workshop was held on 30.01.19 with the following stakeholders to discuss the potential candidate 
sites:  


 Derby City Council  


 Environment Agency  


 DWT  


 Derbyshire Mammal Group 


Land off Ford Lane was identified by Derby City Council as a potential candidate site for local 
ecological enhancement proposals. The site is currently overgrown with tall ruderal habitat; however, 
there is potential for floodplain enhancements, including wet woodland, which would benefit local 
wildlife, in particular birds. This area is owned by Derby City Council and has been designated as 
public open space. Such additional biodiversity enhancements would be a significant benefit to local 
residents and future site users, as well as local ecology.  


The Ford Lane site covers an area of approximately 1.64ha and is located adjacent to Little Eaton 
junction to the north-west of the Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS. The landscape plan for the 
Ford Lane site is being developed as part of the Designated Fund commission and aims to provide 
biodiversity enhancement measures which comprise: (a) creation of scattered scrub habitat; (b) 
creation of wet woodland habitat; and (c) creation of wetland scrapes, providing shallow areas of 
open water and inundation vegetation. If Designated Funds are awarded, Highways England would 
be happy to work with local stakeholders (including DWT and EBC) to further develop these 
biodiversity proposals to provide additional enhancements for biodiversity local to the Scheme. 
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Appendix A Habitat Condition Rationale 


Table 1:  Baseline habitat condition assessment rationale 


Habitat 
type 


Area 
(ha) 


Condition Habitat Condition Criteria Criteria Failed Habitat Condition assessment  
 


Survey data 
reference 


Broadleaved 
Plantation 


0.01 Poor UK native species represent ≥90% (estimated) of the 
habitat (vegetation cover); AND 
Vegetation of diverse maturity, >1 age class. 
 
Vegetation free from physical damage associated with 
stock or wild animals (estimated in the 
last five years) across ≥90% (estimated) of the habitat. 
Examples can include: damage from mammals 
(browsing/ ringbarking), also droughting, or 
wind damage. 
 
≥90% (estimated) of vegetation free from physical 
damage associated with human activity 
(excluding habitat management interventions e.g. 
thinning/ coppicing). 
Examples of physical damage associated with human 
activity can include: machinery storage. 
signage, soil compaction, littering, burning, or other 
damaging management activities. 
Examples of physical damage associated with human 
activity can include: machinery storage,  
signage, soil compaction, littering, burning, or other 
damaging management activities. 


2 Evidence of fly-tipping and poaching 
from horses in the eastern boundary of 
the site noted during the. These factors 
mean the habitat meets none of the 
condition criteria resulting in poor 
condition.  


Site visit notes  
22-01-2020, 
Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey 2017 
report, and 
Botanical survey 
2018 report  


Semi-
improved 
neutral 
grassland 


1.61  Species typical of the habitat represent ≥50% 
(estimated) of the habitat (vegetation cover);  
AND  
≥4 indicator species present; OR  


2 Evidence of scrub invasion, fly-tipping 
and invasive plant species noted during 
the site visit has affected the condition 
meaning the area only matches 


Site visit notes  
22-01-2020, 
Extended Phase 1 
habitat survey data 







Habitat 
type 


Area 
(ha) 


Condition Habitat Condition Criteria Criteria Failed Habitat Condition assessment  
 


Survey data 
reference 


(within the 
Scheme 
boundary) 


If 3 indicators present must be present throughout the 
habitat.  
Typical species: Cock’s-foot, Common Bent, Creeping 
Bent, Crested Dog’s-tail, False Oat- 
grass, Meadow Fescue, Meadow Foxtail, Red Fescue, 
Sweet Vernal-grass, Timothy, Tufted  
Hair-grass and Yorkshire-fog.  
Indicator species: Autumn Hawkbit, Black Medick, 
Cuckooflower, Bulbous Buttercup, Common  
Cat’s-ear, Common Sorrel, Field Wood-rush, Germander 
Speedwell, Lesser Trefoil, Ribwort  
Plantain, Meadow Buttercup, Red Clover, Selfheal, and 
Yarrow.  
 
Cover of rye-grass <25% (estimated); AND  
Cover of invasive trees and shrubs <10% (estimated); 
AND Cover of bare ground (including localised areas, for 
example, rabbit warrens) <10%  
(estimated). 
 
