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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1 INTRODUCTION. 

1.1 This report provides the baseline ecological conditions of the East Northants 

Resource Management Facility (ENRMF) including both the existing ENRMF 

and the proposed Western Extension (hereafter referred to as the Site), 

identifies potentially significant ecological effects of the proposed development, 

describes the methods available to avoid or mitigate such effects, in compliance 

with legislation and planning policy, sets out enhancement measures that the 

scheme can provide, advises on monitoring, to ensure that the recommended 

measures are effective and assesses the significance of any residual effects. 

1.2 The proposed western extension is here described as the area to the west of 

the existing ENRMF within the line of the boundary ditches marking the 

adjacent woodlands or hedgerows, whether still open or now infilled, except for 

the southern boundary, currently unmarked on the ground and the south-west 

boundary, which is given by the western edge of the farm track.  The extent of 

the western extension and existing ENRMF is shown on Figure 1. 

1.3 The report has three appendices.  Appendix 1 Baseline Report (comprising 

Sections 1-1 to 1-12) provides detailed information on the methods used for 

each study or survey, together with the results obtained, mainly as Tables.  It 

also identifies species or groups that are considered important ecological 

features for the Site.  Appendix 2 provides methods and results of the 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Appendix 3 sets out how the Biodiversity 

Net Gain obtained has been calculated. 

2 IDENTIFYING THE IMPORTANT ECOLOGICAL FEATURES 

Wildlife legislation, planning policy and guidance. 

2.1 The assessment has considered all statutorily protected sites and species, that 

is, those covered by UK Acts and Regulations. 
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2.2 The assessment has also consulted the following documents as they concern 

the protection of biodiversity or nature conservation:  

 The National Policy Statement for Hazardous Waste1 (NPS). 

 The National Planning Policy Framework, 20192 (NPPF). 

 The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 2011-20313 (NNJCS), 

supported by the East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 24, submitted 

March 2021. 

 The Northamptonshire County Council (NCC) Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD) on biodiversity5. 

 The Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan6 (NMWP). 

2.3 Other relevant guidance has been provided by: 

 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan7 (NBAP).  

 The Northamptonshire Wildlife Sites Criteria8. 

2.4 Guidance on carrying out the Ecological Impact Assessment is taken from the 

Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) 

Guidelines for Ecological Impact in the UK and Ireland, Terrestrial, Freshwater, 

Coastal and Marine (CIEEM, 2018)9.  The British Standard 42020:2013 

‘Biodiversity - Code of practice for planning and development’10 has also been 

consulted in producing this document. 

 

 

 

 

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hazardous-waste-national-policy-statement 
2 The National Planning Policy Framework, 2019. 
3 The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy, 2011-2031. 
4 The East Northamptonshire Local Plan Part 2. 
5 The Northamptonshire County Council Supplementary Planning Document on Biodiversity. 
6 The Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan. 
7 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan. 
8 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Partnership, Local Wildlife Sites Panel, 2014 (last updated) Wildlife Sites 

Selection Criteria, Northamptonshire. 
9 CIEEM, 2018.  Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater, 

Coastal and Marine.  Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, Winchester. 
10 British Standard 42020:2013 "Biodiversity - Code of practice for planning and development. 
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Determining the Scope of the Assessment. 

2.5 The minimum study area for ecological assessment is the Site but this is 

expanded for statutory and non-statutory sites (normally to 2-5 km radius from 

the Site and similarly for species such as great crested newts, bats and birds, 

whose feeding/foraging ranges may extend well beyond the Site boundaries.  

This 'zone of influence' is discussed in the appendices. 

2.6 Existing information on locally important sites and protected or locally valued 

species within the zone of influence was sought, mainly from the 

Northamptonshire Biological Records Centre (NBRC); where they do not hold 

the records themselves, e.g., for bats, the request was tendered to the 

Northamptonshire Bat Group.  Details of statutorily protected species were 

obtained on-line from the websites of the Multi-Agency Geographic Information 

for the Countryside (MAGIC)11 and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee 

(JNCC)12.  Additional information was also received from the local wildlife 

groups and other volunteers consulted.  

2.7 A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal was carried out in October 2018; the Site 

and its surroundings were walked over, with notes made on species and 

habitats present and the potential for the latter to support protected and notable 

species.  Local 1:25,000 OS maps were also used to identify features, e.g., 

ponds not visible from the Site. 

2.8 From this information, the following species and groups were initially targeted 

for more intensive field survey: 

 Botanical assessments of potentially ecologically-important habitats. 

 Invertebrate surveys. 

 Great Crested Newt (GCN) environmental DNA (eDNA) sampling and 

conventional GCN surveys where indicated. 

 Reptile presence/absence surveys. 

 Breeding bird surveys. 

 

 

11 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 
12 JNCC website. 
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 Wintering bird surveys. 

 Bat activity and roost assessment surveys.  

 Dormice presence/absence surveys. 

 Brown hare surveys (incorporated into above surveys). 

2.9 Badger surveys were carried out but in accordance with accepted practice, no 

further details are provided in this report; a separate confidential report provides 

all relevant information.   All other protected and priority species not mentioned 

above were scoped out of the field surveys at this stage for one or more of the 

following reasons: 

 The Site is outside the known geographic range for the species. 

 The habitat required to support the species is not present on or adjacent to 

the Site. 

 Suitable habitat on the Site is too small, isolated or fragmented to support 

viable populations.   

2.10 A description of the work carried out to this point, including the information 

derived from the Desk Study, was included in the Preliminary Environmental 

Information Report (PEIR) which was circulated as part of the formal pre-

application consultation.  

Consultations on the proposed scope. 

2.11 All responses received as part of the scoping exercise and the consultation 

responses in response to the PEIR were read, notes were made of further 

topics suggested and of all topics that were clearly felt to be important to the 

consultees.  Particular thought was given to the comments of statutory 

consultees, local and national conservation groups and local wildlife volunteers.  

All these bodies and individuals were consulted (mainly by telephone, e-mail or 

online video due to Covid-19 restrictions), some on several occasions.  All 

suggestions and comments were incorporated into the planned fieldwork 

surveys and information on findings was reported back to (and provided by) 

relevant consultees.  

2.12 As a result of this process, the list in paragraph 2.8 was agreed for survey with 

adders, dormice and the whole issue of connectivity/severance added as a 
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topic in their own right and additional importance was given to the surveys for 

invertebrates. 

Desk study results. 

2.13 The proposed development is considered unlikely to have a significant effect 

on two sites on the National Sites Network (previously Internationally Important 

Sites): Barnack Hills and Holes Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and 

Rutland Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site, both within 

10km of the Site.  These sites, together with the Upper Nene Gravel Pits SAC 

and Ramsar site are considered separately in the Habitats Regulations 

Assessment required by PINS. 

2.14 Seven Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) were identified lying within 5km 

of the Site.  Three of these, Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks 

NNR and SSSI, Bedford Purlieus NNR and SSSI and Bonemills Hollow SSSI 

include the Site in their Planning Risk Zones.  Three Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), 

Fineshade Woods LWS, Fineshade Lane LWS and Collyweston Quarry LWS, 

also a Regionally Important Geological Site (RIGS), lie within 2km of the Site.  

2.15 Large numbers of post-2000 records of invertebrates, amphibians (including 

GCNs), reptiles (including adders), breeding birds, bats and dormice were 

provided by NERC and others, all from either Collyweston Great Wood or 

Fineshade Woods.  All desk study records are given in Appendix 1-2.  

Baseline description. 

2.16 All SSSIs for which the Site lies within a Planning Risk Zone are considered to 

be ecologically important features.  Sites lying further away than this are all 

susceptible to the same risks and were therefore not separately assessed.  

Similarly, of the LWSs within the zone of interest, only Fineshade Woods is 

considered close enough to be potentially impacted by the development. 

2.17 A full programme of field surveys was carried out through 2019 and 2020, 

respecting COVID-19 restrictions.  Where these restrictions caused gaps in the 

2020 programme, these have been or are being filled in 2021; where 

necessary, the results will be issued as a separate report.  Monitoring surveys 

carried out where access was available on the existing ENRMF site from 2014 
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were also considered.  Full details of methods and results are given in the 

relevant appendices (1-3 to 1-10); results are summarised below: 

2.18 Most of the proposed western extension comprises two arable fields with 

narrow grassed margins crossed by a central, species-poor hedgerow with a 

narrow grass margin on each side and one tree at its eastern end.  Moving 

clock-wise from the eastern end of this hedgerow, the southern field has a farm 

track with species-poor hedgerows beyond, an area of arable (ownership 

retained by the farmer) with private woodland beyond to the south (Little Wood) 

and Fineshade Woods on the west.  The northern field has Fineshade Woods 

and a grown-out, gappy hedgerow with arable beyond on the west, a narrow 

hedgerow with grass and ponds beyond to the north and a ditch, with 

Collyweston Great Wood beyond, on most of its eastern side.  In the southeast 

corner of the northern field is a small patch of thorn scrub and hardstanding 

around a swallow hole with a farm track on its southern edge.  The northern 

end of the north field has a more calcareous soil, graded ‘Best and Most 

Versatile’, with potential to support calcareous grassland.  The plant species 

and communities are not considered important ecological features botanically 

but had greater importance as habitat for a number of species. 

2.19 The invertebrate surveys looked separately at the margins of the fields and then 

at glade and ride edges within the two adjacent woodlands for comparison.  The 

results showed that both margins held good numbers of invertebrates and 

species with the populations on both sides over-lapping with those of the 

adjoining woodlands.  The southwest-facing eastern margin, adjoining 

Collyweston Great Wood, also held more flowering plants, attractive to 

pollinator species and a higher proportion of saproxylic invertebrates.  The 

western margin was particularly important for woodland butterflies.  Both the 

invertebrate population and the woodland margins are considered important 

ecological features. 

2.20 There are no water bodies on the proposed western extension but GCNs were 

confirmed to breed in ponds in both adjacent woods.  The four common 

amphibians were also recorded in both woodlands, with palmate newts in 

particularly good numbers in Fineshade Woods.   Common toad and common 
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frog were also found in the woodland margins.  Amphibians are considered an 

important ecological feature of the Site. 

2.21 All four of the common reptile species were known to be present in both woods.  

Common lizards and slow worms were found using Artificial Cover Objects 

(ACOs) in all the margins and hedgerow bottoms.  Being predators, grass 

snakes were scarcer, possibly also because the edge habitats are all dry.  

Fineshade Woods has a strong population of adders, mainly using grassy rides 

and glades; Collyweston Great Wood has fewer open areas but adders are also 

recorded from them.  One adder was found at the western end of the central 

hedgerow.  Reptiles, particularly adders, are considered an important 

ecological feature of the Site. 

2.22 Red kites and buzzards are known to breed in local woods and both were 

recorded, with sparrowhawks, during the bird surveys.  Otherwise, the wintering 

bird surveys recorded only small numbers of resident species, together with 

winter thrushes, using the arable field and margins.  Similarly, the breeding bird 

surveys recorded residents and some summer visitors.  The Site is considered 

to hold a bird community typical of the local habitats and judged likely to be 

resilient to the proposed development due to the phased nature of the works. 

2.23 The bat surveys confirmed that a number of species roost in the adjacent woods 

and use of the Site is confined mainly to commuting and foraging along the 

woodland edges and hedgerows.  A comparison of numbers recorded over the 

arable with those moving along the hedgerows showed few bats cross the fields 

themselves.  Due to COVID-19 regulations, bats could not be handled for 

identification but previous records and use of detectors confirmed a large 

number of species use the area.  The bat assemblage is considered an 

important ecological feature of the Site but is judged likely to be resilient to the 

development. 

2.24 Fineshade Woods has a good population of dormice and dormice have been 

re-introduced to Bedford Purlieus.  Joining the two is a target for Rockingham 

Forest but as yet, they do not appear to have reached Collyweston Great Wood.  

Surveys have been carried out since 2016 on the edge of the existing ENRMF 

site and since 2019, along the hedgerows around and across the proposed 
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Western Extension but no signs of dormice have been found.  Given their 

importance in the wider area, they are an important ecological feature of the 

Site for the future. 

2.25 Brown hares have been recorded occasionally on the two fields and on adjacent 

fields.  They are not considered an important ecological feature of the Site. 

2.26 The table below (given as Table 7 in this document) shows the important 

ecological features considered in this assessment. 

Ecological Feature Reason for Importance 
Geographic 

Context 

Collyweston Great 

Wood and Easton 

Hornstocks SSSI 

and NNR. 

A unique ancient lime woodland, part 

of the historic Rockingham Forest.  

Many unusual woodland plants and 

birds are recorded. 

National. 

Bedford Purlieus 

SSSI and NNR.   

Ancient oak and ash coppice-with-

standards woodland with a diverse 

flora. 

National. 

Bonemills Hollow 

SSSI. 

Marshland on the valley floor and 

Jurassic calcareous grassland areas. 

National. 

Fineshade Woods 

LNR. 

A large woodland containing areas of 

replanted and existing ancient 

woodland, important for a wide range 

of wildlife. 

County. 

Hedgerow 

Framework. 

Providing feeding areas for 

invertebrates and thus for 

amphibians, reptiles, birds, bats and 

potentially dormice; providing cover 

and shelter for reptiles and 

amphibians and a movement corridor 

for bats. 

Zone of 

influence. 
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Ecological Feature Reason for Importance 
Geographic 

Context 

Site Margins 

(Proposed western 

extension). 

Providing woodland edge habitat; 

mature trees and flower-rich 

grassland, linking the bordering 

woods for a suite of important 

invertebrate species and 

herpetofauna. 

Zone of 

influence. 

GCNs. Afforded protection under the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations, 

2019 and the WCA; not breeding 

within the Site but likely to use its 

margins for foraging. 

Zone of 

influence. 

Common amphibian 

assemblage. 

Valued in Northants where a good 

assemblage, together with reptiles, is 

a selection feature for LWS. 

Zone of 

influence. 

Adders. Priority species for Back from the 

Brink; one of the few areas this 

species occurs in the East Midlands. 

County. 

Bat assemblage. Statutory protection, some use of the 

central (and other) hedgerows but 

likely resilient.   

Zone of 

influence. 

Dormice. A protected species, not yet present, 

whose use of the Site would help to 

bolster connection of the local 

Rockingham Forest metapopulation.   

Future site, 

linking the 

populations of 

Fineshade 

Woods and 

Bedford 

Purlieus. 
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3 DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND OF POTENTIAL 

IMPACTS 

3.1 The development is fully described in the ES.  A summary of the scheme, 

relevant to the ecology of the Site and its surroundings, is given below.  

 Phased removal of certain hedgerows to allow construction of a new haul 

road into the proposed Western Extension. 

 Erection of a fence to protect deer and protected species from accessing 

the working area active at any time. 

 The construction of new landfill void, in a number of phases, for the disposal 

of the same range of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive waste 

(LLW) disposed of at the existing ENRMF currently, supported by the 

existing site infrastructure.  

 The continuation of filling of the existing ENRMF landfill with hazardous 

waste and LLW the subject of the current Development Consent Order 

(DCO) and the amendment of the consented restoration profile to tie the 

existing landfill in to the proposed extension landform.  

 The winning and working of minerals in order to create the landfill void and 

provide extracted materials for use on Site as well as the exportation of clay 

and overburden for use at other sites.  

 The stockpiling of clay, overburden and soils for use in the construction of 

the engineered containment system at the Site and restoration of the Site. 

 The direct input of waste into the existing and new landfill. 

 An increase to the waste throughput of the waste treatment and recovery 

facility to 250,000tpa, which comprises an increase of 50,000tpa compared 

with the rate consented in the 2018 DCO amendment.   

 A combined total waste importation rate limit to Site including that to the 

waste treatment and recovery facility and to the landfill, which will be an 

increase of 50,000tpa compared with the currently consented total input 

rate. 

 No increase to the hours currently worked on the site. 

 The diversion of an overhead electricity cable that crosses the proposed 

Western Extension to an alternative route within the application area.  
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 Restoration to generally domed restoration landforms in the extension area 

and amendment to the approved restoration profile of the existing ENRMF 

site to create a coherent restored landform over the whole application site.  

 Restoration of the Site to nature conservation interest using the soils 

available at the Site as well as suitable imported materials.  

 Completion of the landfilling and restoration operations by December 2046; 

retention of infrastructure until 2046 and of long-term management 

infrastructure beyond this date.  

 The Site will be subject to a twenty-year aftercare and maintenance period 

following the completion of restoration.   

Specific impacts to SSSI and avoidance. 

3.2 The three SSSIs for which a planning risk zone includes all or part of the Site 

are shown in the Table above; for the purpose of impact assessment, the issues 

shown on MAGIC for the proximal risk zone have been treated as referring to 

the whole Site.  Since the planning issues identified for the proximal zone of 

Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks SSSI include all of the issues 

identified for the relevant zones of the other SSSIs, it is assumed here that any 

measures required to protect the former will also protect the sites further away.  

3.3 Relevant issues identified, as shown in MAGIC, for these SSSIs are:  

 Infrastructure: overhead electricity cables are to be removed and re-sited 

underground. 

 Extraction of minerals. 

 Air Pollution: creation of dust (either in construction or operation) or of air 

pollution from use of vehicles during both construction and operation. 

 Combustion: flaring of landfill gas from the two pre-Augean cells, now 

diminishing (no further landfill gas will be generated). 

 Waste: mechanical and biological waste treatment, hazardous landfill, low-

level radioactive waste. 

 Discharges: any discharge of water or liquid waste of more than 5m³/day to 

ground (i.e., to seep away) or to surface water, such as a beck or stream 

(discharge/runoff to be controlled at level obtaining pre-development). 



MJCA 

 

 There is also potential for hydrological effects, specifically restrictions on 

surface water drainage patterns, on the two woods by the opening of the 

void space.   

3.4 These woodlands are ancient and provide for a large number of rare and valued 

species; any damage to them would constitute a significant negative effect.  All 

these issues are considered and resolved fully in the relevant sections of the 

ES however, in summary: 

 The existing ENRMF is the subject of three Environmental Permits (EP); 

extension to the waste management operations at the site will continue to 

be the subject of EPs.  

 Environmental monitoring will be carried out to confirm the levels of 

contaminants and radiation in all media relevant to potential exposure 

pathways such as landfill gas, air emissions, leachate, surface water, 

groundwater and dust will not exceed the thresholds and radiation dose 

criteria set for the site within the EPs.  

 Samples are taken to an agreed programme specified in the EPs and follow 

protocols approved by the Environment Agency, to which the monitoring 

data are reported.  This gives assurance that the site is performing as 

expected and that standards set are effective in eliminating/controlling any 

exposure risks. 

 Monitoring for the existing ENRMF shows that the containment measures 

are effective and that groundwater quality adjacent to the site is not affected 

by the landfill activities.  The surface water and groundwater quality will 

continue to be monitored in accordance with schemes agreed through the 

EPs. 

 The proposed development could generate dust through cell excavation and 

engineering, soil stripping and restoration, mineral extraction, on-site 

transportation, waste processing, stockpiles, exposed surfaces and off-site 

transportation.  Dust emissions from the site are monitored under the EPs.  

 Thresholds in the EP are set to protect both human health and the 

environment.  Dust in the air is monitored at the boundary of the site as 

deposited dust and as PM10.  Large dust particles are deposited fairly rapidly 

and usually close to the point of arising but smaller particles, including PM10 
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can travel greater distances.  Monitoring data for the site boundary over the 

last 5 years shows that the only exceedances of the 200mg/m2 deposited 

dust threshold resulted from agricultural activities on neighbouring fields, not 

as a result of waste management activities.   

 No PM10 concentrations above 10micrograms/m3 have been recorded at the 

site boundary.  No air quality threshold is set for PM10 for the protection of 

ecosystems however, the concentrations of PM10 particulates recorded in 

the air at the site boundary are well below 40micrograms/m3, which is the 

annual mean air quality target concentration. 

 Emissions to air from the site are also controlled under the EP.  The site is 

not permitted to accept waste with a total organic carbon content (TOC) of 

greater than 6% therefore, there is minimal potential for the deposited waste 

to generate landfill gas or other vapours.  This limit was imposed in the UK 

in 2004 so Phases 1 and 2 received waste with higher concentrations of 

organic carbon.  The gas generated in these phases is collected and 

combusted in a flare stack, controlled through the EP.   

 Gas emissions from all the other phases of the landfill are monitored 

regularly but volumes are so low that there is insufficient to warrant 

connection to the active gas collection system.  All new phases of the landfill 

in the proposed extension will be subject to the restriction on TOC content 

and therefore, substantial volumes of gas are highly unlikely to be 

generated.  The quantity of gas generated in Phases 1 and 2 already is 

declining and this decline will continue. 

3.5 Both Collyweston Great Wood and the northern part of Fineshade Woods could 

suffer impacts to the growth of the trees nearest to the Site by damage to their 

roots resulting in weakening, particularly of older trees, caused by the erection 

of a steel fence for herpetofauna protection, together with a deer exclusion 

fence, around the working area.  Such damage will be avoided by erecting the 

fence as described in paragraph 8.2.4 of the EcIA.  

General ecological impacts. 

