MEMORANDUM

From: Duncan Fisher
Ecology Officer
Service WBC Ecology App No: 242067
Address: Land Between Lodge Road And Tape Lane, Hurst, RG10 OEG.
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed erection of up to 99 no.

dwellings, green infrastructure, open space, pedestrian and
cycle links, recreational facilities and other associated
infrastructure and access points on Lodge Road and Tape Lane
with required improvements. (All matters reserved except for
means of access.)

Type of Major Dwellings (10+)
Development:

Site Visit Made: Yes/No

Summary Of Recommendations
(] No comment
(] No objection
[1 No objection subject to conditions (and reasons) stated below
Request further information before determination as stated below
[1 Objection due to the reason(s) stated below

Comments On Proposal

This application has been supported by an Ecological Impact Assessment (Tyler
Grange, ref: 16542 _R02a_MJ, 22 July 2024) and a completed Statutory Biodiversity
Metric (completed 11 July 2024, iteration 1). | have reviewed these.

Biodiversity Net Gain
| have provided line by line comments within a copy of the metric (review date 30
August 2024). However, it is relevant to provide further review comments here.

Irreplaceable habitat

Irreplaceable habitat in the form of veteran trees has been identified on site. The
individual trees are listed within the metric according to numbers applied within the
Preliminary Arboricultural Impact Assessment (PAIA). The Ecological Impact
Assessment (EclA) appears to rely on the PAIA for identification of veteran trees —
the EclA has no explanation of how these veteran trees were identified. The PAIA
has a brief note (A3.9) defining the age class veteran but this is limited in explaining
the assessment process that has been undertaken.

Please can further information be supplied to explain the method for identifying
veteran trees. In particular, please can it be explained how each of the three
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possible routes to being identified as veteran (as given in the Biodiversity Gain
Requirements (Irreplaceable Habitat) Regulations 2024) have been assessed. | am
concerned that the high value for nature route has not been adequately considered
for some trees that are currently not identified as veteran. It would be useful to have
more detail on the assessment of trees T15, T30, T70, T71, and T72.

Degradation
The EclA does not have a section that considers the potential for biodiversity

degradation on site. It is not clear what checks have been made. | am concerned
that degradation has occurred and this has not been factored into the baseline
assessment.

Aerial photography flown 29 June 2019 shows two mature trees (shown circled red
in the image snip below), roughly in a line between T14 and T70 and most likely
extending the line of trees currently identified as part of a field boundary. It is my
understanding that these trees were cut down shortly before TPO 1781/2021 was
served in March 2021. Please can the applicant provide more information to
consider this site degradation and adjust the BNG metric baseline accordingly.

Reference is made in the current EclA to surveys of the site carried out by Ecology
Solutions in 2021 and 2022 (paragraph 1.4). The Onsite Biodiversity Net Gain
Assessment (Ecology Solutions, ref: 10428 Land off Ladge Road, Hurst, November
2022) submitted for application 220458 maps part of the site as other neutral
grassland and ruderal/ephemeral:
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The current assessment of this part of the site as all modified grassland (see image
snip below) indicates that the site has degraded. | also note that the modified
grassland on-site has dropped from fairly good condition to moderate condition.
Please can further information be provided to take into account site degradation of
these habitats.
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On-site Habitat Baseline
As well as addressing the indicative site degradation mentioned above, please can
further information be supplied as to how the UK Habitat Classification habitat type
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g4, modified grassland, was determined. | note that tab A-3 in the metric provides
some assessment of the current number of species per m2 but this assessment
approach is not detailed in the method. Given that some areas were identified as
having 9-10 species per m2, how has the potential for this grassland to be a higher
distinctiveness habitat been discounted? How has the limitation of the grassland
being under high grazing pressure at the time of the survey visits been accounted
for when determining the grassland type?

Please can further information be provided to confirm how on-site individual trees
(that are not within recorded hedgerow or line of tree features) around the boundary
have been included within the metric — e.g. T21, T22, T23, G58, T59.

| am not convinced that the current condition assessment of the itemised veteran
trees is correct. These trees should be assessed on an individual basis (page 21 of
the Statutory Metric User Guide) so automatically pass condition criterion B. In
respect to condition criterion D, the presence of a browsing line is natural and seen
in very high distinctiveness habitats such as wood-pasture. | do not consider this
an adverse impact on tree health by human activity and therefore recommend that
this criterion should also be passed. These trees should therefore be given the
higher condition score of good.