≥90% (estimated) of vegetation free from physical 
damage associated with human activity  
(excluding habitat management interventions e.g. 
cutting).  
Examples of physical damage associated with human 
activity can include: machinery storage,  
signage, soil compaction, littering, burning, or other 
damaging management activities. 


condition 1 listed in the condition 
criteria resulting in poor condition.  


2017 and Botanical 
survey report 2018 







Habitat 
type 


Area 
(ha) 


Condition Habitat Condition Criteria Criteria Failed Habitat Condition assessment  
 


Survey data 
reference 


Standing 
water 


0.36 Poor Marginal fringe of emergent vegetation is present; AND 
Range of submerged and floating leaved plants is 
present; AND  
Clear water is dominated by plants (and the water is 
not turbid or green). 
 
No evidence of damaging non-native plant or animal 
species.  
Damaging plants include: Water Fern, Australian 
Swamp stonecrop, Parrot’s Feather, Floating  
Pennywort, and Japanese Knotweed (on the bank).  
Damaging animals include: non- native crayfish, reptiles 
and amphibians.  
 
≥90% (estimated) of vegetation free from physical 
damage associated with human activity.  
Examples can include: machinery storage, signage, 
littering, artificial drainage designed to lower the water 
level, or other damaging management activities. 


2 The survey data shows that the area 
fails two of the criteria, thus giving it a 
condition of ‘poor’. The survey data 
notes the presence of a schedule 9 
invasive species and the disturbance of 
horses grazing.   
 


Extended Phase 1 
habitat survey data 
2017 and Botanical 
survey report 2018 


Semi-
improved 
neutral 
grassland 
(outside the 
Scheme 
boundary – 
to be 
retained) 


2.11 Poor Species typical of the habitat represent ≥50% 
(estimated) of the habitat (vegetation cover);  
AND  
≥4 indicator species present; OR  
If 3 indicators present must be present throughout the 
habitat.  
Typical species: Cock’s-foot, Common Bent, Creeping 
Bent, Crested Dog’s-tail, False Oat- 
grass, Meadow Fescue, Meadow Foxtail, Red Fescue, 
Sweet Vernal-grass, Timothy, Tufted  
Hair-grass and Yorkshire-fog.  


2 The habitat was not assessed fully 
during the January 2020 site visit. The 
survey data from 2017 and 2018 
demonstrates the habitat fails 
conditions 2 and 3 resulting in poor 
condition, due to the impact of horse 
grazing and the presence of a schedule 9 
invasive species.  


Extended Pahse 1 
habitat survey data 
2017 and Botanical 
survey report 2018  







Habitat 
type 


Area 
(ha) 


Condition Habitat Condition Criteria Criteria Failed Habitat Condition assessment  
 


Survey data 
reference 


Indicator species: Autumn Hawkbit, Black Medick, 
Cuckooflower, Bulbous Buttercup, Common  
Cat’s-ear, Common Sorrel, Field Wood-rush, Germander 
Speedwell, Lesser Trefoil, Ribwort  
Plantain, Meadow Buttercup, Red Clover, Selfheal, and 
Yarrow.  
 
Cover of rye-grass <25% (estimated); AND  
Cover of invasive trees and shrubs <10% (estimated); 
AND Cover of bare ground (including localised areas, for 
example, rabbit warrens) <10%  
(estimated). 
 
≥90% (estimated) of vegetation free from physical 
damage associated with human activity  
(excluding habitat management interventions e.g. 
cutting).  
Examples of physical damage associated with human 
activity can include: machinery storage,  
signage, soil compaction, littering, burning, or other 
damaging management activities. 


Total: 4.09      







Table 2:  Post-development habitat  - condition assessment rationale 


Habitat type Area 
(ha) 


Distinctiveness Condition Condition Rationale  
 


Biodiversity units 


Amenity grassland 0.19 Low Poor The condition of this habitat has been assigned as poor 
that the management methods are unfavourable for 
biodiversity colonisation, and favourable for recreational 
activities. 


0.32 


Broad-leaved plantation 
woodland 


0.50 High Moderate The condition of this habitat has been assigned as 
moderate condition taking account the time to target 
condition. The time to target condition for this habitat is 30 
years for moderate condition, and the management 
prescriptions will be for 30 yrs. of management.  


1.43 


Semi-improved neutral 
grassland 


0.38 Medium Moderate The condition of this habitat has been assigned as 
Moderate as the baseline condition is “poor”, and 
enhancements are prescribed to enhance habitat by one 
grade. 