3.6 Potential impacts resulting from the development itself are limited and 

controlled under EPs (as described above) and are not repeated here.  The 
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following impacts apply to both construction and operational phases, including 

restoration, which take place sequentially over the Site.  There is no 

decommissioning phase as such. 

 Loss of habitat arising from Site clearance and removal/stacking of clay and 

overburden. 

 Habitat and biodiversity gain arising from preliminary works and restoration. 

 Severance of territories or connecting habitats arising from Site clearance, 

laying down of haul routes or creation of stockpiles of clay or overburden. 

 Provision of new connecting habitats arising from restoration. 

 Killing or injuring protected species. 

 Disturbance to specially protected birds nesting close to the Site. 

 Damage to or destruction of bird nests or eggs during vegetation clearance. 

 Spreading of invasive plant species as a result of vehicle movements. 

4 EMBEDDED AVOIDANCE, ENHANCEMENT AND MITIGATION 

4.1 The following measures to avoid, reduce, mitigate the potential impacts have 

been embedded in the design.  These measures will take place in three phases; 

pre-development works, on land that lies outside the proposed development 

area but will enhance existing connectivity and create new habitat in these 

areas, work to protect reptiles, amphibians (under GCN licence) and other 

animals once the DCO is awarded but before work starts and ongoing 

measures during the development. 

Pre-development. 

 Create a new, species-rich hedgerow to the east of the gappy, grown-out 

hedgerow/tree-line on the northwest boundary of the north field. 

 Create a bank and plant a new hedgerow to the west of the farm track on 

the southeast boundary of the south field. 

 Gap-up the southern boundary hedgerow of the existing ENRMF where 

necessary and access is possible, continuing this as work on these phases 

is completed. 
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 Delineate a 10m stand-off from the ditch-line all the way around the north 

field and western boundary of the south field.  Sow this strip with wildflower 

meadow seed, create basking, cover and hibernation sites along it. 

 Post DCO: Erect protective fence 

 Once a GCN licence is in place, erect a 1.8m deer fence along the line of 

the 10m stand-off to protect large animals and form the Site security fence, 

with a steel-panel amphibian exclusion fence sunk into the ground along it 

to protect other animals from death or injury. 

 Supervise erection of the fences and digging of pits for the tensioning posts 

(which will be erected within the 10m stand-off).  Pits will be dug by hand so 

that any major tree-roots encountered can be avoided (minor roots, as set 

out in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Appendix 2, may be severed).  

Any reptiles or amphibians found will be moved to safety. 

 This fence will initially run from the northwest corner of the existing ENRMF, 

all the way around the northern field, including the small scrubby area at its 

southeast corner, along the northern edge and down the western side to the 

central hedgerow and along the northern edge of the retained length of this 

hedgerow, with a return to the south at the end of this length. 

 Hand-search or trap the scrubby area, removing any amphibians or reptiles 

found to the prepared refuge so that this area can be cleared when required.  

 Remove, under ecological supervision, with hand-searching or trapping as 

necessary, the remainder of the central hedgerow and the length of the 

western hedgerow of the existing ENRMF required to provide access roads 

to the northern field.  Any reptiles or amphibians found will be removed to 

the prepared refuge. 

During development and restoration. 

 As each phase is completed, supervise the removal of the fencing around it 

and the erection of this fencing for the next phase.  

 Supervise erection of deer fencing around planted patches of woodland and 

scrub. 

 Undertake nest searches before removal of any lengths of hedgerow and 

bat roost surveys of any trees that may need to be felled for safety reasons.  
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Ensure that all deadwood remains on Site and is incorporated into the 10m 

stand-off area. 

 Maintain a watching brief for invasive alien plant species and supervise 

removal/treatment as required. 

 Supervise planting of new double-hedgerows along both sides of the utility 

corridor as they are created and along both sides of the corridor to carry the 

new above-ground water-course required as part of the surface water 

drainage plan.  

 Supervise sowing of wildflower grassland along these corridors.  

5 RESIDUAL AND IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS 

5.1 With these measures in place, all losses will be fully compensated, in advance 

where possible and all residual effects will be significant and positive.  No 

further mitigation or compensation will be required. 

5.2 No developments having possible cumulative effects have been identified. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Close attention to the ecological requirement of the species already present 

and the information and recommendations of many consultees means that 

these new and enhanced habitats will provide a great benefit to all of these 

species and to the whole of the Rockingham Forest area.  There will be 

substantial Biodiversity Net Gain (see Appendix 3) and the phasing of the 

development will ensure that both the biodiversity and well-being benefits are 

realised relatively quickly and made available for a wider community. 
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ECOLOGY AND NATURE CONSERVATION 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This document provides a full assessment of any ecological effects on the 

biodiversity and nature conservation interest of the Site (the proposed western 

extension and the existing ENRMF) arising either directly or indirectly as a 

result of the development proposals.  For the purpose of this assessment the 

majority of the assessments are focused on the proposed western extension 

area.  The proposed western extension area is defined as the area within the 

inner edge of the boundary ditches around the development area (and the 

continuation of the ditch line where the ditch is no longer visible), except on the 

southern boundary where it is currently unmarked on the ground and the 

southwest boundary where it follows the western edge of the farm road.  Where 

the assessments are relevant to the existing ENRMF these are identified.  The 

Site and its surroundings are shown on Figure 1. 

1.2 The purpose of the report is to: 

 Establish the current baseline ecological conditions at the Site and 

surrounding areas. 

 Identify any potentially significant ecological effects associated with the 

proposed development. 

 Set out the measures necessary to effectively avoid or mitigate likely 

significant effects and to ensure compliance with nature conservation 

legislation, national and local planning policy objectives. 

 Identify ecological enhancement measures to be delivered by the proposed 

scheme. 

 Advise on the requirements for monitoring these measures to ensure they 

are meeting their objectives. 

 Provide an assessment of the significance of any residual effects. 

1.3 Common names for species are used throughout the text with a full list of all 

species recorded from the Site, with scientific names, given in Appendix 1-11.  

Where names of species not recorded are referred to, the scientific name is 
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also given in the text where first referred to.  Common and scientific names for 

higher plants are given according to Stace, 2010.   

1.4 This document has three separate appendices.  Appendix 1 includes (as 

Sections 1-1 to 1-12) detailed information on the methods used for each study 

or survey, together with the results obtained, mainly as tables.  Appendix 2 

provides methods and results of the arboricultural survey and Appendix 3 sets 

out how the Biodiversity Net Gain obtained has been calculated. 

1.5 This assessment has been undertaken by ESL (Ecological Services) Limited 

(ESL). 

2 WILDLIFE LEGISLATION.  PLANNING POLICY AND 

GUIDANCE  

2.1 WILDLIFE LEGISLATION  

2.1.1 The assessment has taken into account the potential effects on sites that are: 

 Designated as Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) under Section 21 of the 

National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 194913 by principal local 

authorities. 

 (Re-)notified as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) under the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act, 1981 (and as amended)14 (WCA).  

 Of international importance as set out in the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species, 2017 (as amended), together with sites created under the Ramsar 

Convention, 197215.   

2.1.2 The assessment has also taken into account habitats and species that are: 

 Listed on Schedules 1, 5 and 9 of the WCA. 

 

 

13 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949.  Available [online] at 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Geo6/12-13-14/97. 

14 Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 (and as amended).  Available [Online] at 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/69. 

15 Ramsar Convention, 1972. 
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 Covered by the Hedgerows Regulations, 199716. 

 Listed as Habitats and Species of Principal Importance by the Secretary of 

State in accordance with Section 41 (S41) of the Natural Environment and 

Rural Communities Act, 200617 (NERC).  

2.1.3 For statutorily protected species recorded on or considered likely to use the Site 

or its immediate surroundings, a summary of legal protection is given in each 

of the species/group sections of Technical Appendix 1. 

2.2 RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 

2.2.1 The assessment consulted and makes reference to the following documents as 

they concern ecology and nature conservation:  

 The National Policy Statement for Hazardous Waste, 201318 (NPS) 

 The National Planning Policy Framework, 202119 (NPPF). 

 The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy 2011-203120 (NNJCS), 

together with saved policies from plans adopted in 2011 and 2006 for 

different parts of East Northamptonshire District. 

 The Northamptonshire County Council (NCC) Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD) on biodiversity21. 

 The Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan22 (NMWLP). 

 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan23 (NBAP). 

 

 

16 Statutory Instrument 1997 No. 1160.  The Hedgerow Regulations, 1997.  HMSO. 

17 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006. 

18 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hazardous-waste-national-policy-statement. 

19 The National Planning Policy Framework, 2021. 

20 The North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy, 2011-2031. 

21 The Northamptonshire County Council Supplementary Planning Document on Biodiversity. 

22 The Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan. 

23 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan. 
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 The Northamptonshire Wildlife Sites Criteria24. 

NPS. 

2.2.2 This document sets out Government policy for hazardous waste infrastructure, 

for use by the Secretary of State in making decisions on development consent 

applications for applications that fall within the definition of a Naturally 

Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP), as defined by the Planning Act, 2008. 

2.2.3 Subsection 4.3 of the NPS sets out the requirement for the Secretary of State 

to carry out an assessment, under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations, 2010 (as amended), to determine whether the project may have a 

significant effect on a European site (now a site on the National Sites Network) 

or on any site to which the same protection is applied as a matter of policy, 

either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.  The applicant is 

required to provide the Secretary of State with the information reasonably 

necessary to determine whether an appropriate assessment is required.  In the 

event that such an appropriate assessment is deemed required, the applicant 

must provide the Secretary of State with the information necessary to undertake 

it. 

2.2.4 In Subsection 5.3, the NPS sets out the value placed by the Government on the 

environment; essentially, the value of nature should be at the heart of any 

decision.  The Environmental Statement (ES) must therefore set out any effects 

on internationally, nationally and locally designated sites of ecological or 

geological conservation importance, on protected species and on habitats and 

other species identified as being of principal importance for the conservation of 

biodiversity (paragraph 3.3.3), with due weight given to the different levels of 

importance of these (paragraph 3.8.5). 

2.2.5 Paragraph 5.3.14 specifically discusses the value of ancient woodland and 

veteran trees since once lost, they cannot be recreated.  Development consent 

should not be given for a development that causes the deterioration or loss of 

 

 

24 The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Partnership, Local Wildlife Sites Panel, 2014 (last updated) Wildlife Sites 

Selection Criteria, Northamptonshire. 
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such irreplaceable habitats unless the need for the development in that location 

clearly outweighs the loss of the habitat. 

2.2.6 Finally, paragraph 5.3.20 stresses that the Secretary of State will take into 

account whether Natural England has granted or refused (or intends to grant or 

refuse) any relevant licences, including protected species mitigation licences. 

NPPF. 

2.2.7 The NPPF, as last revised in 2021, sets out the Government’s planning policies 

for England and how these are expected to be applied.  Section 11, 'Making 

effective use of land', sets out the need for strategic planning, which considers 

the many functions that land parcels may need to fulfil and ensures that multiple 

benefits, including net environmental gains such as new habitat creation or 

improved public access to the countryside, are obtained. 

2.2.8 Section 14 of the NPPF requires that plans should take a proactive approach 

to adapting to climate change, including implications for biodiversity and 

landscapes. 

2.2.9 Section 15 of the NPPF includes the requirement for plans to protect and 

enhance biodiversity by: 

 Identifying and safeguarding local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological 

networks, including international, national and local sites of importance for 

biodiversity and corridors that connect them. 

 Promoting the restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological 

networks and the protection and recovery of priority species. 

 Pursuing opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.  

NNJCS. 

2.2.10 The adopted development plan for district-level planning matters now 

comprises the NNJCS together with saved policies from plans adopted in 2011 

and 2006 for different parts of the district.  According to the parish-by-parish 

index of policies, all relevant polices for King’s Cliffe parish are included in the 

NNJCS.  Specifically, the latter provides, under Policy 4 - 'Biodiversity and 

Geodiversity', that a net gain in biodiversity will be sought and sets out how this 

will be achieved, including by:  
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 Protecting existing biodiversity and geodiversity assets. 

 Enhancing ecological networks by managing development and investment. 

 Supporting, through developer contributions or development design, the 

protection and recovery of priority habitats and species linked to national 

and local targets. 

2.2.11 This policy also refers specifically to the need for development proposals to 

take account of the Northamptonshire biodiversity SPD; this was issued in 

August 2015.  It is a statutory Local Development Document (LDD) prepared 

under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004 (the “2004 Act”).  It is 

intended to cover the whole of Northamptonshire and will be adopted by each 

Local Planning Authority as a statutory SPD. 

2.2.12 This document introduces the requirement to integrate biodiversity into the 

development process and provides the policy basis for this.  It then sets out a 

checklist for ensuring this and explains each stage of the process. 

NMWLP. 

2.2.13 This document was adopted in 2017.  It provides the land-use planning strategy 

for minerals and waste-related development in the county and is the basis for 

investment in new minerals and waste development in Northamptonshire.  

Whilst being concerned specifically with applications for planning permission 

for this purpose, its policies should not be read in isolation rather, they are 

intended to be read in conjunction with national planning policy and legislation. 

2.2.14 With this in mind, the NMWLP sets out its vision and objectives, of which 

Objective 10 - 'Conserving and enhancing Northamptonshire’s built and natural 

environment', is as follows:  

  Recognise Northamptonshire’s environmental systems and landscape linkages 

in order to conserve and enhance the built and natural environment through 

ensuring sensitive working and where necessary, high standards of mitigation 

of potentially adverse impacts of minerals and waste development.   

2.2.15 The rationale for this objective explains that it is intended to ensure “that new 

or extended minerals and waste-related uses not only do not damage or destroy 

the county’s existing environmental and natural assets but that opportunities be 
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taken (including via restoration) to enhance existing and planned green 

infrastructure networks and to support the identified landscape character areas 

of the county”. 

2.3 OTHER LOCAL GUIDANCE  

NBAP. 

2.3.1  The original document was produced by the Northants Biodiversity Partnership 

in 2007 and updated in 2009.  Its importance in identifying ways in which 

development can use it to enhance biodiversity gain is noted in the biodiversity 

SPD.  After describing how the NBAP was prepared, its place in the 

development planning system and the general principles for protecting and 

enhancing biodiversity, the document provides 16 Habitat Action Plans 

(including for hedgerows, meadows and ponds) and two Species Action Plans 

(for otter Lutra lutra and water vole Arvicola amphibius). 

Northamptonshire Wildlife Sites Selection Criteria. 

2.3.2 Also produced by the Northants Biodiversity Partnership in 2007, this document 

was updated in 2014.  In providing lists and target numbers for the indicator 

species of particular habitats, it is very useful in designing restoration plans to 

provide habitat enhancement, thus meeting the requirements of the statutory 

policies.  

2.4 PROFESSIONAL GUIDANCE ON ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

2.4.1 The methods used for assessing the impacts on features of ecological and 

nature conservation interest are those set out in the Chartered Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) Guidelines for Ecological 

Impact in the UK and Ireland, Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal and Marine 

(CIEEM, 2018)25.  

 

 

25 CIEEM, 2018.  Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater, 

Coastal and Marine.  Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, Winchester. 
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2.4.2 British Standard 42020:2013 ‘Biodiversity - Code of practice for planning and 

development’26 has also been consulted in producing this document. 

3 METHODS 

3.1 DETERMINING THE SCOPE OF THE ASSESSMENT 

Zone of influence/study area. 

3.1.1 The zone of influence for the development is the area over which ecologically 

valuable sites, habitats or species may be significantly affected by 

environmental changes resulting from the proposed project and associated 

activities.  It is not a set distance and is dependent on the sensitivity of the 

ecological features under consideration.  For statutory and non-statutory 

designated sites (and for some species) present outside the Site boundaries, 

the potential zone of influence is reflected in the area of search in the desk 

study (see below). 

3.1.2 The minimum study area for all ecological field surveys comprises all land within 

the Site.  For specific surveys, e.g., breeding birds/great crested newts (GCN), 

the study area is expanded to include some adjacent land and this area is 

described in the relevant species/group appendices.    

Desk study. 

3.1.3 During 2018, the websites of the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the 

Countryside (MAGIC)27 and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee 

(JNCC)28 were consulted for information on the nearest internationally 

important sites (now The National Sites Network) and for locations of SSSIs/ 

National Nature Reserves (NNRs) within 5km of the Site.  Information was also 

sought for any LNR within a 2km radius of the Site.  

 

 

26 British Standard 42020:2013 "Biodiversity - Code of practice for planning and development. 

27 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 

28 JNCC website. 
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3.1.4 In August 2018, the Northamptonshire Biological Records Centre (NBRC) was 

asked to provide details of any non-statutory Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) within 

1km of the Site.  Records of any protected or S41 species within 1km of the 

Site were also requested.  Bat records are not held by NBRC so in November 

2018, these were specifically requested from the Northamptonshire Bat Group 

for up to 5km away.  Additional later records received including those provided 

by local wildlife groups, which are also discussed in the relevant appendices. 

3.1.5 A 1:25,000-scale Ordnance Survey map and aerial imagery were examined to 

identify ponds within 250m of the Site as part of the assessment for potential 

use by GCNs and to determine the Site’s overall landscape connectivity (or lack 

of) to the wider environment. 

3.1.6 The desk study was updated in July 2020 to ensure all the information for the 

Site, immediately adjacent areas and for ecologically sensitive sites within the 

zone of influence is current.  All desk study data received are given in Appendix 

1-2 and for individual species/groups, relevant records are discussed further in 

the species appendices.   

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA). 

3.1.7 A PEA of the Site was undertaken on 30 October 2018 by ESL Principal 

Ecologist Brian Hedley MCIEEM (ESL, 2018)29.  The Site and wider area were 

walked-over and notes were made on the habitats present and their potential 

to support notable and protected species.  The results of the PEA were used to 

determine the follow-on surveys that would be undertaken later during 2018 

and 2019-2020 to enable all important ecological features (see Subsection 3.3 

below) within the Site to be identified.  These follow-on surveys comprised: 

 Botanical assessments of potentially ecologically-important habitats. 

 Invertebrate surveys. 

 GCN environmental DNA (eDNA) sampling and conventional GCN surveys 

where necessary. 

 

 

29 ESL, 2018.  Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of ENRMF Western Extension, Northamptonshire.  Unpublished 

report to MJCA. 
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 Reptile presence/absence surveys. 

 Breeding bird surveys. 

 Wintering bird surveys. 

 Bat activity and roost assessment surveys.  

 Dormice presence/absence surveys. 

 Brown hare surveys (incorporated into above surveys). 

3.1.8 Badger surveys were carried out but in accordance with accepted practice, no 

further details are provided in this report; a separate, confidential report 

provides all relevant information.  All other protected and priority species not 

mentioned above were scoped out of the investigative follow-on surveys at this 

stage for one or more of the following reasons: 

 The Site is outside the known geographic range for the species. 

 The habitat required to support the species is not present on or adjacent to 

the Site. 

 Suitable habitat on the Site is too small, isolated or fragmented to support 

viable populations.   

3.2 FIELD SURVEY 

Overview. 

3.2.1 ESL has carried-out ecological monitoring and management of the existing East 

Northants Resource Management Facility (ENRMF) site since 2014, as 

required by its Ecological Management and Aftercare Plan (EMAP), last 

reviewed in 2018 (ESL, 2019)30 and therefore, has a good understanding of the 

habitats and species present on and adjacent to the Site. 

3.2.2 A summary of the survey methods used for the present purpose is given below.  

Fuller methods and the results of these surveys are given in the relevant 

sections in Appendix 1.  

 

 

30 ESL, 2019.  East Northants Resource Management Facility, King’s Cliffe.  Ecological Management and 

Aftercare Plan.  Quinquennial Review 2014-2018.  Unpublished report to MJCA. 
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Habitats and plant communities. 

3.2.3 A Phase-1 habitat survey of the proposed western extension was undertaken 

by Brian Hedley MCIEEM as per standard guidance (JNCC, 201031 and CIEEM, 

201732) as part of the PEA survey in October 2018 (ESL, 2018).  This survey 

was updated by monthly visits April to August 2019 and 2020 by the same 

ecologist.  These visits covered the whole area within the proposed western 

extension boundary and the edges of the adjacent woodlands (where 

permission was granted) and concentrated on identifying important plant 

species and communities, with particular concentration on grassland, woodland 

and hedgerow habitats.  Full details of the plant surveys are given in Appendix 

1-3. 

Invertebrates. 

3.2.4 An initial invertebrate scoping-assessment was undertaken on 4 April 2019 by 

Conops Entomology Ltd.  All parts of the proposed western extension were 

visited and appraised.  The aims of this survey were: 

 To appraise the key habitats and/or features of the proposed western 

extension. 

 To assess their suitability and quality to support:  

o Rich and varied invertebrate assemblages. 

o Species of Principal Importance. 

o Species with a nationally-significant status such as those listed in 

the Red Data Book. 

3.2.5 This scoping survey recommended a suite of invertebrate surveys, using 

various standardised methods as per Drake et al., 200733 to fully appraise the 

 

 

31 Joint Nature Conservation Committee, 2010.  Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey - A Technique for 

Environmental Audit.  JNCC.  Peterborough. 