On-site Hedge Baseline

There appears to be a tree line identified on the baseline map that has not been
assessed — the tree line from G73 to T76. Please can this be labelled and included
within the metric.

Please can further information be provided as to how condition criteria B and E were
failed for TL1 and TL5.

Please can further information be provided as to how condition criterion E2 was
assessed for hedgerow H2. The comment that ‘some’ showed poor health with
damage needs to be reassessed as a percentage showing poor health with
evidence of this.

Please can further information be provided as to how condition criterion E was failed,

On-site Watercourse Baseline

Table 2.2 of the EclA identifies that the watercourse D1 (which is considered main
river by the Environment Agency) flows into a culvert at the northern point of TL1.
This culvert is not mapped or included in the baseline metric. Please can it be added
as culvert is still a scoring feature.

Please can further information be supplied to justify the riparian zone encroachment
scores applied in the metric for both watercourse features. | am not convinced that
gardens and horse pasture are always a management practice that qualifies as
encroachment. | am also not convinced that the buildings within the riparian zone
0-4m and 0-2m riparian zones (for D1 and D2 respectively) have been tested against
the exemption of “existing small amenity features and utility units where the total
footprint is less than 5% of the riparian zone area’.
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Please can the river type for watercourse D1 be given. Was any assessment of
whether the watercourse was over deep made?

Please can the date of the watercourse D2 condition assessment be confirmed.
Was it undertaken at the right time of year to assess criteria B and D?

Post-development Scenario

At this outline application stage, it is not necessary to demonstrate a detailed plan
for satisfying the general biodiversity gain condition, should permission be granted.
Consequently, | have not made a line by line commentary on the proposals. These
will need to be assessed in full at the point of condition discharge.

However, it is relevant to consider the post-development scenario to understand the
general strategy for satisfying the general biodiversity gain condition. Itis clear from
the illustrative masterplan that there will likely be on-site green space delivering
biodiversity net gain units. At the moment, the strategy appears to be to deliver the
required biodiversity net gain on-site. This requires creation or enhancement of a
significant area of medium and high distinctiveness habitats within the public green
space. The local planning authority will need to be confident that the ongoing
appropriate management of these habitats is secured for a minimum period of thirty
years.

| therefore recommend that a condition is applied to secure the submission and
approval of a habitat management and monitoring plan (HMMP) for all public open
space. | also recommend that planning obligations are used to:

i. Set out a process of adoption of the public green space by an appropriate
body with a funding process to cover ongoing management for a minimum
period of thirty years.

i. Require the adherence to the approved HMMP, with submission of
monitoring reports by the land owner on a timetable of years 0
(implementation / practical completion), 1, 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30.

iii.  Secure a contribution to the Council to fund ongoing invigilation of delivery of
the HMMP.

It is appropriate and in line with the planning practice guidance to secure these
measures at this stage.

| note that the Parameter Plan (revision C) does include an extension to the Tape
Lane allotments on the southern border of the site. It is not entirely clear whether
this is deliverable alongside the retention and enhancement of the watercourse D2.
However, | accept that this is a detail that does not need to be resolved at this stage.
It will be relevant, however, to consider whether the trees immediately south of the
allotment extension (some of G27, T28, G29 and T30) can be retained with if the
extension is to be viable. If not, these trees will need to be factored into the habitat
baseline so their necessary loss can be measured and compensated.

Irreplaceable Habitat

| have referenced the irreplaceable habitat in relation to biodiversity net gain above.
However, it is worth confirming at this point that the current Parameter Plan does
show the currently identified veteran tree buffer zones as being within areas of on-
site green infrastructure. This means that they may well contain appropriate habitat
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for the buffer zone. Whilst the detail of the landscaping within the veteran tree buffer
zones is a reserved matter, the local planning authority needs to be confident that
the green infrastructure areas identified within the Parameter Plan are sufficient to
provide the pedestrian and cycle routes, sustainable drainage systems, and
children’s play spaces (which are also specified for inclusion in the green
infrastructure) outside of the veteran tree buffer zones.

The HMMP that | have recommended be secured by condition above (in relation to
biodiversity net gain) should also include as an objective the long-term retention of
the veteran trees and detailed prescriptions for their ongoing management, avoiding
conflicts with other public open space pressures wherever possible.