1.45 


Buildings/Hard standing 0.44 Low Poor N/A - Condition Assessment is not applicable for this 
habitat. 


0.00 


Total: 1.51    3.20 
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No Question to 


 


Reference Question 


 


3.  


Climate change 


3
.


5 


 


EBC 


 


Carbon footprint 


 


a) Should carbon footprint targets be set in the OEMP to ensure that 


best practice is followed? 


EBC has no comments to make. 


 


b) Please could the Applicant advise whether the planting of new 


trees fully compensates for the loss of mature trees from a climate 
change and carbon sequestration perspective? If not, why not and 


should it? Please clarify the age of new planted trees considered in 


the response. 


Not applicable to EBC. 


 


 


The water environment 


5 


 


 


 


EBC 


 


Little Eaton construction 


compound 


 


Does the revised wording of paragraph MW-G28 of the OEMP [REP10-


002] satisfy EBC’s concern regarding the condition of the compound 
when the main works have been completed? If, not, please suggest 


alternative wording. 


EBC is satisfied with the revised wording. 


 


3.5 


5.2 


3 


5 
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No Question to 


 


Reference Question 


 


 


Biodiversity and ecological conservation 


 


 


EBC 


 


Alfreton Road Rough Grassland 


Local Wildlife Site 


 


a) Please would EBC set out its reasons for considering that the 
impact of the proposal on the Local Wildlife Site remains 


unacceptable in the light of the Applicant’s revised assessment? 


The latest information provided by the applicant in their 


“Biodiversity Metric Assessment, Alfreton Road Rough 
Grassland Local Wildlife Site” confirms that the application 


boundary encompasses 40% of the LWS (1.64ha of 4.09ha). It 
further confirms that 37% would be destroyed by the 


construction works (1.51ha of 4.09ha). However, it goes on to 
state that 26% of the site would be restored back to habitat 
(1.07ha), leaving a permanent loss of only 11% (0.44ha). A 


professional opinion, in keeping with the original 
Environmental Impact Assessment, concludes that the most 


valuable habitat would be preserved, and that consequently 


the harm to biodiversity is not significant. 


 


It is accepted that the best quality habitats on site, the open 


water and the majority of the seasonally flooded neutral 
grassland, will not be harmed by the proposed works. 


Nevertheless, the destruction of 37% of the site is difficult to 
reconcile with an assessment that the level of harm is not 
significant. In earlier evidence to the Examination, the 


applicant has suggested that the proposed restoration of 


habitat after completion of the main works results in a less 


 


6.1 


6 
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No Question to 


 


Reference Question 


 


significant overall impact on the LWS. However, the 


biodiversity metric assessment finds that even taking this 
restored habitat into account, the site would experience a loss 


of 17% of its biodiversity value due to the lower biodiversity 
value of the replacement habitats (e.g. amenity grassland in 
between the carriageways and immature woodland planting 


on the embankments). The impact on the designated interest 
of the site is even higher, as neither amenity grassland nor 


broadleaf woodland form part of the designated interest of the 
Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS. The core habitats, open 


water and semi-improved neutral grassland, will be reduced in 
extent by 28% (1.13ha net loss of 4.08ha current provision). 
It is respectfully suggested that a net loss of 28% of the 


designated habitat on this LWS will cause a significant impact 


upon it. 


 


b) Does the Applicant’s Technical Note dated 13 March 2020 (referred 
to in REP9-029 paragraph 5.1) and potential provision of bio-diversity 
enhancements through the Designated Funds project affect EBC’s 


position? 


The use of designated funds to create further biodiversity 
enhancements in the locality is welcomed. However, 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust advise that the replacement habitats 


proposed at Ford Lane will not provide alternative habitat for 
the plant and bird species negatively impacted at the Alfreton 


Road Rough Grassland LWS. Works to enhance the 
biodiversity value of the Alfreton Road site, and to ensure its 


long term maintenance, would therefore be preferable. 
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Monday 1st June (AM)
Wednesday 3rd June (AM)
Thursday 4th June (AM)
Friday 5th June (AM or PM)
 
Regards,
 
Steven Mott
Senior Planning Officer
 
Resources Directorate
Erewash Borough Council
Direct Telephone – 0115 907 2205
Switchboard – 0115 907 2244
www.erewash.gov.uk
 

The opinions expressed in this e-mail are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the
opinions of Erewash Borough Council.
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the addressee. If you have
received this e-mail in error please notify the sender and delete it from your system.
The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the presence of viruses.  Erewash
Borough Council accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused by the use of this e-mail or
attachments.
All communications sent to or from Erewash Borough Council may be subject to monitoring and
recording.  Under the Data Protection Act 1998 and Freedom of Information Act 2000 the contents of
this e-mail may be disclosed.
Erewash Borough Council, Ilkeston Town Hall, Wharncliffe Road, Ilkeston, Derbyshire. DE7 5RP. 
www.erewash.gov.uk
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No Question to 

 

Reference Question 

 

3.  