32 CIEEM, 2017.  Available (online) as https://cieem.net/resource/guidance-on-

preliminary-ecological-appraisal-gpea/ 

33 Drake, C.M. et al., 2007.  NERR005.  Surveying Terrestrial and Freshwater Invertebrates for Conservation 

Evaluation.  Natural England, Peterborough. 
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proposed western extension.  These methods included sweep-netting, spot-

sampling (for larger species), ‘grubbing’ (a finger-tip search of fallen dead wood, 

piles of rotting timber and short turf), beating (bushes and scrub) and pitfall 

traps, which were undertaken during monthly visits from May to August 2019.  

3.2.6 In 2020, six visits were made between May and September to areas of 

Fineshade Woods and Collyweston Great Wood, limited to areas adjacent and 

near to the proposed western extension or rides with similar habitat to the 

proposed western extension boundaries.  The same methods were used, with 

the addition of a search for important butterflies and the use of flight-interception 

traps in Collyweston Great Wood.  This latter method was not used in 

Fineshade Woods, partly because of its high visitor-use but also because it has 

fewer large and rotting trees.  Details of the invertebrate surveys are given in 

Appendix 1-4. 

Amphibians. 

3.2.7 Examination of aerial imagery and OS maps, together with Site walkovers and 

existing knowledge, identified 20 waterbodies within 500m of the Site boundary, 

12 of which were within 250m.  Access to eight waterbodies was granted and 

these were surveyed in 2019 and 2020 but could not be surveyed again in 2021 

due to night frosts throughout the survey window.  All these waterbodies were 

considered suitable for a range of amphibians.  Several overgrown and/or 

ephemeral waterbodies are known within dense woodland north of the ENRMF 

site; previous investigation has shown that none of these is suitable for or used 

by GCNs. 

3.2.8 Water samples were taken from all eight waterbodies to detect the presence of 

GCN eDNA as per Biggs et al., 200434 and a quantitative measure of all 

waterbodies' suitability for GCNs was made using the Habitat Suitability Index 

 

 

34 Biggs J, Ewald N, Valentini A, Gaboriaud C, Griffiths RA, Foster J, Wilkinson J, Arnett A, Williams P and Dunn 
F, 2014.  Analytical and methodological development for improved surveillance of the Great Crested Newt.  
Appendix 5.  Technical advice note for field and laboratory sampling of great crested newt (Triturus cristatus) 
environmental DNA.  Freshwater Habitats Trust, Oxford. 
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(HSI) Oldham et al., 200035.  As the presence of GCNs was known or 

considered very likely from previous knowledge, waterbodies were also 

surveyed using a combination of methods which included torch and bottle-trap 

surveys, netting and egg searching (English Nature, 200136), since a population 

estimate would be needed for Natural England GCN licensing. 

3.2.9 Additional survey visits were made February-March 2019/2020 for species 

known to return to breeding ponds early in the season and in late summer 

2019/2020 to confirm GCN breeding by the presence of efts or juveniles.  A full 

description of the survey methods is provided in Appendix 1-5.   

Reptiles. 

3.2.10 Habitat suitable for reptiles around the current ENRMF is well known but the 

edges of the two western fields had not been studied so all their boundaries 

were walked in early 2019 and assessed for their potential to support reptiles.  

Following this, 130 artificial cover objects (ACOs or ‘tins’ – 0.5m2 black 

corrugated bitumen sheets and corrugated metal sheets) were set out in 

suitable habitat around the field margins (Gent and Gibson, 200337).  Over the 

next two years, this number was increased to 183 to take in the central 

hedgerow and other likely areas, including the woodland north of the ENRMF. 

3.2.11 Since adders are known to emerge from hibernation early in spring, three 

specific ‘direct observation’ transects were carried out for this species in early 

March 2021, targeting all habitat known to be particularly preferred by adders.  

In addition, a combination of 'direct observation' and traditional 'tinning' surveys 

was carried out ten times from April to September 2019 and 2020 and nine 

times between April and June 2021.  Direct observation was also carried out on 

 

 

35 Oldham R.S., Keeble J., Swan M.J.S. & Jeffcote M. (2000).  Evaluating the suitability 

of habitat for the Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus).  Herpetological Journal 10(4), 

143-155. 

36 English Nature, 2001.  Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines.  English Nature, Peterborough. 

37 Gent A H and Gibson S D, 2003.  Herpetofauna Workers Manual.  JNCC Peterborough. 
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each visit (HGBI, 199838).  Full details of the reptile surveys completed to date 

are given in Appendix 1-6.  A further eight or nine surveys (weather-dependent) 

will be carried out July-September/October 2021, with the results provided in a 

supplementary report. 

Birds. 

3.2.12 Twelve visits were made to the Site between October 2018 and March 2019 to 

survey for and record wintering birds.  This involved a combination of walking 

a transect around the Site and scanning from viewpoints.  Adjacent land was 

also scanned for context.  All birds seen or heard were mapped using Common 

Bird Census (CBC) species codes. 

3.2.13 Six breeding bird survey visits were made to the Site between March and June 

2019.  All birds seen or heard using the Site or immediately adjacent land were 

mapped using CBC species codes and activity symbols (Marchant, 198339).  In 

addition, birds seen or heard during other surveys on Site were also recorded, 

particularly crepuscular and nocturnal species, which were targeted during the 

bat and GCN surveys.  Full details of all the bird surveys are given in Appendix 

1-7. 

Bats. 

3.2.14 Surveys for this group were carried out during 2019 and 2020 with reference to 

the Bat Conservation Trust guidelines (Collins, 201640).  All trees within the 

boundaries of the Site were assessed for their bat roost potential.  The species 

assemblage and habitat-use were assessed by passive acoustic monitoring 

and walked transects.  Full details of these bat surveys are given in Appendix 

1-8.  As a result of Covid-19 restrictions, it was not possible to undertake the 

full suite of surveys in April and May 2020.  These surveys were undertaken in 

 

 

38 Herpetofauna Groups of Britain & Ireland (HGBI).  1998.  Evaluating local mitigation/translocation programmes: 

maintaining best practice and lawful standards.  Advisory notes for Amphibian and Reptile Groups.  Froglife.  

Halesworth, Suffolk. 

39 Marchant J H, 1983.  Common Bird Census Instructions.  British Trust for Ornithology, Tring. 

40 Collins J (ed.), 2016.  Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines, 3rd edition.  The Bat 

Conservation Trust, London. 
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spring 2021 for completeness.  Dusk emergence and dawn re-entry surveys of 

the tree on Site with moderate roost potential (T1) and targeted dusk/dawn 

surveys on trees inside the Assarts Tree Protection Area (TPA) will be carried 

out July-August-September 2021 and these later results will be provided in a 

supplementary report. 

Dormice. 

3.2.15 Surveys for the presence/presumed absence of dormice were carried out in 

2019, 2020 and 2021 with reference to the latest standing advice from Natural 

England (Natural England, 201541).  Fifty dormouse tubes were placed within 

the limited suitable dormouse habitat present within or bordering the Site 

(hedgerows and scrubby woodland).  These tubes were checked six times in 

all years, monthly from April to September 2019/2020 and April to June 2021.  

An additional 36 tubes were placed along the north-western boundary in March 

2021 and were included in the 2021 monthly checks.  Additionally, 25 dormouse 

nest boxes, present in adjacent woodland to the north of the ENRMF, have 

been checked annually since 2014.  Checks for gnawed hazel nuts (from the 

2018 autumn crop) were also undertaken to supplement the dormouse tube 

and nest box checks. 

Other mammals. 

3.2.16 Fallow, roe and muntjac deer are occasionally seen and recorded on the arable 

fields, as are brown hares, particularly on early-morning surveys.  All sightings 

are recorded but no special surveys are undertaken for these species.  

3.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

Identification of important ecological features. 

3.3.1 In accordance with CIEEM guidance (CIEEM, 2018), the baseline conditions of 

the Site, obtained by consultation, desk study and field survey, are used to 

 

 

41 Natural England, 2015.  Online standing advice: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazel-or-common-dormice-

surveys-and-mitigation-for-development-projects 



MJCA 

P a g e  | 16 

identify the ecological features (which may be habitats, communities, species 

or ecosystems and their functions or services) and to determine which are 

important by virtue of their scarcity, sensitivity or legal status.  This includes 

features that would not qualify in their own right but provide a supporting role 

or function to features that do, for example, an area of semi-improved grassland 

between two ponds that support breeding GCNs.  The geographical area (e.g., 

international, national, county or smaller area) within which the feature is 

important also needs to be understood. 

3.3.2 The important ecological features thus identified are subject to an assessment 

of potential impacts from the project.  Features that are common, widespread, 

not threatened and considered likely to be resilient to any project impacts may 

not require assessment. 

3.3.3 In describing impacts, consideration is given to the extent to which the important 

features identified could be lost, damaged, disturbed or subject to severance 

(such as to reduce their viability) because of the development and the 

proportion of each habitat, community, species or ecosystem that could be 

affected.  Throughout the process, reference is made to the characteristics in 

Table 3-1. 

Table 1.  The characteristics used to determine ecological effects. 

Characteristic Description  

Positive. A change that improves the quality of the environment, e.g., 

by increasing species diversity, extending habitat or 

improving water quality.  This may also include halting or 

slowing an existing decline in the quality of the environment. 

Negative. A change that reduces the quality of the environment, e.g., 

destruction of habitat, removal of foraging habitat, habitat 

fragmentation and/or pollution. 

Extent. 

 

The extent is the spatial or geographical area over which 

the impact/effect may occur under a suitably representative 

range of conditions.  A local impact on an important habitat 
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Characteristic Description  

or species may have an effect over a wider area than the 

immediate surroundings. 

Magnitude. 

 

The size, amount, intensity and volume (quantified if 

possible) and expressed in absolute or relative terms, e.g., 

the amount of habitat lost or gained, percentage change to 

habitat area and/or percentage change in a species 

population. 

Duration. 

 

To be defined in relation to ecological characteristics (e.g., 

life-times, breeding cycles) as well as months/years.  

Duration of the impact may differ from duration of the effect.  

Effects (defined in months or years) may be 

short/medium/long-term, permanent or temporary. 

Frequency and 

Timing. 

 

The number of times an impact/activity (e.g., 

walker/dog/vehicle movements) occurs and the season in 

which it occurs.  Seasonal sensitivity will also have a 

bearing on the resulting effect (e.g., 

breeding/summering/migration or wintering for birds). 

Reversibility. 

 

An irreversible effect is one from which recovery is not 

possible within a reasonable timescale (e.g., in terms of the 

lifetime of the species affected) or for which there is no 

reasonable chance of action being taken to reverse it.   

A reversible effect is one from which spontaneous recovery 

is possible or which may be counteracted by mitigation.  In 

some cases, the same activity can cause both reversible 

and irreversible effects. 

Assessment of cumulative impacts and effects. 

3.3.4 A cumulative effect can result from actions that may be individually insignificant 

but which, taken together, produce a significant result at a specific time or place.  

Alternatively, a feature may already be close to a critical threshold due to 
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exposure to a background level of some activity or pressure such that the 

addition of an otherwise insignificant impact from another development could 

produce a significant negative effect.  Different impacts resulting from the same 

development, each individually not significant, may also combine to produce a 

significant negative effect.  In some cases, there may be a known and 

measurable threshold so quantitative surveys (e.g., noise level, air quality) can 

then provide a decision.  At other times, a judgement must be made using 

professional experience. 

3.3.5 The local authorities (Northamptonshire County Council and East Northants 

District Council, which have now been replaced by North Northamptonshire 

Council) were consulted with respect to projects to be included in the 

cumulative impact assessments.  Northamptonshire County Council confirmed 

that the development that should be included are Collyweston Quarry, 

Wakerley Quarry, Cooks Hole Quarry and Thornhaugh Quarry.  East Northants 

District Council did not identify any relevant additional developments.  The 

operations at the sites identified above are relatively close to the proposed 

development and all are operating in combination with the existing site 

currently.  It is considered likely that due to the consistency of the proposed 

operations compared with the current consented activities there will not be any 

in combination likely significant effects.  

Determining significance. 

3.3.6 In accordance with CIEEM guidance (CIEEM, 2018), the significance of an 

effect takes into account the characteristics acting on the important feature (see 

Table 1) and then attaches a weighting based on the following geographic scale 

at which the effect occurs: 

 International. 

 National. 

 Regional.  

 County. 

 Zone of influence or Site (to be specified). 

3.3.7 The geographical scale has a direct bearing on the mitigation or compensation 

measures that must be achieved since these are required to reduce the effect 
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to a level that accords with nature conservation objectives, as defined by 

relevant legislation and planning policy.   

3.3.8 This method of assessment does not use a matrix approach where, for 

example, magnitudes are assigned categories of low, medium or high in order 

to identify whether an effect is minor, moderate or major.  For the purpose of 

this assessment, effects are either: 

 Significant: an effect on an important ecological feature arising from 

activities associated with the project that is likely to undermine nature 

conservation objectives. 

 Not significant: an effect arising from activities associated with the project 

that does not undermine biodiversity conservation objectives or where 

important habitats, groups or species under consideration would be resilient 

to such effects were they to occur. 

3.3.9 A significant effect may be positive or negative.  Ideally, the judgement will be 

based on the best available scientific evidence.  Where this is not available, a 

more subjective assessment will need to be used and, in such cases, the 

assumptions and limitations of this are stated.  Under CIEEM guidelines 

(CIEEM, 2018), no confidence levels are attributed to the certainty of an 

outcome so as a precaution, the effect of an impact identified here has not been 

understated and the success of mitigation has not been overstated.  

Avoiding/mitigating identified impacts. 

3.3.10 Potentially significant impacts arising as a result of the scheme were identified 

as early as possible and the scheme was designed to avoid or minimise them.  

The impact assessment takes into account the embedded mitigation and its 

likely effectiveness, with further mitigation only recommended when the 

embedded mitigation will not reduce residual effects to an acceptable degree.  

Further details of the measures planned are set out in Section 6.2 below. 

3.3.11 The overall aim is to achieve net biodiversity gain either as a result of mitigation 

alone or in combination with bespoke enhancement measures.  The mitigation 

hierarchy used in this assessment is defined in Table 2 from CIEEM, 2018.  
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Table 2.  Mitigation hierarchy. 

Measure Definition 

Avoidance. Seek options that avoid harm to ecological features (for 

example by adjusting phasing or creating new habitat in 

advance of works).   

Mitigation. Negative effects should be avoided or minimised through 

mitigation measures, either through the design of the 

project or subsequent measures that can be guaranteed, 

for example, through a condition or planning obligation. 

Compensation. Where there are significant residual negative ecological 

effects despite the mitigation proposed, these should be 

offset by appropriate compensatory measures. 

Enhancement. Seek to provide net benefits for biodiversity over and above 

requirements for avoidance, mitigation or compensation. 

3.4 CONSULTATIONS AND SCOPING REQUESTS 

3.4.1 In response to the scoping request and associated scoping report submitted to 

the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on 1 July 2020, responses relevant to the 

proposed scope for ecology and nature conservation were received from PINS 

and the following statutorily consulted bodies:  

 The Forestry Commission, in relation to impacts on ancient woodland, 

specifically Fineshade Woods. 

 The Ministry of Defence, in relation to the requirement for a Bird Hazard 

Management Plan. 

 Natural England, setting out their formal requirements for Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) regarding statutorily protected sites and species, 

together with locally important sites. 

 Public Health England, regarding the potential to provide for improved well-

being through the provision of access to natural habitats and open spaces. 
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3.4.2 Formal pre-application consultation was undertaken in October 2020.  Section 

42 responses were received from the following parties:  

 Natural England raised the potential for impacts on designated sites, the 

potential for impacts on protected species, the potential for impacts on air 

quality that may affect the adjacent protected woodlands, the importance of 

using the opportunity of the restoration of the site to enhance the local 

distinctiveness in the long term of the Rockingham Forest landscape 

character and to demonstrate measurable biodiversity net gain. 

 Forestry Commission focussed on the connection between the two 

woodlands either side of the western section of the proposed western 

extension and in particular the opportunity to restore a link between these 

woods as part of a wider aim to deliver a more biodiverse landscape across 

the Rockingham Forest Area.  

 The Ministry of Defence, in relation to the requirement for a Bird Hazard 

Management Plan. 

 Public Health England, regarding the potential to provide for improved well-

being through the provision of access to natural habitats and open spaces. 

3.4.3 Section 47 responses were received from the following conservation groups: 

 The Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire, 

concerned to ensure that the proposed extension protects the existing 

importance of the area and provides biodiversity enhancements from the 

outset. 

 Butterfly Conservation Trust, supporting the concerns of the Friends of 

Fineshade. 

 Amphibian and Reptile Conservation, supporting the concerns of the 

Friends of Fineshade and particularly, the importance of the Rockingham 

Forest area for adders.  

 People’s Trust for Endangered Species, supporting the importance of 

habitat connectivity for dormice in the area. 

 Northants Diptera Recorder, concerned that the proposed development 

might create a barrier for movement of invertebrate populations. 
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 Back from the Brink, Roots of Rockingham, concerned regarding potential 

impacts on the bats of the two adjacent woodlands. 

  Woodland Trust, concerned for impacts on the adjacent ancient woodlands. 

3.4.4 Section 47 responses were also received from members of the public as 

follows: 

 Barrie Galpin, the Friends of Fineshade group, concerned for potential loss 

of connectivity for wildlife using the two woodlands adjacent to the proposed 

extension site. 

 A further 47 members of the public specifically supporting points made by 

Barrie Galpin. 

 A further 35 members of the public voicing other general concerns on 

ecological matters.  

3.4.5 Further discussions, including video meetings and telephone conversations, 

were held with the consultees listed in Table 3 below, together with the issues 

discussed and the section or paragraph(s) in this report where these issues are 

discussed.  

Table 3.  Scoping issues raised by consultees. 

Consultee Issue Where discussed 

Friends of 

Fineshade; 

Amphibian and 

Reptile 

Conservation. 

Connectivity for 

adders. 

Current distribution: See App 1-6.  

Discussion of how connectivity will 

be enhanced, Subsection 9.5 

below. 

 

PTES; Back from 

the Brink; Wildlife 

Trust. 

Connectivity for 

dormice. 

Discussion of how connectivity will 

be enhanced, Subsections 5.7 and 

9.8 below. 

Amphibian and 

Reptile 

Conservation. 

Connectivity for 

amphibians and 

reptiles. 

Discussed regarding the 

importance and enhancement 

provision for amphibians/reptiles 
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Consultee Issue Where discussed 

paragraphs 8.1.1, 9.3.4, 9.4.1 and 

9.4.4. 

Northants Diptera 

Recorder. 

Connectivity for 

invertebrates. 

Survey results, known distribution: 

Appendices 1-4, Subsection 5.2. 

Enhancement, Subsection 9.3. 

Natural England; 

Forestry 

Commission; 

Wildlife Trust; 

Woodland Trust. 

Impacts on adjacent 

woodlands (general). 

See Appendix 2, arb survey/report 

and Section 8 (embedded 

avoidance/mitigation/enhancement 

measures, especially 8.1, pre-

development).  Embedded 

measures, also discussions with 

consultees, Appendix 1-11. 

Back from the 

Brink. 

Protecting habitat for 

important butterflies. 

See Appendix 1-4 and Appendix 1-

11. 

Back from the 

Brink. 

Importance of 

connectivity for 

foraging bats. 

See Appendix 1-8 and Appendix 1-

11. 

Forestry 

Commission, 

Natural England, 

Wildlife Trust. 

Preventing deer 

browsing on new 

habitat. 

See Section 8 (embedded 

avoidance/mitigation/enhancement 

measures, especially 8.2 ‘Fencing’ 

and Table 8.1), also discussion with 

consultees. 

Wildlife Trust. Achieving Biodiversity 

net gain. 

See Appendix 3. 

3.4.6  Copies of e-mail discussions with these consultees and with others suggested 

by them, together with reports of meetings and telephone conversations, are 

given in Appendix 1-11.  In some cases, further information was supplied to 

them and by them.  
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4 DESK STUDY RESULTS 

4.1 DESIGNATED SITES 

4.1.1 The nearest sites included in the National Sites Network (previously 

Internationally Important Sites) are Barnack Hills and Holes Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC), which is approximately 7.5km to the northeast, Rutland 

Water Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site, which is approximately 

8.8km to the northwest and the Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and Ramsar site, 

which lies some 19km southeast of the application boundary as its closest point.  

These sites are considered separately in the Habitats Regulations Screening 

Assessment.  None of their SSSI planning risk zones include the Site. 

4.1.2 SSSIs lying within 5km of the Site, together with a summary of their interest and 

overlying planning risk zones, are listed in Table 4 and those with non-statutory 

protection within 2km are listed in Table 5.  All SSSIs for which the Site lies 

within a Planning Risk Zone42 are considered to be ecologically important 

features.  

Table 4.  SSSIs lying within 5km of the Site. 

Name, designation and description 
Proximity to 

the site  

Site within 

Planning 

Risk Zone 

Collyweston Great Wood and Eastern 

Hornstocks NNR and SSSI.  Ancient 

coppice-with-standards woodland with a very 

rich ground flora. 