Badger
The EclA identified a likely Badger sett off-site but none on-site or off-site and within
close proximity to the proposed development area in the Parameter Plan.

| am of the view that the proposed development is unlikely to result in the damage
or destruction of a Badger sett and that the risk of harm to individual Badgers during
construction can be mitigated. | recommend that mitigation measures relevant to
construction are secured via a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) condition.

The impact of the proposed habitat changes on Badger foraging and territories is
harder to assess based solely on the information presented within the EclA. Looking
at the sett data available to the Council, | think it likely that the application site is part
of a connecting corridor of foraging and territory. It will be important for the site to
provide ecological permeability for this species. Reviewing the Parameter Plan, |
am of the view that ecological permeability could be provided within the green
infrastructure. | recommend that a condition is applied to secure the detailed
provision of ecological permeability measures for Badgers and other protected
species and species of principal importance (such as Hedgehog).

Looking at the indicative landscaping, it is likely that the green infrastructure created
on site will continue to provide suitable foraging habitat for Badgers. The site does
not represent the entire foraging area for typical Badger clan — a Badger clan will
not be entirely reliant on the habitat currently present or on the habitat proposed to
be created. Considering the habitat changes being outlined, | am of the view that
this proposal is likely to be net neutral to the foraging resource locally.

Bats

Please could further justification be given for considering the site to have low
suitability for foraging and commuting bats (paragraph 2.16 of the EclA). Looking
at Table 4.1 of the Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists guidelines there is
considerable overlap between the site and the description of moderate potential
suitability.  As this suitability judgement has a significant bearing on the
recommended intensity of static bat detector surveys this needs to be more clearly
justified.

| note that paragraph 2.17 of the EclA acknowledges that the bat activity surveys
are ongoing. | shall therefore wait until the full results and interpretation are
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submitted to comment further on the potential impact of the proposed development
and the specific needs for mitigation.

Paragraph 2.19 of the EcIA refers to a Ground Level Tree Assessment Plan,
16452/P07 that should be in Appendix 3. Unfortunately, it is not included within the
EclA. Please can it be supplied.

| am not sure why the 19 trees assessed as having potential to support roosting bats
in the ground level tree assessment (GLTA) have all been assessed as further
assessment required (FAR). The purpose of a GLTA is to try and categorise FAR
assessed trees as containing either PRF-I or PRF-M. Please can further information
be provided as to the nature of the potential roost features (PRF) that have been
identified on-site.

| note that the current proposal is to retain all trees that have been identified as
containing PRFs. | am not convinced that this is an acceptable point to finish
assessing how this proposal may impact bats using this tree roosting resource. If
there are PRF-Ms present on site then it is relevant to consider whether they are
provided with sufficient buffer within the Parameter Plan. It is relevant to consider
the risk of the development introducing significant disturbance (e.g. from lighting) to
PRFs that have insufficient buffer.

Birds

| am of the view that level of survey effort over recent years has been sufficient to
demonstrate that the proposed development is unlikely to have an adverse impact
on ground nesting bird species of principal importance such as Skylark.

If enhancements measures such as bird boxes for relevant species are included
within the design of the proposed development, as expected in the national design
code, then the local planning authority can take the view that the proposed
development is likely to be of minor benefit to the local bird population. | therefore
recommend a condition to secure detail and implementation of species specific
enhancement measures.

Reptiles

The EclA confirms the presence of at least one reptile species. | am of the view that
the risk of injuring or killing reptiles can be adequately mitigated during construction
through the application of reasonable mitigation measures. | recommend that the
detail and implementation of these measures are secured via a CEMP condition.

As reptiles are species of principal importance, it is also relevant to consider the
impact of the development proposals on the local conservation status of these
species. | am of the view that targeted enhancement measures within the proposed
green infrastructure, if secured by condition, would likely result in a minor benefit to
the local conservation status.

National Site Network (Natura 2000 Sites)

| agree that the proposed development is outside the linear mitigation zones used
to scope in the need to consider the recreational impact pathway to likely significant
effects on a National Site Network site. The project does can be screened out from
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the need an appropriate assessment in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA,
Windsor Great Woods SAC, or the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC.

| think that it is reasonable to also screen out the air quality pathway for likely
significant effects on these sites from this project also.

Conditions & Reasons (if required)
Awaiting further information but provisionally:

Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP)
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
Species Specific Enhancement and Ecological Permeability

Date: 30 August Signed: D. Fisher
2024
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