Climate change 

3
.

5 

 

EBC 

 

Carbon footprint 

 

a) Should carbon footprint targets be set in the OEMP to ensure that 

best practice is followed? 

EBC has no comments to make. 

 

b) Please could the Applicant advise whether the planting of new 

trees fully compensates for the loss of mature trees from a climate 
change and carbon sequestration perspective? If not, why not and 

should it? Please clarify the age of new planted trees considered in 

the response. 

Not applicable to EBC. 

 

 

The water environment 

5 

 

 

 

EBC 

 

Little Eaton construction 

compound 

 

Does the revised wording of paragraph MW-G28 of the OEMP [REP10-

002] satisfy EBC’s concern regarding the condition of the compound 
when the main works have been completed? If, not, please suggest 

alternative wording. 

EBC is satisfied with the revised wording. 

 

3.5 

5.2 

3 

5 



 

 

Page 3 of 5 

 

No Question to 

 

Reference Question 

 

 

Biodiversity and ecological conservation 

 

 

EBC 

 

Alfreton Road Rough Grassland 

Local Wildlife Site 

 

a) Please would EBC set out its reasons for considering that the 
impact of the proposal on the Local Wildlife Site remains 

unacceptable in the light of the Applicant’s revised assessment? 

The latest information provided by the applicant in their 

“Biodiversity Metric Assessment, Alfreton Road Rough 
Grassland Local Wildlife Site” confirms that the application 

boundary encompasses 40% of the LWS (1.64ha of 4.09ha). It 
further confirms that 37% would be destroyed by the 

construction works (1.51ha of 4.09ha). However, it goes on to 
state that 26% of the site would be restored back to habitat 
(1.07ha), leaving a permanent loss of only 11% (0.44ha). A 

professional opinion, in keeping with the original 
Environmental Impact Assessment, concludes that the most 

valuable habitat would be preserved, and that consequently 

the harm to biodiversity is not significant. 

 

It is accepted that the best quality habitats on site, the open 

water and the majority of the seasonally flooded neutral 
grassland, will not be harmed by the proposed works. 

Nevertheless, the destruction of 37% of the site is difficult to 
reconcile with an assessment that the level of harm is not 
significant. In earlier evidence to the Examination, the 

applicant has suggested that the proposed restoration of 

habitat after completion of the main works results in a less 

 

6.1 

6 
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No Question to 

 

Reference Question 

 

significant overall impact on the LWS. However, the 

biodiversity metric assessment finds that even taking this 
restored habitat into account, the site would experience a loss 

of 17% of its biodiversity value due to the lower biodiversity 
value of the replacement habitats (e.g. amenity grassland in 
between the carriageways and immature woodland planting 

on the embankments). The impact on the designated interest 
of the site is even higher, as neither amenity grassland nor 

broadleaf woodland form part of the designated interest of the 
Alfreton Road Rough Grassland LWS. The core habitats, open 

water and semi-improved neutral grassland, will be reduced in 
extent by 28% (1.13ha net loss of 4.08ha current provision). 
It is respectfully suggested that a net loss of 28% of the 

designated habitat on this LWS will cause a significant impact 

upon it. 

 

b) Does the Applicant’s Technical Note dated 13 March 2020 (referred 
to in REP9-029 paragraph 5.1) and potential provision of bio-diversity 
enhancements through the Designated Funds project affect EBC’s 

position? 

The use of designated funds to create further biodiversity 
enhancements in the locality is welcomed. However, 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust advise that the replacement habitats 

proposed at Ford Lane will not provide alternative habitat for 
the plant and bird species negatively impacted at the Alfreton 

Road Rough Grassland LWS. Works to enhance the 
biodiversity value of the Alfreton Road site, and to ensure its 

long term maintenance, would therefore be preferable. 
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