Immediately 

adjacent to the 

northeast. 

Yes. 

Collyweston Slate Mine Geological SSSI 

(no ecological interest). 

2.2km to the 

north. 

No. 

 

 

42 https:magic.gov.uk 
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Name, designation and description 
Proximity to 

the site  

Site within 

Planning 

Risk Zone 

King’s Cliffe Banks SSSI.  Former quarry, 

now  calcareous grassland with a rich flora 

and many bryophytes and lichens. 

2.45km to 

southeast. 

No. 

Bedford Purlieus NNR and SSSI.  Ancient 

oak and ash coppice-with-standards 

woodland with a diverse flora. 

2.93km to 

east. 

Yes. 

Bonemills Hollow SSSI.  Marshland 

dominated by rushes and sedges on the 

valley floor and Jurassic calcareous 

grassland areas. 

3.38km to 

northeast. 

Yes. 

Wakerley Spinney SSSI.  Broadleaved 

woodland and semi-natural grassland, a 

remnant of the mediaeval Royal Forest of 

Rockingham. 

3.40km to 

west. 

No. 

Racecourse Farm Fields SSSI.  Former 

quarry, now grassland on Jurassic limestone.  

The flora is diverse, with several locally-rare 

plants.   

3.75km to 

northeast. 

No. 

Table 5.  Biological sites with non-statutory protection lying within 2km 

of the Site. 

Name, designation and description 
Proximity to 

the site  

Fineshade Woods LWS.  A large area of ancient 

woodland and mixed plantation on an ancient woodland 

site with neutral grassland and ponds. 

Immediately 

adjacent to west. 
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Name, designation and description 
Proximity to 

the site  

Fineshade Lane LWS.  A green-lane leading to 

Fineshade Wood, providing a useful wildlife corridor and 

exhibiting a diverse range of scrub species. 

0.98km to the 

west. 

Collyweston Quarries RIGS/LWS.  A former quarry, 

now rough grassland on Jurassic limestone.  The flora 

is diverse and there is a substantial butterfly population. 

470m to the 

west. 

Key: SSSI - Site of Special Scientific Interest, NNR - National Nature Reserve, LWS - Local Wildlife Site.  RIGS 
- Regionally Important Geological Site. 

4.2 PROTECTED AND VALUED SPECIES 

4.2.1 A summary of the recent (post-2000) available records of species with nature 

conservation designations within 1km of the Site is given as Table 6, taken from 

Appendix 1-2.   

Table 6.  Species of nature conservation interest. 

Species/group Status Proximity to the site  

1,501 records for around 125 species of 

invertebrates, 2000-2020. 

NERC 

S41.  

RDB. 

Mainly from   

Collyweston Great 

Wood. 

51 records for GCN, 2014-2020. HSR, 

WCA, 

S5. 

Mainly from Fineshade 

Woods. 

49 records for other amphibians, 

including common toad, common frog, 

smooth newt and palmate newt, 2014-

2020. 

WCA, 

S5, 

NERC 

S41. 

Closest record is 1.1km 

to the southwest. 

238 records of reptiles including slow 

worm, common lizard, grass snake and 

adder, 2006-2020.   

WCA, 

S5. 

Present in Fineshade 

Woods. 
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Species/group Status Proximity to the site  

584 records for 54 bird species, 

including 11 WCA S1 and 23 Red List 

species. 

WCA 

S1, Red 

List, 

NERC 

S41. 

Most of records from 

Fineshade wood; others 

within 1.1km. 

77 records including 11 roost records 

for at least eight species of bat, 2000-

2020. 

HSR, 

WCA. 

The closest are of 

hibernacula from 

Collyweston Great 

Wood. 

24 records for dormouse supplied, all 

from Fineshade Woods. 

HSR, 

WCA, 

NERC 

S41. 

1.5km to southwest. 

Key:  NERC S41 - Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006; RDB – Red Data 
Book (Invertebrates); HSR - The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations, 
2019; WCA - Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981: S5 - Schedule 5 of the WCA; S1 - Schedule-1 of the WCA; Red 
List - Birds of Conservation Concern 4, Eaton et al., 201543. 

5  BASELINE DESCRIPTION 

5.1 HABITATS, PLANT COMMUNITIES AND PLANT SPECIES 

5.1.1 The western extension comprises two arable fields with grass margins of 

varying width and species-richness.  The fields are separated by a trimmed 

hedgerow, 2m-high, dominated by hawthorn and blackthorn with small numbers 

of other woody species and a single, large pedunculate oak at its eastern end.  

This hedgerow qualifies as ‘important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations, 1997 

(HR) since it is used by a number of protected reptile species.  There is also a 

small block of scrubby woodland, mainly hawthorn, with one large pedunculate 

 

 

43 Eaton M A, Aebischer N J, Brown A F, Hearn R D, Lock L, Musgrove A J, Noble D G, Stroud D A and Gregory 

R D, 2015.  Birds of Conservation Concern 4: The Population Status of Birds in the United Kingdom, Channel 

Islands and Isle of Man.  British Birds 108:  705-746. 
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oak jutting into the northern field just to the north of the central hedgerow.  The 

scrubby area has been used for pheasant rearing; an area to the south has 

been used as a storage yard and has some hardstanding and spoil/rubble 

heaps present.  

5.1.2 The fields are bound by the adjacent woodlands, Collyweston Great Wood 

SSSI and NNR to the northeast, a small, private wood with grassland and duck 

ponds to the north and Fineshade Woods to the west and south, with stretches 

of hedgerow on the west and southeast edges.  The hedgerow/treeline on the 

north side, linking Fineshade Woods to the northern private woodland and a 

short length linking two areas of Fineshade Woods also qualifies as ‘important’ 

under the HR since they are also used by protected species but lie outside the 

Site boundary so are not affected.  The managed hedgerow on the southeast 

boundary of the southern field of the proposed western extension, with arable 

on both sides, does not qualify as ‘important’ under the HR. 

5.1.3 The existing ENRMF site is active and its habitats are constantly changing but 

when surveyed, it comprised rough grassland and scrub, mainly around the 

margins, areas of ruderal vegetation, bare ground, hardstanding, haul-routes, 

buildings, water bodies (including those forming part of the water-management 

system, together with ponds managed for GCNs) and some more species-rich 

grassland on restored landfill cells.  It is bound by a wire fence to the north, with 

privately-owned woodland beyond and hedgerows to the east, south and west, 

a road beyond to the east and farm tracks to the south and west.  Only the 

hedgerow on the western side qualifies as ‘important’ under the HR, again for 

its use by protected reptile species. 

Species of note. 

5.1.4 The soil of the northern field is more calcareous than elsewhere on the Site and 

has three ‘arable weeds’ of interest within its margins.  Dwarf spurge and field 
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woundwort are classified as Near Threatened and corn mint as Vulnerable in 

the GB Red Data Book of Vascular Plants (Stroh et al., 201444).  

5.1.5 Japanese knotweed, an invasive non-native plant listed on Schedule-9 of the 

WCA, was recorded on the existing ENRMF site (and is now being treated).  

Conclusions. 

5.1.6 The hedgerows that meet the criteria for ‘importance’ under the HR and the 

Japanese knotweed are considered Important Ecological Features of this Site.  

The arable weed species listed by Stroh et al, 2014, are of interest but since 

arable farming is widespread in the area, they are considered resilient to the 

proposed activities.  

5.2 INVERTEBRATES 

5.2.1 The survey of 2019 concluded that the Site includes a range of habitats, from 

short, flowery turf and taller, grassy swards to scrub and woodland edge, some 

of which have deadwood features such as sapwood decay.  This is a range of 

habitats that is of value to invertebrates.  The most notable is the woodland 

edge and deadwood that is complemented by flowery grasslands and ruderal 

fringes, particularly on the eastern edges and the steep, flower-rich and diverse 

banks to certain ditches.   

5.2.2 The hedgerows are generally of poor-value for invertebrates due to a lack of 

woody species-richness and an apparently regular cutting regime, which tends 

to reduce variation in physical structures along a hedgerow. 

5.2.3 The survey of Fineshade Woods in 2020 recorded 238 species, including 11 

species currently considered of value.  The diversity of species is not especially 

rich, reflecting the fact that much of the survey was conducted along woodland 

rides and glade edges (to compare with the woodland edge) but does 

demonstrate the value of these edge habitats.  The woodland path edges are 

 

 

44 Stroh P A, Leach S J, August T A, Walker K J, Pearman D A, Rumsey F J, Harrower C A, Fay M F, Martin J P, 

Pankhurst T, Preston C D & Taylor I, 2014.  A Vascular Plant Red List for England.  Botanical Society of Britain 

and Ireland, Bristol. 
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in part flowery and characterized by open-habitat flowers such as common 

knapweed, thus they attract a suite of open-habitat species including many 

bees, wasps and fruit-flies.  The presence of a suite of woodland butterflies, the 

most noteworthy of which is the white admiral, is a feature of Fineshade Woods. 

5.2.4 The Collyweston Great Wood survey recorded 212 species, with 18 species 

considered as being of value.  The woodland is rich with saproxylic species and 

includes some scarce and niche species, such as those of heartwood decay.  It 

thus recorded fewer species than Fineshade Wood but had a greater number 

and proportion of scarce species; which is likely due to its greater number of 

mature and degenerate trees.  The two woodlands are connected to one-

another by tree lines and hedgerows that also border the proposed Western 

Extension Site.  There are similarities in the faunas present in the woodlands 

but also significant differences, largely around the suites of species associated 

with deadwood and to a lesser extent, the open habitats.  

Summary of importance. 

5.2.5 The Site’s boundary, providing woodland edge habitat with flower-rich 

grassland, is a high-value resource; the surrounding woodland survey 

acknowledges the importance of the Site to the robustness of populations within 

the two adjacent woodlands.  The Site’s invertebrate populations and the edge 

habitat are therefore Important Ecological Features, certainly in the zone of 

influence and probably the Rockingham Forest region. 

5.3 AMPHIBIANS 

GCNs. 

5.3.1 Of the eight waterbodies surveyed in 2019 and 2020, GCNs were recorded in 

six, with confirmed breeding in ponds on both sides of the Site.  Surveys carried 

out found GCNs using seven of them, with breeding confirmed by the finding of 

eggs.  Two of the ponds surveyed on the east side were created and managed 

for GCNs, with open banks and much aquatic vegetation.  The ponds in 

Fineshade Woods are typical woodland ponds, more shaded and therefore with 

less-optimal habitats and generally-lower numbers of GCNs.  
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Other amphibians. 

5.3.2 Smooth newts were recorded in every waterbody surveyed in at least one year, 

with larger numbers generally found on the eastern side.  Conversely, palmate 

newts apparently preferred the Fineshade Woods ponds.  Common toads were 

found in relatively few ponds and common frogs only in one but it was noted 

that the surveys may have started too late to find them in the ponds.  Adults 

and juveniles were found under ACOs on both woodland margins and are 

considered to occur widely, if in fairly small numbers, in both the adjacent 

woodlands. 

Summary of importance. 

5.3.3 GCNs are a protected species, present and breeding in both woods.  It is 

therefore considered an Important Ecological Feature in the context of the zone 

of influence at least. 

5.3.4 The common amphibians currently have limited statutory protection but the 

presence of a full range of species is a consideration for selection as an LWS45.  

Amphibians are therefore considered an Important Ecological Feature, in the 

context of the Site. 

5.4 REPTILES 

Adders. 

5.4.1 Adders are known to be present within Fineshade Woods and have also been 

found on roadside verges in the area.  More recent surveys identified a good 

population on the south-facing side of a wide, grassy ride in The Assarts and 

found adders at three sites in Collyweston Great Wood (S O’Riordan, pers. 

comm.).  They have also been recorded to the north and west of the existing 

ENRMF, most recently in 2016 and on the western edge of the central 

hedgerow across the Site in 2019.  

 

 

45Northamptonshire Biodiversity Partnership, Local Wildlife Sites Panel, 2014 (last updated) Wildlife 

Sites Selection Criteria, Northamptonshire. 
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Other reptiles. 

5.4.2 Common lizards and slow worms were found around all margins of the Site and 

have also been recorded regularly to the north of the existing ENRMF.  The 

largest concentrations appear to be on the western edge of Collyweston Great 

Wood (which is south facing) but it is likely that good populations occur in similar 

sunny ride edges in both woods.  Immature grass snakes have also been found 

infrequently on the ditch bank on the south-eastern boundary of The Assarts.  

Summary of importance. 

5.4.3 The Rockingham Forest area is said to be “of particular importance for the 

adder as it is one of the few areas where this formerly widespread species 

occurs in the East Midlands” (J Foster, Amphibian and Reptile Conservation 

Trust, consultation response) and with scattered, separate populations on both 

sides of the Site, it is clearly an Important Ecological Feature in a county or 

regional context. 

5.4.4 With populations on all woodland margins, the common reptiles are probably 

also found throughout the woodland, particularly on sunny rides and glades.  It 

is considered likely that they will be resilient to the development activities.  

5.5 BIRDS 

Passage and wintering birds. 

5.5.1 The existing ENRMF does not accept household waste so does not attract large 

numbers of birds such as corvids or gulls.  The waste types accepted at the site 

will not change as a result of the proposed development.  The survey area as 

a whole is not known for large passage/wintering bird flocks and the 2018/19 

survey has confirmed this.  The passage/wintering bird survey recorded 37 

species, mainly passerines, with most of these feeding in the arable fields and 

hedgerows.  No wintering waders such as lapwings or golden plover were 

recorded using the Site. 
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Summary of importance. 

5.5.2 The birds using the Site in autumn and winter are mainly residents, all found 

locally and are considered resilient to this development so do not form an 

Important Ecological Feature of the Site. 

Resident, breeding and summering birds. 

5.5.3 The summer bird survey of the proposed western extension recorded 47 

species and of the existing ENRMF recorded 34 species, using mainly the 

boundary hedgerows, northern slope and ponds on the northern edge.  Not 

surprisingly, there was a very large overlap in the two lists considering the 

proximity of the survey areas.  Several of the birds, such as red kite and 

peregrine, are resident elsewhere and visit the area to forage. 

Summary of importance. 

5.5.4 It is considered likely that the assemblage will be resilient to the development.  

Many of the birds are woodland and scrub species or conversely, need open 

habitats such as farmland.  For all these birds, not only will large areas of their 

preferred habitats continue to be present throughout but as the restoration is 

completed, the new habitats will be able to carry even greater numbers and a 

larger range of species than the Site does at present.  Breeding birds are 

therefore considered resilient and are not assessed further. 

5.6 BATS 

5.6.1 Whilst the fields of the proposed western extension area have woodland on two 

sides and there are at least two trees within the woodland TPA due to be 

retained, these are only two trees within the proposed western extension.  One 

of these, T1, was identified as having moderate bat roost suitability with 

Potential Roost Features (PRF) provided by lateral fissures on a storm-

damaged bough.  Whilst this tree may be retained, the results of the 2020 

surveys have been used to inform a supplementary PRA of trees within the TPA 

and, along with T1, targeted dusk/dawn surveys are currently being undertaken 

and will continue through late summer 2021.  The results of these surveys will 

be provided in a supplementary report.   
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5.6.2 Bat activity on the walked transects was overwhelmingly located along the 

wood edges, with very few bat passes recorded over the arable fields.  The 

majority of the activity was due to common and soprano pipistrelles, with the 

same individuals responsible for multiple passes.  Occasional passes by Myotis 

species of bats, barbastelles and brown long-eared bats were also recorded, 

with noctules and Leisler’s bats making high, overhead passes. 

5.6.3 The static detector surveys recorded the same six species plus passes by 

Myotis species and three passes by a Nathusius’ pipistrelle.  This level of 

activity by Nathusius' pipistrelle is insignificant given the sampling effort and the 

Site is very unlikely to be of material importance to this species.  The Myotis 

species were considered most likely to comprise a mixture of Daubenton's bat, 

Natterer's bat and whiskered/Brandt's bat.  Regular use of hedgerows, including 

the central hedgerow, for commuting was recorded by soprano pipistrelle, 

common pipistrelle and barbastelle but there was little evidence for commuting-

use by other species, including brown long-eared bat. 

5.6.4 There are no buildings or structures on the Site suitable for roosting bats but all 

bat passes were time-stamped by the detector and by comparing the number 

and timing of passes to known emergence and dawn-return times for individual 

species, likely roost locations could be identified in the adjacent woods.  Two 

detectors on the same ride in Collyweston Great Wood recorded high soprano 

pipistrelle activity in the roost emergence period and a doubling of passes in 

September and October, a time when juveniles would be on the wing; mating 

roosts of this species have been recorded in the bat boxes south of this wood.  

Most of the common pipistrelle activity over the emergence period was 

recorded along the wood edges of the northern field, making it likely that there 

are several roosts in this area.  

5.6.5 For Myotis bats, high activity in the emergence period was recorded on one ride 

in The Assarts and at two locations in Collyweston Great Wood.  Most 

barbastelle activity was recorded along woodland edges with very little in open 

habitat; most emergence-time activity was recorded in Collyweston Great 

Wood and this species has been recorded using bat boxes in woodland to the 

north of the existing ENRMF.  
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5.6.6 Noctules are high-flyers with loud calls so one bat can be responsible for 

multiple recordings however, most emergence-time activity was recorded at 

one detector in The Assarts.  Leisler’s bats are similarly high-flyers but most 

calls indicated they simply commute over the Site and there were few passes 

in the emergence period so there is no indication of a roost, although this 

species has also been found in bat boxes to the north of the existing ENRMF. 

5.6.7  Brown long-eared bats have very low-amplitude calls and feed mainly on 

moths, often in open grassland areas.  This survey gave no indication of a 

potential roost site, although they are also found in the bat boxes to the north 

of the existing ENRMF.  

Summary of importance. 

5.6.8 Due to its high statutory protection, the bat assemblage using the Site is 

considered an Important Ecological Feature within the zone of influence 

however, given their mobility and the fact that most species are foraging and 

commuting along the woodland margin and along rides within the woodland, it 

is considered likely that they will be generally resilient to any effects of the 

development.  Several bats were recorded using the central hedgerow but the 

same species were also recorded crossing the open field, although in smaller 

numbers.  

5.7 DORMICE 

5.7.1 Dormice have been introduced into Bedford Purlieus (Ian White, PTES, pers. 

comm.) and have been present in Fineshade Woods as long as historically 

known (Dr. G Hitchcock, pers. comm.) but as yet, have not crossed into 

Collyweston Great Wood from either side.  Annual box checks carried out since 

2016 just to the south of Collyweston Great Wood have found no sign of them 

and nut hunts have also proved negative.  

5.7.2 NBRC provided 24 dormouse records within 2km of the Site from Fineshade 

Wood to 2018 and more recent annual checks there indicate they are getting 

nearer to the Western Extension.  Dormouse nest tubes have also been placed 

in the central hedgerow in 2019, 2020 and 2021.  To date (30 June 2021), there 

is no evidence they use the Site or the current ENRMF. 
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Summary of importance. 

5.7.3 Extending the area occupied by dormice to include Collyweston Great Wood 

would be excellent for the Roots of Rockingham project, a large step on the 

way to reaching the Bedford Purlieus mice and establishing a metapopulation.  

Though not strictly an Important Ecological Feature of the Site at present, they 

are certainly such a feature for Fineshade Woods and will hopefully be so for 

the development Site in the future.  

5.8 OTHER MAMMALS 

Deer. 

5.8.1 Fallow, roe and muntjac deer are all known to be present in the area and all 

have been recorded crossing the arable fields.  Although locally shot to control 

the population, they must be prevented from accidental death or injury on the 

active Site and therefore, standard deer fencing will be erected adjacent to the 

GCN fence to exclude all deer.  Signage will also alert vehicle drivers to be 

aware of and to avoid deer. 

Brown hares. 

5.8.2 Only one post-2000 record was provided by NERC but individuals of this 

species are occasionally seen using the arable fields on and adjacent to the 

Site, particularly on early morning surveys.  Although an S41 species, they are 

not considered an Important Ecological Feature of the Site due to their scarcity 

and probable resilience to the development activities but they are recorded for 

reporting to NERC. 

5.9 SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT ECOLOGICAL FEATURES 

5.9.1 The Important Ecological Features identified above are shown in Table 7, 

together with the geographical area over which they are considered important.  

No plant species or communities, other than hedgerows, have intrinsic value so 

they are assessed as habitat for important species and discussed with these 

species.   
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5.9.2 Some of the hedgerows meet the criteria for importance under HR but aside 

from this, all the hedgerows on the Site are important for providing what little 

connectivity there is between the two adjacent woodlands; this hedgerow 

framework is therefore also an important ecological feature of the Site in its own 

right.  This framework provides food, shelter, cover and a movement corridor 

for all the faunal groups using the Site and is the key to expanding these 

attributes to the whole of the Western Extension. 

Table 7.  Summary of Important Ecological Features. 

Ecological Feature Reason for Importance 
Geographic 

Context 

Collyweston Great 

Wood and Easton 

Hornstocks SSSI 

and NNR. 

A unique ancient lime woodland, part 

of the historic Rockingham Forest.  

Many unusual woodland plants and 

birds are recorded. 

National. 

Bedford Purlieus 

SSSI and NNR.   

Ancient oak and ash coppice-with-

standards woodland with a diverse 

flora. 

National. 

Bonemills Hollow 

SSSI. 

Marshland on the valley floor and 

Jurassic calcareous grassland areas. 

National. 

Fineshade Woods 

LNR. 

A large woodland containing areas of 

replanted and existing ancient 

woodland, important for a wide range 

of wildlife. 

County. 

Hedgerow 

framework. 

Providing feeding areas for 

invertebrates and thus for 

amphibians, reptiles, birds, bats and 

potentially dormice; providing cover 

and shelter for reptiles and 

amphibians and a movement corridor 

for bats. 

 Zone of 

influence. 
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Ecological Feature Reason for Importance 
Geographic 

Context 

Site margins 

(proposed western 

extension). 

Providing woodland edge habitat; 

mature trees and flower-rich 

grassland, linking the bordering 

woods for a suite of important 

invertebrate species and 

herpetofauna. 

Zone of 

influence. 

GCNs. Afforded protection under the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations, 

2019 and the WCA; not breeding 

within the Site but likely to use its 

margins for foraging. 

Zone of 

influence. 

Common amphibian 

assemblage. 

Valued in Northants, where a good 

assemblage, together with reptiles, is 

a selection feature for LWS. 

Zone of 

influence. 

Adders. Priority species for Back from the 

Brink; one of the few areas this 

species occurs in the East Midlands. 

County. 

Bat assemblage. Statutory protection, some use of the 

central (and other) hedgerows but 

likely to be resilient.   

Zone of 

influence. 

Dormice. A protected species, not yet present, 

whose use of the Site would help to 

bolster connection of the local 

Rockingham Forest metapopulation.   

Future site, 

linking the 

populations of 

Fineshade 

Woods and 

Bedford 

Purlieus. 
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5.10 DATA LIMITATIONS 

5.10.1 The information provided by the desk study, consultations and suite of field 

surveys described above is fully adequate for the assessment of potential 

impacts and identification of mitigation measures.  

6 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

6.1 The details of the proposed scheme are presented in full detail in the application 

documents.  A summary of the scheme, relevant to the ecology of the Site and 

its surroundings, is given below.  

 Phased removal of certain hedgerows to allow construction of a new haul 

road into the Western Extension. 

 Erection of a fence to protect deer and protected species from accessing 

the active working area in the western extension area at any time. 

 The construction of new landfill void, in a number of phases, for the disposal 

of the same range of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive waste 

(LLW) currently disposed of at the existing ENRMF site, supported by the 

existing site infrastructure.  

 The continuation of filling of the existing ENRMF landfill with hazardous 

waste and LLW (subject of the current Development Consent Order (DCO)) 

and the amendment of the consented restoration profile to tie the existing 

landfill in to the proposed extension landform.  

 The winning and working of minerals in order to create the landfill void and 

provide extracted materials for use on Site as well as the exportation of clay 

and overburden for use at other sites.  

 The stockpiling of clay, overburden and soils for use in the construction of 

the engineered containment system at the Site and restoration of the Site. 

 The direct input of waste into the existing and new landfill. 

 An increase to the waste throughput of the waste treatment and recovery 

facility to 250,000tpa, which comprises an increase of 50,000tpa compared 

with the rate consented in the 2018 DCO amendment.   
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 A combined total waste importation rate limit to Site including that to the 

waste treatment and recovery facility and to the landfill, which will be an 

increase of 50,000tpa compared with the currently consented total input 

rate. 

 No increase to the hours currently worked on the site. 

 The diversion of an overhead electricity cable that crosses the Western 

Extension to an alternative route within the application area.  

 Restoration to generally domed landforms in the extension area and 

amendment to the approved restoration profile of the existing ENRMF site 

to create a coherent restored landform over the whole application site.  

 Restoration of the Site to nature conservation interest using the soils 

available at the Site as well as suitable imported materials.  

 Completion of the landfilling and restoration operations by December 2046; 

retention of infrastructure until 2046 and of long-term management 

infrastructure beyond this date.  

 The Site will be subject to a twenty-year aftercare and maintenance period 

following the completion of restoration.   

7 IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS  

7.1 IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE SPECIFIC TO SSSI  

7.1.1 Table 7 above shows the three SSSIs for which a planning risk zone includes 

all or part of the Site.  Where parts of the Site lie within more than one risk zone, 

the issues required to be considered for the closest zone have been taken to 

refer to the whole Site.  Since the planning issues identified for the closest zone 

to Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks SSSI include all of the 

issues identified for the relevant zones of the other SSSIs, it is assumed that 

any measures required to protect the former will also protect the sites further 

away.  

7.1.2 Relevant issues identified, as shown in MAGIC, for these SSSIs are: 

 Infrastructure: overhead electricity cables are to be removed and re-sited 

underground. 
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 Extraction of minerals. 

 Air Pollution: creation of dust either in construction or operation or of air 

pollution from use of vehicles during both construction and operation. 

 Combustion: flaring of landfill gas from the two pre-Augean cells, now 

diminishing (no further landfill gas will be generated). 

 Waste: mechanical and biological waste treatment, hazardous landfill and 

LLW. 

 Discharges: any discharge of water or liquid waste of more than 5m³/day to 

ground (i.e., to seep away) or to surface water, such as a beck or stream 

(discharge/runoff to be controlled at level obtained pre-development). 

 There is also potential for hydrological effects, specifically restrictions on 

surface water drainage patterns, on the two woods by the opening of the 

void space.   

7.1.3 These woodlands are ancient and provide for a large number of rare and valued 

species and any damage to them would constitute a significant negative effect.  

All these issues are considered and resolved fully in the relevant sections of the 

ES however, in summary,  

 The ENRMF is the subject of three Environmental Permits (EP): for the 

hazardous waste landfilling operations, for the waste treatment and 

recovery facility and for the LLW disposal activities.  Any extension to the 

waste management operations at the site will continue to be the subject of 

EPs.  

 Environmental monitoring during the operational and aftercare phases while 

the Site is managed will be carried out to confirm that the levels of 

contaminants and radiation in a range of media relevant to potential 

exposure pathways such as landfill gas, air emissions, leachate, surface 

water, groundwater and dust will not exceed the environmental thresholds 

and radiation dose criteria that are set for the site within the EPs.  

 Samples are taken to an agreed programme specified in the EPs and follow 

protocols approved by the Environment Agency with the resulting monitoring 

data reported to it.  The monitoring regime provides assurance that the Site 

is performing as expected and that the design, construction and operating 
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standards of the Site are effective in eliminating or controlling any exposure 

risks. 

 Monitoring for the existing landfill site shows that the engineered 

containment measures are effective and that groundwater quality adjacent 

to the site is not affected by the landfill activities.  The surface water and 

groundwater quality will continue to be monitored in accordance with 

schemes agreed with the Environment Agency through the EPs. 

 The proposed development has the potential to generate dust through cell 

excavation and engineering, soil stripping and restoration, mineral 

extraction operations, materials handling, on-site transportation, waste 

processing, stockpiles and exposed surfaces together with off-site 

transportation.  The dust emissions from the site are monitored under the 

EPs.  The thresholds in the EP are set to protect both human health and the 

environment.  Dust in the air is monitored at the boundary of the site as 

deposited dust and as PM10.  Large dust particles are deposited fairly rapidly 

and usually close to the point of arising at most whereas smaller particles 

including PM10 have the potential to travel greater distances from the point 

of arising.  Monitoring data for the site boundary over the last five years 

shows that the only exceedances of the 200mg/m2 deposited dust potential 

nuisance threshold were as a result of agricultural activities on neighbouring 

fields and not as a result of waste management activities.  No PM10 

concentrations have been recorded at the boundary of the site above 

10micrograms/m3.  No air quality threshold is set for PM10 for the protection 

of ecosystems however, the concentrations of any PM10 particulates 

recorded in the air at the boundary of the site are well below 

40micrograms/m3, which is the annual mean air quality target concentration. 

 The emissions to air from the site are also controlled under the EP.  The site 

is not permitted to accept waste with a total organic carbon content (TOC) 

greater than 6% therefore, there is minimal potential for the deposited waste 

to generate landfill gas or other vapours.  The limit on TOC in hazardous 

waste was imposed in the UK in 2004 so in Phases 1 and 2, waste with 

higher concentrations of organic carbon was deposited.  The gas generated 
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in these phases is collected and combusted in a flare stack, which is 

controlled through the EP.   

 Gas emissions from all other phases of the landfill are monitored regularly 

but volumes are so low that there is insufficient to warrant connection to the 

active gas collection system.  All new phases of the landfill in the proposed 

extension will be subject to the restriction on TOC content and therefore, 

substantial volumes of gas are highly unlikely to be generated.  The quantity 

of gas generated in Phases 1 and 2 already is declining and this decline will 

continue. 

7.1.4 Both Collyweston Great Wood and the northern part of Fineshade Wood could 

suffer impacts to the growth of the trees nearest to the Site by damage to their 

roots resulting in weakening, particularly of older trees, caused by the erection 

of a steel fence for herpetofauna protection, together with a deer exclusion 

fence, around the working area.  Such damage will be avoided by erecting the 

fence as described in paragraph 8.2.4 below.  

7.2 IDENTIFICATION OF GENERAL ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

7.2.1 From an ecological perspective, the activities associated with quarrying and 

landfilling are very similar during the construction and operational phases and 

are likely to take place simultaneously in different parts of the Site so are 

considered together.  Similarly, since restoration takes place sequentially as 

work progresses, there is no specific decommissioning phase.  The potential 

impacts arising from these activities are considered to be the following:  

 Loss of habitat arising from Site clearance and quarrying. 

 Habitat and biodiversity gain arising from restoration. 

 Severance of territories or connecting habitats arising from Site clearance, 

laying down of haul routes, creation of soil bunds or stockpiles of clay and 

overburden, etc. 

 Provision of new connecting habitats arising from restoration. 

 Killing or injuring protected species. 

 Disturbance to specially protected birds nesting close to the Site.  
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 Disturbance to local hydrology, resulting in reduction in ground water 

available to local trees. 

 Damage or destruction of bird nests or eggs during vegetation clearance. 

 The spread of invasive plant species as a result of vehicle movements. 

 Prolonged noise, vibrations and dust from extraction activities. 

 Increase in vehicle movements with associated noise and dust. 

8 EMBEDDED AVOIDANCE, MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT 

MEASURES 

8.1 PRE-DEVELOPMENT 

8.1.1 The following measures will take place in advance of the development activities 

summarised in Section 6.  They are intended to build up the existing hedgerow 

framework and to improve and protect the current field margins, together greatly 

increasing habitat connectivity.  They will also provide significant biodiversity 

net gain.  These measures will include: 

 The creation of a new species-rich hedgerow, running parallel to and 1-2m 

away from the existing grown-out tree-line and gappy hedgerow currently 

forming the western boundary of the western extension.  It will run between 

the northeast end of The Assarts (Fineshade Woods) and the northwest 

corner of the western extension.  This double hedgerow will provide egg-

laying sites and larval food plants for some of the important woodland 

butterflies (including white-letter and black hairstreaks) and strengthen 

connectivity for a range of other invertebrates and mammals, including 

dormice. 

 Creating a bank and planting a new hedgerow/treeline along the southeast 

boundary of the southern field to the west of the farm track.  This will in time 

provide wind-shelter and connectivity with the utility corridors. 

 Gapping-up the southern boundary of the existing ENRMF, where work in 

this area is complete (and continuing as these phases are completed) to 

provide further connectivity, extending to the roadside hedgerow.  
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 Delineating a wide buffer-strip, measured from the top of the field-side ditch-

top, around the whole of the northern field of the proposed western 

extension.  At the moment, this strip is part arable, part rough grassland; it 

will all be converted to grassland, mainly wildflowers for pollinators and other 

invertebrates and partly tussocky grassland providing cover for amphibians 

and reptiles.  No habitat other than a strip of arable will be lost in creating 

this buffer, which will include (and in some areas extend beyond) the Root 

Protection Area (RPA)/Construction exclusion Zone (CEZ) of the adjacent 

woodlands, in order to give them maximum protection.   

 Low scrub, including bramble, will be encouraged to spread over the 

tussocky areas and any available deadwood, bricks or rubble will be used 

to create hibernacula and basking areas.  This buffer strip will include (and 

in some areas, extend beyond) the RPA of the adjacent woodlands, 

protecting them from disturbance.  No vehicles, fires or piling of material of 

any description, other than deadwood etc. for the creation of hibernacula 

and basking sites, will be allowed inside it, which will also protect any nests 

or roost in the woodland edge from disturbance.  It will be retained and 

managed throughout the development on the northern field. 

8.2 ON GRANT OF THE DCO: FENCING AND REMOVAL TO SAFETY OF 

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 

8.2.1 Before development starts in the northern field of the proposed western 

extension, it will be necessary to erect fencing around at least the first cell 

(Phase 12) in order to protect deer from accidental death or injury.  This fence 

will also serve as the Site security fence.  Finer mesh wire fencing will be 

attached to the bottom of the deer fencing with a buried horizontal return to 

prevent badgers from burrowing under the fence.  At the moment there is no 

evidence that GCNs use most of this area but they have been recorded from 

the ditch on the eastern boundary of Collyweston Great Wood and as a 

protective measure (both for amphibians and reptiles), an exclusion fence for 

these animals will be included in the fence-line.  

8.2.2 An initial application has been made to Natural England Wildlife Licensing to 

obtain, if possible, a provisional acceptance or alternatively, an indication that 
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district-level licensing would be more appropriate.  Whichever is selected, a full 

application will be made as soon as the DCO is granted. 

8.2.3 The erection of protective fencing around the operational areas of the Site will 

be carried out progressively as the Site development proceeds in a phased 

manner.  The principles of the phased development are explained in the ES but 

in general terms, the northern area of the proposed western extension will be 

developed and completed first from north (Phase 12) to south (Phase 14).  The 

southern part of the extension will then be operated and completed from south 

to north (Phase 15 to Phase 18).  The final section of the Site to be operated 

will be the central sections of the Western Extension (Phases 19 to 21), which 

will include the completion of the adjoining areas of Phases 7 to 9 and Phase 

11 in the existing ENRMF site. 

8.2.4 The fencing for each operational phase will comprise one or both of amphibian 

exclusion fencing and deer exclusion fencing (which will also serve as Site 

security fencing) depending on the needs for each area of the Western 

Extension as described in detail below. 

 The first phase of development and hence fencing will be around at least 

the northern first phase (Phase 12) and will include a lockable gate for the 

new haul route.   

 The GCN protective fence will be constructed on the line of the stand-off 

from the inner bank (i.e., the site-side) of the boundary ditches.  This steel 

fence will be 1.2m-high, with the top bent towards the woodland and the 

base sunk 200m into the ground.  This will ensure that amphibians, reptiles 

and small mammals are not admitted to the active area and are therefore 

not killed or injured during the development works in this area. 

 A deer exclusion fence 1.8m-high will be constructed immediately inside the 

GCN fence.  This will prevent deer (fallow and smaller) and other mammals 

from gaining entrance to the working area.  

 The deer fence will require tensioning posts on the woodland side of the 

fence at 50m intervals and on any change of the fencing line and for this 

operation, tree roots will be protected by digging holes for the posts 

manually under supervision.  Minor tree roots (as defined in the 

Arboricultural Report, Appendix 2, may be severed but if major tree roots 
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are encountered, the posts will be moved far enough away to avoid 

damaging the root.  

8.2.5 Following the erection of the fences around each phase of the proposed 

operational area, trapping and translocation (to a previously designated 

mitigation area as set out in the licence) will be carried out under licence to 

remove to safety all amphibians and reptiles currently using the fenced area. 

8.2.6 Once all animals are removed to safely, initial works will include the removal of 

enough of the western boundary hedgerow between the existing ENRMF and 

Western Extension, most of the eastern half of the central hedgerow and the 

grassland strip currently crossing the Western Extension.  Hedgerow removal 

is required in order to create the route for the haul road from the existing 

ENRMF site to the northern Phase 12 area.  It will be carried out under 

ecological supervision. 

8.3 DURING DEVELOPMENT AND RESTORATION 

8.3.1 Fencing will be removed and moved as phases are complete, releasing 

restored areas to provide additional connectivity for wildlife (see Table 8 below), 

trapping and transporting reptiles from hedgerows due to be removed and 

installing targeted areas of deer fencing around the scrub and woodland 

plantings as required. 

8.3.2 The nature of the exclusion fencing that will be needed around each operational 

area will be confirmed at the time in accordance with the DCO Environmental 

Commitments.  Based on the findings of the ecological surveys, the fencing 

proposals for operational areas are as follows: 

Table 8.  Fencing requirements for each development phase. 

Operational area Fencing types needed 

Phases 12 to 14 in the northern 

area of the western extension 

including any haul road or other 

operational areas 

10m standoff area from the inner bank of 

the boundary ditches 

Amphibian exclusion fencing 

Deer exclusion fencing 
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Operational area Fencing types needed 

Phases 15 to 17 in the southern 

area of the Western Extension. 

10m standoff from the western woodland 

boundary ditch. 

5m standoff from the eastern boundary 

hedgerow to be planted to the west of the 

farm track. 

No standoff needed from the southern 

boundary. 

Amphibian and deer exclusion fence all 

around the area. 

Phase 18. 10m standoff from the western woodland 

boundary ditch. 

No standoff needed from the southern and 

north-eastern boundaries. 

Deer exclusion fence all around the area. 

Phases 19 to 21 in the central 

area of the Western Extension. 

10m standoff from the western and north-

western woodland boundary ditch. 

No standoff needed from the northern 

boundary.  The eastern boundary will be 

continuous with the operational area of 

the existing ENRMF. 

Amphibian and deer exclusion fence all 

around the outer boundary of the area. 

8.3.3 Throughout the works, the embedded mitigation measures proposed to 

ameliorate any negative effects will be undertaken.  Other opportunities for 

enhancement of the Site will also be taken and will be implemented during the 

restoration phases of the Site to achieve biodiversity gain where appropriate 

and feasible. 

8.3.4 The fields separating the two woods are currently under arable management, 

involving regular movement of farm machinery.  This management will continue 
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on the areas of the Site not being used for deposition of waste and restoration 

or other operations.  The impact of this management (dust, noise and vibration) 

will be no greater than at present.  

8.3.5 Hydrological effects on the woodlands are assessed in detail in the ES but are 

not considered significant based on the proposed surface water management 

plan, which will retain current surface water flow patterns to the boundary 

drainage ditches and other features. 

8.3.6 With the embedded mitigation and plans for management of dust and surface-

water runoff in place, it is considered likely that Collyweston Great Wood and 

Fineshade Wood, considered as woodland, including their woody and ground 

flora species, would be resilient to the development.  Impacts on the faunal 

species for which they are important are considered below. 

9 DETAILS OF AVOIDANCE AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES 

9.1 HEDGEROWS 

9.1.1 To allow for Site clearance, working and restoration, two hedgerows, totalling 

some 800m of existing hedgerow, will eventually be lost.  One of these runs 

east-west between the two fields of the Western Extension and the second is 

on the western edge of the existing ENRMF.  Both of these meet the criteria for 

S41 Habitats of Principal Importance and for importance under the HR but only 

because the adjacent verges of both are used by all four common reptiles; both 

hedgerows are species-poor.  These hedgerows act as movement corridors, 

nesting habitats, feeding areas and cover for a variety of plant and animal 

species. 

9.1.2 Both hedgerows will be removed in two operations, initially with only sufficient 

taken from each to allow creation of a haul route from the existing ENRMF to 

the northern field.  The reptiles will be removed to safety before either hedgerow 

is breached.  By the time the remainder of the hedgerows is removed, there will 

be at least two hedgerow corridors across the Site, new and enhanced 

hedgerows along three field edges, a large area of new reptile habitat and all 

the remaining reptiles will have been removed to safety.  The planned 
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restoration will provide several times as much new and gapped-up hedgerow, 

all of it species-rich, as will be lost.  

Significance of residual effects. 

9.1.3 With these measures in place, there may still be a small, temporary loss of 

hedgerows until the new hedgerows grow up however, even in the context of 

the Site, this will be negative (not significant).  In the medium-term, the planned 

mitigation will constitute a significant positive effect. 

9.2 INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES 

9.2.1 A small area of Japanese knotweed was identified in ruderal (‘wasteland’) 

vegetation on the northern edge of the existing ENRMF site.  This is now being 

treated and will not be allowed to spread.  No other invasive aliens have been 

found to date.  There is therefore no negative impact from this source.  

Approved methods of dealing with this plant are set out on the Gov.UK 

website46 and further advice is available from the Environment Agency.  A 

watching brief will be kept for any new occurrence and should any further 

invasive alien plants be found, treatment will begin at once.  The Site is 

considered resilient to this issue. 

9.3 THE SITE MARGINS 

9.3.1 The invertebrate surveys have shown that the arable fields have minimal 

interest but the grassed Site margins of the proposed western extension hold a 

good variety of invertebrates.  Further, surveys of the adjacent woodlands have 

also shown that many, if not most, of the important woodland invertebrates also 

use the adjacent Site margins, particularly those margins with an open, sunny 

aspect and a good range of flowering plants, which supply nectar and pollen for 

the adults of the saproxylic species.  This is a good indication that the relatively 

 

 

46 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/prevent-japanese-knotweed-from-spreading 
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species-rich Site margins are essential to the woodland species, particularly 

those that are restricted to ancient woodland.  

9.3.2 ACOs placed in these margins were also used by all four of the common reptile 

species and by at least two of the five amphibians found on the Site.  Since all 

the smaller species are insectivorous and the two snake species prey on 

herptiles or small mammals, woodland margins that provide a good range of 

structure and invertebrate food plants are important to these groups also.  For 

all these reasons, loss of the margins, especially the widest, would constitute a 

significant negative impact within at least the zone of influence and given the 

importance of the ancient woodland, possibly to the wider Rockingham Forest 

area. 

9.3.3 A wide margin will be retained around the borders of all woodland, including the 

RPA for the adjoining woods.  These margins will be managed to maintain a 

good range of flowering (pollinator) species and a wide variety of structural 

habitats.  The non-woodland margins will abut species-rich hedgerows, 

including larval foodplants for a number of butterflies and will also include a 

number of plants to attract pollinators.  

9.3.4 With these plans in place, very little woodland marginal grassland will be lost 

and all of the margins around the proposed western extension will be enhanced 

as set out above to support strong populations of invertebrates and their 

predators, that is reptiles, amphibians, birds and bats, on all boundaries.  These 

species will therefore be immediately available to move onto the restored area.  

This will ensure a significant positive residual effect.  

9.4 AMPHIBIANS 

9.4.1 Currently, there are no waterbodies on the proposed Western Extension to the 

site but amphibians also require terrestrial habitat; the survey results show that 

both common toad and common frog use the woodland margins for this 

purpose.  This habitat will be increased and enhanced, both by extending the 

grassland and by also creating new basking and hibernating sites, including log 

and rubble piles.  There will also be a new wetland at the northern edge of the 

proposed western extension and a new watercourse (Swallow Brook) 
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connecting the two adjacent woodlands, together with a number of ponds along 

the southern edge of the existing ENRMF.  

9.4.2 No waterbodies will be lost but at present there is minimal connectivity between 

the ponds, thus limiting the potential for establishment of metapopulations.  

Without new habitat creation and provision of an improved marginal habitat, 

there is the potential for some populations to be reduced or lost, which would 

constitute a significant negative effect over an unknown area. 

9.4.3 The protective fence to be erected around the northern field of the proposed 

western extension area as an embedded measure will prevent death or injury 

of amphibians.  This, together with the restoration plan and the early 

enhancement measures already described, envisages active improvement of 

the woodland margin habitat, with the provision of species-rich grassland and 

basking/hibernating sites, including log and rubble piles.  

Significance of effects. 

9.4.4 With these enhancements in place, the animals will be protected and the 

current limited connectivity of amphibian populations will be improved, bringing 

the potential for genetic mixing and for increasing the populations, thus 

reducing the likelihood of losing any species, at least locally.  This outcome 

would constitute a significant positive effect over at least the study area.  

9.5 ADDERS 

9.5.1 Adders, a Priority Species for the Roots of Rockingham project, are predatory 

on the common reptiles and amphibians so are much the least widespread 

reptile species and to date, have not been recorded in the woodland marginal 

strip anywhere along the field edges.  They are found in both Fineshade Woods 

and Collyweston Great Wood but appear to be scarce in the latter, possibly 

because there is less open grassland near to low cover there.   

9.5.2 One adder was recorded several times in 2016 in grassland between the 

existing ENRMF and Collyweston Great Wood but since then, the grassland 

has been shaded-out by trees and no adders have been recorded.  There is 

one record, from 2019, of an adder at the western end of the central hedgerow 
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that crosses the proposed western extension and there is a strong need to 

improve habitat connectivity as a step towards linking the scattered populations.  

More recently, some felling in Collyweston Great Wood has increased the 

potential for adders to use more open areas so linking the two populations 

would be a significant positive effect. 

9.5.3 As part of the restoration, three wide, grassy corridors are planned to cross the 

Western Extension (along the watercourse between Phases 14 and 21, 

between Phases 18 and 19/20 and between Phases 17 and 18).  All three will 

have a double hedgerow on each side with wildflower grassland, managed to 

give a range of heights.  The most northerly of these will directly connect 

Fineshade Woods to the area on the eastern side where there was an adder 

record in 2016.  The western half of the central hedgerow will remain in place 

and will be managed to provide good habitat for reptiles and invertebrates until 

the northern hedgerow of the northern corridor is established and the three cells 

to the north of it are completed and restored.  Only then will the remainder of 

the central hedgerow be removed. 

Significance of effects. 

9.5.4 With these enhancements in place, the connectivity of adder habitat will be 

improved, providing the means for linking the populations and reducing the 

likelihood of losing the species, at least locally.  This outcome would constitute 

a significant positive effect over at least the study area and possibly over all of 

Rockingham Forest. 

9.6 BIRDS 

9.6.1 The surveys showed that the Site supports a good range of probable/possible 

breeding species.  These include many S41 species, Red-/Amber-listed 

species and local BAP species, which are declining nationally, particularly 

farmland birds such as skylark, yellowhammer, reed bunting and corn bunting.  

They also showed that several S1 bird species, including hobby and barn owl, 

feed and probably breed in the vicinity.  The breeding bird community of the 

Site is thus significant at the scale of the zone of influence.  Removal of 

hedgerows or clearance of arable fields in the breeding season would have a 
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negative effect on this breeding bird community; damaging or destroying active 

nests or eggs and/or killing or injuring nestlings are also offences under the 

WCA and would comprise a significant negative effect. 

9.6.2 All hedgerow removal will take place outside the breeding season and the 

arable fields will remain in this use until required for development.  Loss of 

hedgerow breeding habitat will be minimised and adjoining arable land will 

continue to be available.  Numbers of breeding pairs of some species may show 

short-term reductions but no species will be lost and no active nests will be 

destroyed or damaged.  Restoration to land of higher biodiversity value will 

provide habitat not only for many farmland species but also for additional birds 

of woodland, scrub and wetlands.  The bird community is therefore considered 

resilient to this development. 

9.7 BATS 

9.7.1 There are no buildings or structures on the Site suitable for bats to roost in and 

no tree-roosts are known within the Site, although any trees to be felled will be 

re-assessed.  There will normally be no night-time working and the Site will not 

be floodlit so bats will not be subject to disturbance by light, noise or dust when 

they emerge.  If lighting is necessary for health and safety reasons, it will be 

directed downward; at the time of year when lighting might be needed during 

working hours, bats will be in hibernation.  

9.7.2 The great majority of commuting and foraging activity currently takes place 

along the woodland edges and woodland rides.  The hedgerows abutting and 

crossing the Site are also used by a small number of species and some bats 

do also cross the open fields both north and south of the central hedgerow in 

the Western Extension.  Overall, this group is considered resilient to the 

development, although the loss of part of the central hedgerow may have a 

negative (not significant) effect on some species. 

9.7.3 Three wide, grassy corridors are planned to cross the Western Extension as 

part of the development.  All three will have a double hedgerow on each side 

with wildflower grassland; all bats are insectivores and the species-rich 

grassland and hedgerows will be designed to attract insects and therefore 
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provide additional foraging.  The western half of the central hedgerow will 

remain until the northern hedgerow of the most northerly of the new corridors, 

together with the three cells to the north of it, are completed and restored.  Only 

then will the remainder of the central hedgerow be removed.  In the meantime, 

enhancement of the marginal strip adjacent to the woodlands will attract more 

insects so increasing the foraging available along the edges.  In due course, 

restoration of the Site to woodland, grassland, scrub and hedgerows will greatly 

improve both foraging and, in time, roost opportunities.  

9.7.4 There will be a temporary (not significant) negative effect due to the loss of part 

of one hedgerow but with the embedded mitigation and continuous restoration 

habitat in place, there will be a significant positive effect over the zone of 

influence. 

9.8 DORMICE 

9.8.1 No dormice or signs of them have been found anywhere on or close to the Site 

so at present, no mitigation is needed but monitoring surveys will continue so 

that protective measures can be put in place should they reach the Site.  New 

habitat creation will include woody species known to be preferred by dormice.  

9.9 SUMMARY OF RESIDUAL EFFECTS  

9.9.1 A summary of the significance of the residual effects for each ecological feature, 

together with the proposed mitigation, is given in Table 9.    

Table 9.  Summary of residual effects and any proposed further 

mitigation. 

Ecological 

feature 

Proposed mitigation and 

enhancement 

Residual 

effect 

Collyweston Great 

Wood and Easton 

Hornstocks SSSI 

and NNR. 

Provision of a wide RPA managed to 

provide habitat for many woodland 

plants and animals.  Measures to 

Significant 

positive. 
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Ecological 

feature 

Proposed mitigation and 

enhancement 

Residual 

effect 

Fineshade Woods 

LNR. 

prevent dust and to control water 

movements. 

Significant 

positive. 

Short-term loss of 

two short lengths 

of species-poor 

hedgerows, 

important for 

reptiles; eventual 

loss of both 

hedgerows. 

Protection and enhancement of off-site 

hedgerows in advance; retention of at 

least half of the central hedgerow and 

western hedgerow for as long as 

possible and replacement with three 

east-west species-rich hedgerow 

corridors, with additional connectivity 

through the restoration plan. 

Phased loss of 

two existing 

hedgerows, 

advance 

provision of 

new and 

gapped-up 

hedgerows and 

long-term 

significant 

positive effect 

on restoration. 

Site Margins. Enhancement through management to 

create increased and improved habitat 

for invertebrates and herpetofauna and 

improved foraging for other mammals. 

Significant 

positive. 

GCNs. Erection of protective fence before 

works start to prevent death or injury. 

Enhanced management of the marginal 

grassland to provide improved and 

increased habitat for invertebrates and 

herpetofauna. 

Significant 

positive. 

Common 

amphibian 

assemblage. 

Significant 

positive. 

Adders. Retention of at least half of the current 

central hedgerow, managed as suitable 

adder habitat.  Creation of three east-

Significant 

positive. 
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Ecological 

feature 

Proposed mitigation and 

enhancement 

Residual 

effect 

west corridors to provide movement 

and foraging areas for adders. 

Enhanced management of the marginal 

grassland to provide improved and 

increased habitat for herpetofauna. 

Bat assemblage. Retention of at least half of the current 

east-west hedgerow to provide 

commuting habitat for bats.  

Creation of three new east-west 

corridors to provide commuting and 

foraging habitat for bats. 

Enhanced management of the marginal 

grassland to provide improved and 

increased habitat for invertebrates. 

Significant 

positive. 

9.10 ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

9.10.1  The local authorities (Northamptonshire County Council and East 

Northants District Council, which have now been replaced by North 

Northamptonshire Council) were consulted with respect to projects to be 

included in the cumulative impact assessments.  Northamptonshire County Council 

confirmed that the development that should be included are Collyweston 

Quarry, Wakerley Quarry, Cooks Hole Quarry and Thornhaugh Quarry.  East 

Northants District Council did not identify any relevant additional developments.  

The operations at the sites identified above are relatively close to the proposed 

development and all are operating in combination with the existing site 

currently. It is considered likely that due to the consistency of the proposed

operations compared with the current consented activities there will not be any

in combination likely significant effects. 
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10 COMPENSATION AND ENHANCEMENT 

10.1 Replacement habitats are embedded within the design, fully mitigating all 

adverse effects and providing additional enhancement therefore, no 

compensation is necessary. 

10.2 The proposed restoration is to a mosaic of woodland with shrubby edges, flower 

meadow grassland, scattered trees, hedgerows and waterbodies.  This will 

complement and link existing habitats to give a greater area of woodland, with 

habitats also for amphibians, reptiles and invertebrates, including butterflies.  

10.3 The tree and shrub planting will restore future potential for roosting bats, nesting 

birds and saprophytic invertebrates and hopefully, in time, dormice. 

10.4 Provision of these new habitats and of footpaths throughout the new area and 

linking to existing or potential new footpaths in the surrounding land, will greatly 

enhance the potential for improved well-being through closeness to a wide 

range of greenery and wildlife. 

10.5 As set out in Appendix 3, the proposed new and extended habitats, all 

developed on existing arable land and to be managed for biodiversity, will 

provide a very high Biodiversity Net Gain. 

11 CONCLUSION 

11.1 Close attention to the ecological requirement of the species already present 

and the information and recommendations of many consultees means that 

these new and enhanced habitats will provide a great benefit to all of these 

species and to the whole of the Rockingham Forest area.  In particular, the 

phasing of the development will ensure that both the biodiversity and well-being 

benefits are realised relatively quickly and made available for a wider 

community.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ESL (Ecological Services) Limited (ESL) has been commissioned to undertake an 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment for the proposed Western Extension to the East 

Northants Resource Management Facility (ENRMF).  For the purposes of this 

assessment, the proposed Western Extension is known as ‘the Site’. 

The survey was carried out on 26th September 2019. 

East Northamptonshire Council’s website was used to confirm there are no Tree 

Preservation Orders (TPOs) or Conservation Areas on the Site.  Natural England’s 

GIS datasets were used to confirm there are no statutory sites within the boundary of 

the proposed works.  The Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks Site of 

Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Wittering Coppice ancient and semi-natural 

woodland area abut the Site’s north-eastern boundary. 

The Site comprises arable fields with rough grassland margins and trees, tree groups 

and hedgerows (‘stock’) predominantly beyond the Site’s boundaries.  

The Root Protection Area (RPA) for the stock adjacent to the Site’s boundaries was 

used to inform the location of reptile/amphibian exclusion fencing, which further 

separates the proposed works from this stock. 

Three trees (one of which is standing deadwood), some of an area of scrub/woodland 

around a sinkhole on the eastern boundary of the Site and a hedgerow that runs east-

west between the northern and southern fields of the Site will/may be removed.  Stock 

beyond the Site boundary will not be impacted. 

The losses on Site are minor and will be mitigated by way of post-works restoration 

planting and improvements to boundary features. 



Augean South Ltd 

P a g e  | 1 

TECHNICAL APPENDIX 2, ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT 

ASSESSMENT: EAST NORTHANTS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

FACILITY PROPOSED WESTERN EXTENSION 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 SCOPE OF WORK  

1.1.1 ESL has been commissioned to undertake an Arboricultural Impact 

Assessment for the Site west of the ENRMF at King’s Cliffe, Northamptonshire.  

The Site is located north of Kings Cliffe, east of Duddington and south of the 

A47 (approximate grid reference TF0034700046). 

1.1.2 This report contains: 

 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment. 

 A Tree Protection Plan. 

1.1.3 A schedule of the stock surveyed is given as Appendix 1. 

1.2 LIMITATIONS 

1.2.1 ESL does not carry out soil assessments, advise on specialist construction 

techniques or pronounce on the health of trees beyond the initial informal visual 

assessment and advises the client engage a suitably qualified professional to 

provide these services as required. 

2 SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

2.1 STANDARDS AND HARDWARE USED 

2.1.1 The survey was carried out within the guidelines detailed in ‘BS 5837:2012 – 

Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – recommendations’ 

(hereafter, ‘the Standard’). 

2.1.2 Tree positions were recorded using a Trimble Geo 7X (accurate to sub 500mm).  

Stem diameters were measured using a stem diameter tape in accordance with 
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Annex C of the Standard.  Due to the nature of the proposed work, tree heights 

were not recorded. 

2.1.3 Canopy spreads and other measurements were recorded using a tape and/or 

Leica DISTO D110 where practicable, otherwise by estimation (also in 

accordance with Section 4.4.2.6 of the Standard). 

2.1.4 Common names are used throughout this report with scientific names given at 

the first instance. 

2.1.5 Prior to the site visit, a risk assessment was undertaken by the Project Manager 

in order to make all fieldworkers aware of any site-specific risks and of the 

required safe working methods.  These assessments are updated as required 

during the course of the survey. 

3 ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

3.1 TPO AND CONSERVATION AREAS 

3.1.1 East Northamptonshire Council’s website was consulted for information on 

TPOs and Conservations Areas (initial search 3rd September 2020, re-checked 

8th July 2021).  There are no TPOs or Conservation Areas within the red-line 

boundary as shown on Figure 1.  The search results are given as Appendix 2. 

3.1.2 The Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks SSSI and National 

Nature Reserve (NNR) and Wittering Coppice ancient and semi-natural 

woodland area abut the north-eastern boundary of the Site.  These are shown 

on Figure 1. 

3.2 SURVEY RESULTS 

3.2.1 The northern and north-eastern boundaries of the Site are marked by tree 

groups TG01 and TG02.  Both are part of Collyweston Great Wood although 

TG01 lies outside the SSSI/NNR.  TG02 is separated by a path from TG01 and 

from the Site by a ditch.  All of TG02 bounding the Site falls within the boundary 

of the ancient woodland area and with the exception of a narrow strip along the 

southern edge, within the boundary of the SSSI and NNR.  These groups 



Augean South Ltd 

P a g e  | 3 

comprise a mix including oak Quercus robur, ash Fraxinus excelsior, elm Ulmus 

sp., spindle Euonymus europaeus, buckthorn Rhamnus cathartica, hazel 

Corylus avellana, hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, blackthorn Prunus spinosa, 

service tree Sorbus torminalis, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, lime Tilia x 

europaea, apple Malus sylvestris, silver birch Betula pendula and willow Salix 

spp. (Photographs 1 and 2). 

  

Photograph 1.  View northeast with TG01 left. Photograph 2.  View south along boundary with TG02 left. 

3.2.2 Trees T01, T02 and DW01 are three ash trees on the western boundary.  Trees 

T01 and T02 are in poor condition and DW01 is standing deadwood. 

3.2.3 Tree Group TG03 is located around a sink hole; it comprises a mix including 

T03, a mature oak that is bordering on locally-notable, hawthorn, blackthorn 

and elder Sambucus nigra scrub with occasional willow. 

  

Photograph 3.  Looking north at TG03, tree T03 marked by 

red arrow. 

Photograph 4.  Looking north along TG05. 
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3.2.4 Tree groups TG04 and TG05 (The Assarts/Fineshade Woods) mark the 

western boundary of the Site and have a similar composition including oak, ash, 

hawthorn, blackthorn, spruce Picea abies, field maple Acer campestre, elm, 

willow, apple and dogwood Cornus sanguinea. 

3.2.5 Hedgerow H01 (Photograph 5) connects TG01 to TG04 in the north-western 

corner of the Site.  It is defunct with some deadwood and comprises a mix 

including hawthorn, buckthorn, spindle, field maple, sycamore and elder. 

  

Photograph 5.  Looking south along H01. Photograph 6.  Looking west along H02 with T04 highlighted 

by red arrow. 

3.2.6 Hedgerow H02 (Photograph 6) bisects the Site at the mid-point, running east-

west from the existing ENRMF to TG04.  It comprises a mix including hawthorn, 

blackthorn, elder, wayfaring tree Viburnum lantana, spindle, privet Ligustrum 

vulgaris, field maple, wych elm and T04, a mature oak at the eastern end of the 

hedgerow. 

  

Photograph 7.  Looking south along H03. Photograph 8.  Looking north along H04. 
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3.2.7 Hedgerows H03 and H04 (Photographs 7 and 8 above) run along the eastern 

boundary of the Site and are similar in composition (although H03 is less well 

managed and merges with the scrub on the western boundary of the existing 

ENRMF), being a mix including hawthorn, blackthorn, elder, field maple, privet, 

ash and willow. 

3.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

3.3.1 The RPA of the adjacent stock (adjusted where necessary to account for 

canopy spread) was used to inform the location of reptile/amphibian fencing 

(TAF), which is often several metres beyond the RPA.  This creates a 

Construction Exclusion Zone (CEZ) in excess of that required by the Standard, 

ensuring no direct impact on the adjacent stock as well as fulfilling other 

ecological requirements. 

3.3.2 The excavation boundary for the proposed works is a minimum of 2.5m beyond 

the TAF, further increasing the area of undisturbed ground around the retained 

stock. 

3.3.3 Trees T01, T02 and DW01 may be removed.  As they fall within the Site’s 

perimeter CEZ and while it may be tempting to fell these trees, the ecological 

value of standing deadwood must not be underestimated.  The possibility of 

keeping these trees as monoliths, reduced to a safe height, should be explored. 

3.3.4 The loss of part of TG03 (T03 will be retained if practicable), hedgerow H02 

and T04 will have a minor impact on the Site’s amenity value.  This loss will be 

more than mitigated by the proposed restoration scheme. 

3.3.5 The following issues are beyond the scope of this survey but have been 

addressed prior to works commencing: 

 Shading.  Preliminary 3D modelling of the proposed restoration scheme 

(based on Figure 1b, given as Appendix 3) suggests shading of the 

adjacent stock will be negligible.  Whilst this is not the final landform profile, 

the extent of the landform has not changed since Figure 1b was prepared.  

 Hydrology.  The client has undertaken a hydrology assessment; the results 

are presented in the Environmental Statement.   



Augean South Ltd 

P a g e  | 6 

 Pollution.  Pollution control measures are described in the Environmental 

Statement.   
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APPENDIX 1 

TREE SCHEDULE 
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Key to Tree Schedule 

PHYSIOLOGICAL CONDITION 
Good – A tree in good health with no significant defects. 
Fair – A tree in generally good health that might require remediation for some issues. 
Poor – A tree in poor health having issues that cannot be remediated. 
Dead – A tree without sufficient live material to sustain life. 
 
STRUCTURAL CONDITION 
Good – A tree with no obvious sign of defect. 
Fair – A tree with minor defects or defects that can be corrected. 
Poor – A tree with major defects or defects beyond remediation. 
 
CATEGORY 
U - Trees unlikely to contribute beyond 10 years. 
A - Trees of HIGH quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 40 years. 
B - Trees of MODERATE quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 20 years. 
C - Trees of LOW quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 10 years or young trees with a stem 

diameter of less than 150mm. 
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T01 Ash S 500 8.00 8.00 0.00 N/A 6.5-E 6.00 Mature Poor Poor None 10+ C3 6.00 113

T02 Ash S 900 5.50 5.00 5.00 N/A 3-S 1.50 Mature Poor Poor None 10+ C3 10.80 366

T03 Oak MS 1,014 7.00 7.50 N/A 8.00 5-NW 4.00 Mature Fair Fair None 40+ A3 12.00 452

T04 Oak S 1,000 10.00 11.00 8.00 8.00 4-W 3.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 12.00 452

' ())*(+,-.,/0 )( 1 -)23 )4 15 )/5 6-) 15 )/73 8/)5 )( 9 (8.2: 4-()8; <3= )45 8*) >: 643 +? +*3 28? 2+.; 353 +. 15 (,25 ,(8? 2+.; 353 +. > ()? 3 /3 .8(6@ 8.8*)/).5
A )2+//).; 853 +.4 B 453 /85 ); A )/83 .3 .* C +.5 (30 ,53 +. C 85 )*+(6 A>DE /F

TG01 Ash, elm, spindle, buckthorn, hazel, hawthorn, blackthorn S/MS 360 5.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 4.20

TG02 Ash, oak, sycamore, lime, service tree, hawthorn, blackthorn , 

apple, birch, willow

S/MS 620 7.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 7.50

TG03 Oak, willow, hawthorn, blackthorn, elder S/MS 350 4.00 Mature Good Good None 20+ B3 4.20

TG04 Oak, ash, hawthorn, blackthorn, spruce, field maple, elm S/MS 460 9.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 5.40

TG05 Oak, willow, field maple, apple, hawthorn, blackthorn dogwood S/MS 570 8.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 6.90

G HI JHKLMNOPQ HK R SHTU HV RW HPI U XPHW HKY XZHKXJH[
G HU J\ WY XZHKXJH[ ]UI W\Y XZHKXJH[ ^U_ HVW XJH `\ aVU Lb LJU TXb TLNI UWU LN

RW KOTW OKXb TLNI UWU LN ` KHb U PU NXKac XNXJHPHNW
d HTLPPHNI XWU LNV e VWU PXW HI d HPXU NU NJ f LNW KUQ OWU LN f XW HJLKa d`gY P[

H01 Hawthorn, buckthorn, spindle, field maple, sycamore, elder 650 Var Var Mature Good Good None 20+ B3 7.80

H02 Hawthorn, blackthorn, elder, mayfairing, spindle, privet, field 

maple, oak, wych elm

110 2.00 2.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 1.20

H03 Hawthorn, blackthorn, willow, privet, elder, field maple 150 2.00 4.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 1.80

H04 Hawthorn, elder, field maple, privet, ash 100 2.00 2.00 Mature Good Good None 40+ A3 1.20
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APPENDIX 2 

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER AND CONSERVATION AREA SEARCH 

RESULTS 
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TPO and Conservation Area search results. 
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APPENDIX 3 

DRAWING 1B 
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Drawing AU/KCW/07-20-21885 - Figure 1B used for preliminary shading assessment. 
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ENRMF WESTERN EXTENSION ECOLOGICAL BASELINE - 

APPENDIX 3: BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN ASSESSMENT 

1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 ESL (Ecological Services) Limited (ESL) has been commissioned by MJCA to 

undertake a Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment of the East Northants 

Resource Management Facility (ENRMF) proposed Western Extension and to 

compare the BNG, which would have been obtained using the approved 

Restoration Plan for the current ENRMF site, with the BNG provided using the 

new Restoration Plan. 

1.2 The purpose of this report is to demonstrate the increased ecological value of 

post-intervention habitat creation and management and to maximise the 

development's potential to enhance local biodiversity. 

1.3 The entire application area, consisting of both the existing ENRMF and 

proposed Western Extension, are referred to as the 'Site'.  The term 'impact 

area' is used to describe the area of land directly affected by the proposed 

scheme and includes the working footprint and access routes.  

1.4 The structure of the report is as follows:  

 'Baseline' - A description of the habitats currently present on the Site and an 

assessment of their biodiversity value, as determined by the current Defra 

Biodiversity Metric 3.0 methodology (Panks et al., 2021)1, hereafter referred 

to as 'the Metric'. 

 

 

1 Panks S, White N, Newsome A, Potter J, Heydon M, Mayhew E, Alvarez M, 

Russell T, Scott SJ, Heaver M, Scott SH, Treweek J, Butcher B, and Stone D. 

2021.  Biodiversity metric 3.0: Auditing and accounting for biodiversity – User 

Guide.  Natural England. 
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 'Pre-intervention' - A description of the habitat loss that will occur during the 

course of the development and the resulting loss of biodiversity if 

appropriate compensation habitat is not provided. 

 'Post-intervention' - An outline of the recommended habitat creation and 

enhancement targets that would be required to sufficiently compensate for 

the lost habitat so that an overall 'net gain' in biodiversity is achieved. 

 The 'phasing of impact and restoration' - An outline of how the phased works 

and restoration will result in BNG being delivered throughout the project. 

 The 'restoration of the ENRMF' - A comparison between the old restoration 

plan for the existing ENRMF and the new restoration plan. 

2 METHODS  

2.1 DATA COLLECTION 

2.1.1 A walkover was conducted on 4 December 2019 by experienced ESL 

ecologists in which the main habitats present were identified.  Habitat data 

collected throughout 2018-2020 was also used to assist in characterising and 

condition-assessing the habitats present.  Aerial photography was used to 

complement mapping of the habitat extents on Site. 

2.1.2 The habitats were assigned a classification type using the definitions given in 

the UKHab Definitions document (The UK Habitat Classification Working 

Group, 2018)2 and their condition was assessed using the Metric. 

2.2 BNG ASSESSMENT 

2.2.1 A complete BNG assessment of the proposed Western Extension is set out in 

Section 3 and modelling of how the phasing of the works will impact biodiversity 

loss and gain temporally can be found in Section 4.  A concise comparison of 

 

 

2 UK Habitat Classification Working Group, 2018.  UK Habitat Classification - Habitat Definitions V1.0.  

UK Habitat Classification Working Group. 
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restoration plans for the existing ENRMF, utilising the Metric to quantify 

biodiversity value, is detailed in Section 5. 

2.2.2 Full descriptions of the methods used to determine the baseline state of the 

proposed Western Extension and of the avoidance, protection, mitigation, 

enhancement and restoration measures used to maximise its eventual 

biodiversity value are given in ESL, 20213, including the attached Technical 

Appendix 1. 

2.2.3 The Metric calculation tool was used to determine the value of the proposed 

Western Extension's biodiversity as Biodiversity Units (BU) and to assess the 

impact of the works as a loss of BU, as well as to calculate the BU delivered 

through the habitat creation as shown in the restoration plan. 

2.2.4 The 'Headline Results' provided in the Metric calculation tool details the net 

change caused by the proposals.  This report also sets out the net gain 

(Section 3.3.4), which is an assessment of change between the BU lost from 

the works and those delivered through habitat creation and enhancement 

measures. 

2.2.5 Installation of fencing will delineate a 10m buffer from the Site boundary where 

the boundary is adjacent to woodland.  This buffer will be used for habitat 

creation before the start of works and will be treated wholly as being enhanced 

to 'Lowland Meadow' to produce the post-intervention scenario. 

2.2.6 Within the impact area, habitat described as 'Meadow' in the restoration plan 

has been split 50:50 between 'Lowland Meadow' and 'Lowland dry calcareous 

grassland' as the exact ratio of each habitat created will be dependent on soil 

sourcing and blending before restoration. 

2.2.7 Swallow Brook has been categorised and assessed in the post-intervention 

scenario as a ditch habitat.  Although the design will aim to mimic natural 

riverine features such as meanders and periodically-inundated areas, 

 

 

3  Ecological Impact Assessment:  East Northants Resource Management Facility Western Extension, 

Northamptonshire 2021. ESL (Ecological Services) Ltd.  
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conservatively it is treated as a man-made watercourse for the purpose of land 

drainage. 

3 RESULTS 

3.1 BASELINE 

3.1.1 The proposed Western Extension was found to contain four habitat types and 

two hedgerow types.  These covered an area of 26.17ha and a length of 

0.51km, providing 59.94BU and 4.55BU respectively.  The contribution of each 

habitat and hedgerow type is given in Table 1 and illustrated on Figure A3-01. 

Table 1.  Baseline habitats and hedgerows. 

Broad 
Habitat 

Category 

Habitat/ 
Hedgerow 

Type 

Habitat 
Area 
(ha) 

Hedgero
w Length 

(km) 

Habitat 
(BU) 

Hedgerow 
(BU) 

Cropland Cereal crops 23.59 N/A 47.18 N/A 

Grassland Modified 
grassland 

1.75 N/A 7.70 N/A 

Heathland 
and shrub 

Mixed scrub 0.55 N/A 5.06 N/A 

Urban Artificial 
unvegetated 
unsealed 
surface 

0.28 N/A 0 N/A 

Hedgerows Native 
Hedgerow - 
Associated 
with bank or 
ditch 

N/A 0.15 N/A 2.07 

Native 
Hedgerow 

N/A 0.36 N/A 2.48 

Total 26.17 0.51 59.94 4.55 

3.2 PRE-INTERVENTION 

3.2.1 The impact area of the proposed Western Extension covers a total of 24.16ha 

of habitats and 0.51km of hedgerows, resulting in the loss of 52.99BU and 
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4.55BU respectively.  The extent of loss to each habitat and hedgerow type is 

given in Table 2 and the impact area used is illustrated on Figure A3-02. 

Table 2.  Loss to habitats and hedgerows. 

Broad 
Habitat 

Category 

Habitat/ 
Hedgerow 

Type 

Habitat 
Area 
(ha) 

Hedgerow 
Length 

(km) 

Habitat 
(BU) 

Hedgerow 
(BU) 

Cropland Cereal crops 22.80 N/A 45.60 N/A 

Grassland Modified 
grassland 

0.53 N/A 2.33 N/A 

Heathland 
and shrub 

Mixed scrub 0.55 N/A 5.06 N/A 

Urban Artificial 
unvegetated 
unsealed 
surface 

0.28 N/A 0 N/A 

Hedgerows Native 
Hedgerow - 
Associated 
with bank or 
ditch 

N/A 0.15 N/A 2.07 

Native 
Hedgerow 

N/A 0.36 N/A 2.48 

Total 24.16 0.51 52.99 4.55 

3.3 POST-INTERVENTION 

3.3.1 The post-intervention scenario has been modelled based on the restoration 

plan, drawing number ENORTH028 (DB Landscape Consultancy, 2021)4.  The 

extent of habitat, hedgerow and river BU are given in Table 3 and illustrated on 

Figure A3-03. 

4 DB Landscape Consultancy.  July 2021. Restoration Concept Scheme.  
Drawing No. ENORTH028. 
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Table 3.  Post-intervention habitats and hedgerows. 

Broad 
Habitat 

Category H
a

b
it

a
t/

 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
/ 

R
iv

e
r 

T
y

p
e
 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 (

B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

Grassland Lowland 
meadows 

9.31 N/A N/A 59.8
1 

N/A N/A 

Lowland 
calcareous 
grassland 

9.31 N/A N/A 31.1
9 

N/A N/A 

Heathland 
and shrub 

Mixed scrub 2.59 N/A N/A 25.0
3 

N/A N/A 

Woodland 
and forest 

Lowland 
mixed 
deciduous 
woodland 

3.50 N/A N/A 7.65 N/A N/A 

Lakes Ponds 
(Priority 
Habitat) 

0.04 N/A N/A 0.46 N/A N/A 

Urban Sustainable 
urban 
drainage 
feature 

1.08 N/A N/A 2.86 N/A N/A 

Artificial 
unvegetated, 
unsealed 
surface 

0.33 N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 

Hedgerows Native 
Species Rich 
Hedgerow - 
Associated 
with bank or 
ditch 

N/A 0.18 N/A N/A 2.44 N/A 

Native 
Species Rich 
Hedgerow 
with trees 

N/A 1.34 N/A N/A 13.60 N/A 

Native 
Species Rich 
Hedgerow 

N/A 1.51 N/A N/A 13.59 N/A 
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Broad 
Habitat 

Category H
a

b
it

a
t/

 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
/ 

R
iv

e
r 

T
y

p
e
 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 (

B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

Rivers Ditches N/A N/A 0.19 N/A N/A 1.84 

Total 26.16 3.03 0.19 127.
00 

29.63 1.84 

3.3.2 This achieves an additional 67.06BU of habitats and 25.08BU of hedgerows 

compared with the baseline, which is a 111.87% and 550.59% net change on 

the baseline respectively.  Additionally, 1.84BU of rivers are delivered through 

the creation of the Swallow Brook. 

3.3.3 Importantly, as not all habitats within the baseline are negatively impacted by 

the works and therefore do not require compensation, the habitat creation and 

restoration plans provide a net gain of 139.67% for habitats.  All hedgerows 

are to be impacted so achieve a net gain of 550.59%. 

4 PHASING OF IMPACT AND RESTORATION 

4.1 BACKGROUND 

4.1.1 The scheme proposes a phased approach to works, with new habitat created 

once each cell is filled, capped and restored and a new phase commences.  In 

this way, habitat creation and therefore BU gain will be achieved in tandem with 

works throughout the duration of the scheme.  The details of this phased 

approach are presented in the DCO Environmental Commitments (MJCA, 

2021)5. 

4.1.2 The vast majority of the impact from the scheme will be on arable land and this 

is also the case for each phase of the works, excluding any phase-specific 

enabling activities.  The restoration plan provides an illustrative idea of most 

 

 

5 MJCA.  July 2021.  DCO Environmental Commitments. 
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habitats to be created so each phase can be considered to secure a percentage 

of each of these habitat types, along with the BU they deliver, proportional to 

their size.  Locations of ponds, attenuation basins and drainage features are 

considered to be definite and are included in their corresponding phases of 

works. 

4.1.3 Further location details for enabling activities such as haul roads and storage 

areas are currently unconfirmed and have not been including in the scope of 

the below phasing.  Although these activities will not increase the overall 

impact, it will likely shift more of the impact to earlier phases of the works. 

4.2 PHASED APPROACH TO IMPACT AND RESTORATION 

4.2.1 Pre-commencement habitat and hedgerow creation, which is an important 

feature of the scheme, will provide BU prior to any impact. 

4.2.2 The approximate extent of pre-commencement habitat and hedgerow creation 

and the BU they deliver are given in Table 4. 

4.2.3 The key ecological benefits pre-commencement will deliver: 

 Increased habitat connectivity between The Assarts and Collyweston Great 

Wood by planting a new species-rich hedgerow and therefore adding 

understorey structure along the treeline bordering the northwest edge of the 

proposed Western Extension. 

 Improved habitat connectivity south through the landscape by securing 

hedgerow creation along the southeast boundary of the southern field. 

 Enhancement of the modified grassland and arable land 10m from the edge 

of the woodland boundaries, securing and improving important edge 

habitats and acting as a species bank for rapid colonisation of habitats 

created at the end of each phase of works. 

 Enhancement habitat for a range of protected species. 
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Table 4.  Pre-commencement habitat and hedgerow creation. 

Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

Impact None. N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Gain Species-rich lowland 
meadow/lowland 
calcareous grassland 10m-
wide around the boundary 
of the northern field of the 
Western Extension, 
replacing modified 
grassland and arable.   

1.40 N/A 13.74 N/A 

Species-rich hedgerow 
creation along northwest 
boundary. 

N/A 0.34 N/A 3.06 

Species-rich hedgerow 
creation along southeast 
boundary. 

N/A 0.26 N/A 2.59 

Total 1.40 0.60 13.74 5.65 

4.2.4 This means that 10.82% of all habitat BU and 19.07% of all hedgerow BU 

generated by the scheme's habitat enhancement and creation will be achieved 

prior to the start of any works and therefore, before any impact is incurred. 

4.2.5 The approximate impact and gain through the completion of each phase of 

works are given in Table 5. 

Table 5.  BNG at completion of each phase of works. 

Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

PHASE 12  

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

2.68 N/A N/A 5.36 N/A N/A 
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Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

Removal of 
scrub to facilitate 
access. 

0.55 N/A N/A 5.06 N/A N/A 

Hedgerow 
removal 
between new 
and existing 
ENRMF. 

N/A 0.36 N/A N/A 2.48 N/A 

Partial central 
hedgerow 
removal to 
facilitate access. 

N/A 0.07 N/A N/A 1.04 N/A 

Gain Creation of 
attenuation 
basin (SuDS). 

0.10 N/A N/A 0.26 N/A N/A 

Creation of a 
new pond in the 
northern corner. 

0.03 N/A N/A 0.35 N/A N/A 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

2.55 N/A N/A 11.67 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.30 N/A N/A 3.05 N/A 

Total -0.55 -0.13 N/A 1.86 -0.47 N/A 

PHASE 13  

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

1.98 N/A N/A 3.96 N/A N/A 

Gain Habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

1.98 N/A N/A 9.06 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.20 N/A N/A 2.03 N/A 

Total 0 0.20 N/A 5.10 2.03 N/A 
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Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

PHASE 14 

Impact Arable and 
modified 
grassland in 
footprint of 
works. 

2.93 N/A N/A 5.98 N/A N/A 

Gain Creation of 
attenuation 
basin (SuDS) 

0.22 N/A N/A 0.58 N/A N/A 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area, 
including 
existing doline. 

2.90 N/A N/A 13.27 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.20 N/A N/A 2.03 N/A 

Creation of 
Swallow Brook 

N/A N/A 0.19 N/A N/A 1.84 

Total 0.19 0.20 0.19 7.87 2.03 1.84 

PHASE 15 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

2.96 N/A N/A 5.92 N/A N/A 

Gain Species-rich 
lowland 
meadow/lowland 
calcareous 
grassland 10m-
wide along the 
western 
boundary of the 
southern field of 
the Western 
Extension, 
replacing 
modified 

0.61 N/A N/A 6.46 N/A N/A 
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Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

grassland and 
arable.   

Creation of 
attenuation 
basin (SuDS). 

0.32 N/A N/A 0.85 N/A N/A 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

2.64 N/A N/A 11.61 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.26 N/A N/A 5.18 N/A 

Total 0.61 0.26 N/A 13.00 2.59 N/A 

PHASE 16 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

1.49 N/A N/A 2.98 N/A N/A 

Gain Habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

1.49 N/A N/A 6.82 N/A N/A 

Total 0 N/A N/A 3.84 N/A N/A 

PHASE 17 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

1.80 N/A N/A 3.60 N/A N/A 

Gain Habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

1.80 N/A N/A 8.24 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.51 N/A N/A 4.59 N/A 

Total 0 0.51 N/A 4.64 4.59 N/A 

PHASE 18 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

3.47 N/A N/A 6.94 N/A N/A 
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Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

Gain Creation of 
attenuation 
basin (SuDS). 

0.16 N//A N/A 0.42 

 

N/A N/A 

 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

3.31 N/A N/A 15.15 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.66 N/A N/A 5.94 N/A 

Total 0 0.66 N/A 8.62 5.94 N/A 

PHASE 19 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

2.37 N/A N/A 4.74 N/A N/A 

Gain Creation of 
attenuation 
basin (SuDS). 

0.28 N/A N/A 0.74 N/A N/A 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

2.09 N/A N/A 9.56 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.06 N/A N/A 0.61 N/A 

Total 0 0.06 N/A 5.56 0.61 N/A 

PHASE 20 

Impact Arable in 
footprint of 
works. 

1.40 N/A N/A 2.80 N/A N/A 

Gain Habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

1.40 N/A N/A 6.41 N/A N/A 

Total 0 N/A N/A 3.61 N/A N/A 

PHASE 21 
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Description 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

A
re

a
 

(h
a

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

k
m

) 

R
iv

e
r 

L
e

n
g

th
 

(k
m

) 

H
a

b
it

a
t 

(B
U

) 

H
e

d
g

e
ro

w
 

(B
U

) 

R
iv

e
r 

(B
U

) 

Impact Arable and 
grassland in 
footprint of 
works. 

2.34 N/A N/A 5.81 N/A N/A 

Impact of 
remaining 
existing farm 
compound and 
access tracks. 

0.17 N/A N/A 0.00 N/A N/A 

Remaining 
central 
hedgerow 
removed. 

N/A 0.07 N/A N/A 1.04 N/A 

Gain Creation of a 
new pond in the 
northwest 
corner. 

0.02 N/A N/A 0.23 

 

N/A N/A 

Additional 
habitat restored 
as a proportion 
of phase area. 

2.52 N/A N/A 11.53 N/A N/A 

Creation of 
footpath through 
entire site. 

0.33 N/A N/A 0.00 N/A N/A 

Restoration of 
hedgerows. 

N/A 0.25 N/A N/A 3.15 N/A 

Total 0.36 0.18 N/A 5.95 2.11 N/A 

5 RESTORATION PROPOSALS ON THE EXISTING ENRMF 

5.1 BACKGROUND 

5.1.1 The previous restoration proposal was created (in consultation with the Beds, 

Cambs and Northants Wildlife Trust) for the original planning application for the 

existing ENRMF.  It also served as the baseline for the Ecological Management 

and Aftercare Plan (EMAP) (the ‘Plan’), which is still in operation.  This Plan 
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predated the (now) proposed BNG legislation but was designed to create a 

range of UK BAP habitats, which would in turn provide the feeding/ 

roosting/resting/nesting/breeding requirements of a wide range of UK BAP 

species and qualify as a County Wildlife Site on completion.  

5.1.2 Before the work carried out under the EMAP was well-advanced, thinking had 

turned to the need for extending the available space.  This in turn required a 

rethink of the original phasing plan and thus restoration plan, to allow for a 

seamless extension of habitats into any new area.  With the new application, 

this has been formalised, as shown on the current restoration plan.  

5.1.3 In order to provide a comparison therefore, the following section provides a 

demonstrative exercise of modelling the BU output of the 'old' restoration plan 

and the 'new' one on the existing ENRMF. 

5.2 COMPARISON BETWEEN OLD AND NEW RESTORATION PLANS OF 

THE EXISTING ENRMF 

5.2.1 The 'old' restoration plan for the existing ENRMF is detailed in the Landscape 

Proposals, drawing number 2242/PA/001 (David Jarvis Associates, 2013)6. 

The 'new' restoration plan, which includes the proposed Western Extension and 

the existing ENRMF, is as above (DB Landscape Consultancy, 2021)7. 

5.2.2 This section does not provide a full BNG assessment as any look at impact 

would be retrospective, an accurate baseline is not available as data was 

collected prior to Defra Metric's release and the application does not propose 

future impact to the existing ENRMF that would need to be suitably assessed 

and mitigated for.  All habitats are taken as if they are created from a 'clean 

6 David Jarvis Associates.  October 2013.  Landscape Proposals, East 

Northants Resource Management Facility.  Drawing No. 2242/PA/001. 

7 DB Landscape Consultancy.  July 2021.   Restoration Concept Scheme.  

Drawing No. ENORTH028. 
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slate'.  Net gain achieved by works on the existing ENRMF is therefore beyond 

the scope of this section. 

5.2.3 The BUs summarised below are those that are delivered through the creation 

of each habitat type in the restoration plans so it takes into account the Metric 

calculation tool's temporal and difficulty-risk multipliers. 

5.2.4 Habitat described as 'Meadow' in each restoration plan has been split 50:50 

between 'Lowland Meadow' and 'Lowland dry calcareous grassland' as the 

exact ratio of each habitat created would have been and will be dependent on 

soil types available for restoration. 

5.2.5 The BUs delivered by each of the restoration plans for the existing ENRMF area 

are summarised in Table 6. 

Table 6.  Comparison between old and new restoration plans of the 

existing ENRMF area. 

Restoration 
plan 

Habitat 
Area (ha) 

Hedgerow 
Length (km) 

Habitat 
(BU) 

Hedgerow 
(BU) 

Old 31.14 1.51 138.74 15.33 

New 31.14 2.06 133.37 20.43 

6 DISCUSSION 

6.1 BNG ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED WESTERN EXTENSION 

6.1.1 The scheme provides substantial habitat creation, restoration and connectivity 

opportunity, with the restoration plans seeking to revert the entire proposed 

Western Extension area from primarily arable land to natural habitat.  This is 

demonstrated by the 139.67% and 550.59% net gain of habitats and 

hedgerows, achieving 111.87% and 550.59% net change, as evidenced in this 

report. 

6.2 PHASING OF IMPACT AND RESTORATION 

6.2.1 In addition, the phased approach demonstrates that a net gain of biodiversity 

will actually be provided with the completion of each phase of the development. 
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The connectivity benefit of the northern part of the proposed Western Extension 

area restoration will be fully realised as soon as fencing is removed on 

completion of each phase, which will connect natural habitats on each side, 

allowing flora and fauna to move onto and across the new habitat. 

Figure 1.  Trend of BU loss and gain throughout the phasing of works. 

  

6.3 RESTORATION PROPOSALS ON THE EXISTING ENRMF 

6.3.1 The 'new' restoration plan provides a minor decrease in BU (4%) over the 'old', 

despite the same area of habitat creation being planned.  This relates to the 

extra consideration in the 'new' restoration plans to hydrology and engineering 

challenges, being the inclusion of (dry) attenuation basins, which have been 

defined as SuDS in the BNG assessment and possess a low distinctiveness 

score. 

6.3.2 The 'new' plan provides a 36.42% increase in hedgerow creation as a length 

over the 'old', which is reflected in the greater linear BU it delivers. 
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7 CONCLUSION 

7.1 The significant BNG reported in sub-section 6.1 demonstrates that with sound 

understanding of the Site’s potential, gained from in-depth survey and wide 

consultations, with thorough forward planning, location of an NSIP on arable 

farmland can provide very rich rewards for biodiversity.  

7.2 An important element of this planning has been to ensure that, as shown in 

Table 5 and reported in sub-section 6.2, this gain could be seen and enjoyed 

from a relatively early stage, especially since some of the new planting would 

already be in the ground and making growth before the development started. 

The selection of habitats and their distribution across the Site was deliberately 

intended to provide a wood-pasture effect in the early stages, as desired by 

most of those consulted, with the potential for more woody species to arrive in 

future years, building in resilience against future climate change.  The need to 

consider this was also involved in the choice of the species for early planting. 

7.3 This consideration also explains some of the effect of comparing the new and 

old restoration schemes for the ENRMF.  Increasingly heavy rainfall and the 

understanding that this is likely to be a part of future climate change has 

affected the need to consider sustainable surface water drainage more 

specifically than was the case at the earlier stage.  Despite this, the closeness 

of the biodiversity units shows that the two schemes both provide excellent 

areas for people and wildlife.  
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Habitat units 111.87%111.87%111.87%111.87%

Hedgerow units 550.59%550.59%550.59%550.59%

River units 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%

Trading rules Satisfied? YesYesYesYes

Total on-site net % change plus off-site surplus
(including all on-site & off-site habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 111.87%111.87%111.87%111.87%

Hedgerow units 550.59%550.59%550.59%550.59%

River units 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%

Total net unit change
(including all on-site & off-site habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 67.0567.0567.0567.05

Hedgerow units 25.0725.0725.0725.07

River units 1.841.841.841.84

Off-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 0.000.000.000.00

Hedgerow units 0.000.000.000.00

River units 0.000.000.000.00

0.000.000.000.00

On-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 126.99126.99126.99126.99

Hedgerow units 29.6329.6329.6329.63

River units 1.841.841.841.84

Off-site baseline
Habitat units 0.000.000.000.00

Hedgerow units 0.000.000.000.00

River units

On-site net % change
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

59.9459.9459.9459.94

Hedgerow units 4.554.554.554.55

River units 0.000.000.000.00

Headline ResultsHeadline ResultsHeadline ResultsHeadline Results

On-site baseline
Habitat units

ENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western Extension
Return to 



Ecological Ecological Ecological Ecological 

baselinebaselinebaselinebaseline

RefRefRefRef Broad habitatBroad habitatBroad habitatBroad habitat  Habitat type Habitat type Habitat type Habitat type
Area Area Area Area 

(hectares)(hectares)(hectares)(hectares)
DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance Total habitat unitsTotal habitat unitsTotal habitat unitsTotal habitat units

Area Area Area Area 

retainedretainedretainedretained

Area Area Area Area 

enhancedenhancedenhancedenhanced

Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 

units units units units 

retainedretainedretainedretained

Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 

units units units units 

enhancedenhancedenhancedenhanced

Area lostArea lostArea lostArea lost Units lostUnits lostUnits lostUnits lost Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

1111 Cropland Cereal crops 9.12 Low
N/A -

Agricultural

Area/compensation not in local strategy/ no 

local strategy

Same distinctiveness or better 

habitat required
18.24 0 0.00 0.00 9.12 18.24

2222 Cropland Cereal crops 14.47 Low
N/A -

Agricultural

Area/compensation not in local strategy/ no 

local strategy

Same distinctiveness or better 

habitat required
28.94 0 0.00 0.00 14.47 28.94

3333 Grassland Modified grassland 1.75 Low Moderate
Location ecologically desirable but not in local 

strategy

Same distinctiveness or better 

habitat required
7.70 1.22 0.00 5.37 0.53 2.33

4444 Heathland and shrub Mixed scrub 0.55 Medium Moderate Within area formally identified in local strategy
Same broad habitat or a higher 

distinctiveness habitat required
5.06 0 0.00 0.00 0.55 5.06

5555 Urban Artificial unvegetated, unsealed surface 0.28 V.Low N/A - Other
Area/compensation not in local strategy/ no 

local strategy
Compensation Not Required 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00

26.1726.1726.1726.17 59.9459.9459.9459.94 0.000.000.000.00 1.221.221.221.22 0.000.000.000.00 5.375.375.375.37 24.9524.9524.9524.95 54.5754.5754.5754.57

A-1 Site Habitat BaselineA-1 Site Habitat BaselineA-1 Site Habitat BaselineA-1 Site Habitat Baseline

ENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western Extension

Habitats and areasHabitats and areasHabitats and areasHabitats and areas CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance Retention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity value

Suggested action to address Suggested action to address Suggested action to address Suggested action to address 

habitat losseshabitat losseshabitat losseshabitat losses

Bespoke Bespoke Bespoke Bespoke 

compensation compensation compensation compensation 

agreed for agreed for agreed for agreed for 

unacceptable unacceptable unacceptable unacceptable 

losseslosseslosseslosses
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DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance Standard or adjusted time to target conditionStandard or adjusted time to target conditionStandard or adjusted time to target conditionStandard or adjusted time to target condition
Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target 

condition/yearscondition/yearscondition/yearscondition/years

Final difficulty Final difficulty Final difficulty Final difficulty 

of creation of creation of creation of creation 
Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

GrasslandGrasslandGrasslandGrassland Lowland meadowsLowland meadowsLowland meadowsLowland meadows 8.09 V.High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Standard time to target condition applied 15 High 43.18

GrasslandGrasslandGrasslandGrassland Lowland calcareous grasslandLowland calcareous grasslandLowland calcareous grasslandLowland calcareous grassland 9.31 High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Standard time to target condition applied 20 High 31.19

Heathland and shrubHeathland and shrubHeathland and shrubHeathland and shrub Mixed scrubMixed scrubMixed scrubMixed scrub 2.59 Medium Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Standard time to target condition applied 10 Low 25.03

Woodland and forestWoodland and forestWoodland and forestWoodland and forest Lowland mixed deciduous woodlandLowland mixed deciduous woodlandLowland mixed deciduous woodlandLowland mixed deciduous woodland 3.5 High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Standard time to target condition applied 30+ High 7.65

LakesLakesLakesLakes Ponds (Non- Priority Habitat)Ponds (Non- Priority Habitat)Ponds (Non- Priority Habitat)Ponds (Non- Priority Habitat) 0.04 Medium Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Standard time to target condition applied 5 Low 0.46

UrbanUrbanUrbanUrban Sustainable urban drainage featureSustainable urban drainage featureSustainable urban drainage featureSustainable urban drainage feature 1.08 Low Moderate
Location ecologically desirable but not in local 

strategy
Standard time to target condition applied 3 Medium 2.86

UrbanUrbanUrbanUrban Artificial unvegetated, unsealed surfaceArtificial unvegetated, unsealed surfaceArtificial unvegetated, unsealed surfaceArtificial unvegetated, unsealed surface 0.33 V.Low N/A - Other
Area/compensation not in local strategy/ no 

local strategy
Standard time to target condition applied 0 Low 0.00

Total areaTotal areaTotal areaTotal area 24.9424.9424.9424.94 110.37110.37110.37110.37

Note; Habitat selected has a time to target condition Note; Habitat selected has a time to target condition Note; Habitat selected has a time to target condition Note; Habitat selected has a time to target condition 

greater than 30 years. Non standard agreement may be greater than 30 years. Non standard agreement may be greater than 30 years. Non standard agreement may be greater than 30 years. Non standard agreement may be 

required.required.required.required.

Check Areas - Area of development footprint and Check Areas - Area of development footprint and Check Areas - Area of development footprint and Check Areas - Area of development footprint and 

habitat creation exceeds the area of habitats losthabitat creation exceeds the area of habitats losthabitat creation exceeds the area of habitats losthabitat creation exceeds the area of habitats lost

Temporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplier Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty 

ENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western Extension

A-2 Site Habitat CreationA-2 Site Habitat CreationA-2 Site Habitat CreationA-2 Site Habitat Creation

Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Area Area Area Area 

(hectares)(hectares)(hectares)(hectares)
Broad HabitatBroad HabitatBroad HabitatBroad Habitat Proposed habitatProposed habitatProposed habitatProposed habitat

Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats 

Habitat units Habitat units Habitat units Habitat units 

delivereddelivereddelivereddelivered

CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition 
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Main Menu Instructions
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Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 

refrefrefref
Baseline habitatBaseline habitatBaseline habitatBaseline habitat Proposed Broad HabitatProposed Broad HabitatProposed Broad HabitatProposed Broad Habitat Proposed habitatProposed habitatProposed habitatProposed habitat  Distinctiveness change Distinctiveness change Distinctiveness change Distinctiveness change Condition changeCondition changeCondition changeCondition change Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to 

target conditiontarget conditiontarget conditiontarget condition

Final time to Final time to Final time to Final time to 

target target target target 

condition/yearscondition/yearscondition/yearscondition/years

Final difficulty of Final difficulty of Final difficulty of Final difficulty of 

enhancementenhancementenhancementenhancement
Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

3 Grassland - Modified grassland GrasslandGrasslandGrasslandGrassland Lowland meadowsLowland meadowsLowland meadowsLowland meadows Low - V.High Lower Distinctiveness Habitat - Good 1.22 V.High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy
Standard time to target condition 

applied
15 Medium 16.63

1.221.221.221.22 16.6316.6316.6316.63

CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsBaseline habitatsBaseline habitatsBaseline habitatsBaseline habitats Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Area Area Area Area 

(hectares) (hectares) (hectares) (hectares) 

Habitat units Habitat units Habitat units Habitat units 

delivereddelivereddelivereddelivered
Condition Condition Condition Condition DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness

Temporal risk multiplierTemporal risk multiplierTemporal risk multiplierTemporal risk multiplier

Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats Post development/ post intervention habitats 

Difficulty risk Difficulty risk Difficulty risk Difficulty risk 

multipliersmultipliersmultipliersmultipliers

ENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western ExtensionENRMF Western Extension

A-3 Site Habitat EnhancementA-3 Site Habitat EnhancementA-3 Site Habitat EnhancementA-3 Site Habitat Enhancement

Proposed Habitat (Pre-Populated but can be overridden)Proposed Habitat (Pre-Populated but can be overridden)Proposed Habitat (Pre-Populated but can be overridden)Proposed Habitat (Pre-Populated but can be overridden)
Change in distinctiveness and conditionChange in distinctiveness and conditionChange in distinctiveness and conditionChange in distinctiveness and condition

Condense / Show Rows

Main Menu Instructions

Condense / Show Columns



B-1 Site Hedge BaselineB-1 Site Hedge BaselineB-1 Site Hedge BaselineB-1 Site Hedge Baseline

Ecological Ecological Ecological Ecological 

baselinebaselinebaselinebaseline

Baseline refBaseline refBaseline refBaseline ref
Hedge Hedge Hedge Hedge 

numbernumbernumbernumber
Hedgerow typeHedgerow typeHedgerow typeHedgerow type Length KMLength KMLength KMLength KM DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Total Total Total Total 

hedgerow hedgerow hedgerow hedgerow 

unitsunitsunitsunits

Length Length Length Length 

retainedretainedretainedretained

Length Length Length Length 

enhancedenhancedenhancedenhanced

Units Units Units Units 

retainedretainedretainedretained

Units Units Units Units 

enhancedenhancedenhancedenhanced

Length Length Length Length 

lostlostlostlost

Units Units Units Units 

lostlostlostlost
Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

1111 h1 Native Hedgerow - Associated with bank or ditch 0.15 Medium Good Within area formally identified in local strategy Like for like or better 2.07 0 0.00 0.00 0.15 2.07

2222 h2 Native Hedgerow 0.36 Low Good Within area formally identified in local strategy
Same distinctiveness 

band or better
2.48 0 0.00 0.00 0.36 2.48

3333

4444

5555

6666

7777

0.510.510.510.51 4.554.554.554.55 0.000.000.000.00 0.000.000.000.00 0.000.000.000.00 0.000.000.000.00 0.510.510.510.51 4.554.554.554.55

CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsUK Habitats - existing habitatsUK Habitats - existing habitatsUK Habitats - existing habitatsUK Habitats - existing habitats
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

distinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctiveness

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

conditionconditionconditioncondition
Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance Retention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity valueRetention category biodiversity value

Suggested action to Suggested action to Suggested action to Suggested action to 

address habitat address habitat address habitat address habitat 

losseslosseslosseslosses
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Main Menu Instructions

Condense / Show Columns



Baseline refBaseline refBaseline refBaseline ref

New New New New 

hedge hedge hedge hedge 

numbernumbernumbernumber

Habitat typeHabitat typeHabitat typeHabitat type
Length Length Length Length 

kmkmkmkm
DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to Standard or adjusted time to 

target conditiontarget conditiontarget conditiontarget condition

Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target 

condition/yearscondition/yearscondition/yearscondition/years

Final Final Final Final 

difficulty of difficulty of difficulty of difficulty of 

creation creation creation creation 

Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

1111
Native Species Rich Hedgerow with trees - Associated with bank or 

ditch
0.18 V.High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy

Standard time to target condition 

applied
20 Low 2.44

2222 Native Species Rich Hedgerow with trees 1.34 High Good Within area formally identified in local strategy
Standard time to target condition 

applied
20 Low 13.60

3333 Native Species Rich Hedgerow 1.51 Medium Good Within area formally identified in local strategy
Standard time to target condition 

applied
12 Low 13.59

4444

5555

6666

7777

8888

3.033.033.033.03 29.6329.6329.6329.63

Hedge units Hedge units Hedge units Hedge units 

delivereddelivereddelivereddelivered

CommentsCommentsCommentsComments

B-2 Site Hedge CreationB-2 Site Hedge CreationB-2 Site Hedge CreationB-2 Site Hedge Creation

Proposed habitatsProposed habitatsProposed habitatsProposed habitats
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

conditionconditionconditioncondition
Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Difficulty risk Difficulty risk Difficulty risk Difficulty risk 

multipliersmultipliersmultipliersmultipliers
Temporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplier

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

distinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctiveness

Condense / Show Rows
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Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline 

refrefrefref
River typeRiver typeRiver typeRiver type

Length Length Length Length 

kmkmkmkm
DistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctivenessDistinctiveness Condition Condition Condition Condition Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significance

Standard or Standard or Standard or Standard or 

adjusted time to adjusted time to adjusted time to adjusted time to 

target conditiontarget conditiontarget conditiontarget condition

Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target Final time to target 

condition/yearscondition/yearscondition/yearscondition/years

Final difficulty of Final difficulty of Final difficulty of Final difficulty of 

creation creation creation creation 

Extent of Extent of Extent of Extent of 

encroachmentencroachmentencroachmentencroachment

Extent of Extent of Extent of Extent of 

encroachmentencroachmentencroachmentencroachment
Assessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor commentsAssessor comments Reviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer commentsReviewer comments

1111 Ditches 0.19 Medium Good Delivery within Local Plans

Standard time to 

target condition 

applied

10 Low No Encroachment No Encroachment 1.84

2222
3333
4444
5555

6666

0.190.190.190.19 1.841.841.841.84

C-2 Site River CreationC-2 Site River CreationC-2 Site River CreationC-2 Site River Creation

CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplierTemporal multiplier
Watercourse Watercourse Watercourse Watercourse 

encroachmentencroachmentencroachmentencroachment

Riparian Riparian Riparian Riparian 

encroachmentencroachmentencroachmentencroachment

River units River units River units River units 

delivereddelivereddelivereddelivered

Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty Difficulty 

multipliersmultipliersmultipliersmultipliers
Strategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceStrategic significanceProposed habitatsProposed habitatsProposed habitatsProposed habitats

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

distinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctivenessdistinctiveness

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat 

conditionconditionconditioncondition
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