
Appendix C: Environment, Ecology, and Habitats 

OBJECTIONS to THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION NE/22/00698/OUT LAND ADJACENT TO HALDENS PARKWAY, 

THRAPSTON 

Further detailed evidence can be submitted to support this document. 

However, even without this, using common sense, it is obvious that, in no 

way can the negative impact of such huge developments be mitigated by the 

minimal mitigations suggested. 

Summary of the Environmental, Ecology and Habitats Objections 

1.Methodology 

Desk Studies 

Birds 

• The desk study information results presented are questionable. 

As the proposed development site is only 250 metres from the Titchmarsh Nature Reserve which 

includes a RAMSAR and SPA, laws which protect the sites state that searches should be 5km and 

2km respectively. 

The Foraging Wetland Bird Survey and the Wintering Bird Survey only use information from the 

Northants Biodiversity Records Centre (NBRC) and the results are suspiciously low in numbers of 

species recorded, bearing in mind the proximity to the RAMSAR and SPA sites. 

The Breeding Bird Survey results were said to be over a 2km radius naming 50 species, but this 

number was dismissed as mostly being linked to the RAMSAR site, which is the whole point of the 

site having protection, so that its inhabitants are acknowledged and any Functionally Linked Land 

important to their survival is not compromised. 

STAUNCH have up to date information of the biodiversity on site and within 1km, 2km and beyond, 

taken from our local Ornithologist and Wildlife experts records, plus NBRC and the Northants Bird 

Recorder for 2020 and 2021 which show an abundance of life on site and on the surrounding area 

including Wintering Birds such as Golden Plover and Lapwing and also Breeding Birds such as Skylark, 

yellowhammer, song thrush, starling and dunnock, all of which are protected red list species 

• IM Properties state that their search area for Breeding Birds was 2km from the site when it 

also should have been 5km from the RAMSAR site. 

The NBRC results are all less than 1 km from the site suggesting that the incorrect search area has 

been presented.  

• The data presented does not match with the search area described. 

 IM Properties state that their search area for the Foraging Wetland Birds and Breeding Bird Surveys 

were 2km from the site, but the results from the NBRC are all less that 1km from the site suggesting 

again, that the incorrect search area results have been presented. Our research confirms this. 



 

• The desk study information is out of date and inaccurate. 

The results of the Foraging Wetland Bird Survey results are as old as 2001 and the latest is only 2018. 

The Winter Bird Survey has the same problems showing results from 1996 and only up to 2017. 

• The site should be considered within the wider habitat since there is a RAMSAR and SPA 

site 250m from the development site. 

The desk results presented are incongruous. If you only extend the “zone of Influence” to 1.5km 

results are very different. STAUNCH have Wildlife Instagram records from 2014- present day and 

also up to date records from NBRC and the Northants Bird Recorder.  

 

• The results of some site surveys are unreliable.  

Foraging Wetland Bird Surveys (Sept 21-Mar 22) took place on site at the same time as groundwork 

such as archaeological digs were happening (Oct 21-Feb 22) so will have disturbed bird behaviour. 

Otters 

• Hydrology Surveys for Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI not submitted –run off and pollution 

effects on plants, fish and otters recorded at the site could be possible. 

Bats 

• Bat surveys were not carried out in accordance with Good Practice Guidelines: 

From BSG Ecology- Survey Calendar BSG Ecology - An Award-Winning, Independent Ecological 
Consultancy. -Awarded by CIEEM 
Survey work for bats is generally seasonally constrained and needs to be carefully planned. 
 
Summer roosts 
The key period for carrying out activity survey work (evening emergence surveys or dawn roost return 
surveys) is between May and August. Multiple visits are often required to determine the presence of 
roosts. 
 

 Activity surveys 
These surveys are typically carried out between April and October in order to determine flight paths, 
foraging behaviour and areas of habitat used by bats; multiple visits are often required throughout 
this period to give a representative picture. 
 
From The Bat Conservation Trusts Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists Good Practice Guidelines 3rd 
Edition 
 
“2.6 Dealing with Limitations 
The aim should be to carry out surveys in conditions that are close to optimal – sunset temperature 
10 degrees or above, no rain or strong wind” 
“Surveys carried out when the temperature at sunset is below 10 degrees should be justified by the 
ecologist and the effect on bat behaviour considered” 
 
Further information re Bat Survey timing backing up our concerns can be found in The Bat 
Conservation Trusts Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists Good Practice Guidelines 3rd Edition 



• Surveys that should have been done separately were amalgamated 
 
The first automated bat survey took place at the end of April 2021 and the first transect was walked 
in the 26 April 21. By doing this, the transect and first day of automation occurred on the same night. 
They should occur on different nights. 
 

• Timings were incorrect 

Bat surveys should be conducted 2 May to 30 Sep unless there are exceptionally circumstances. 
STAUNCH can find no reason why there would be exceptional circumstances on this occasion. 
 

• Weather conditions were inappropriate 

• Wind speed recorded is not clear 

Weather conditions at the end of April as shown on the survey were extremely cold and breezy, with 
freezing temperatures one night. Even bats that have woken early from hibernation will go into what 
is called a state of torpor when weather is cold to save their energy in times when food sources are 
scares. As the weather would have been forecast to be cold and wet, it was very strange decision to 
undertake a bat survey in such conditions. Also, the weather conditions reported for the 26 April 21, 
ranges from 10 to 7 degrees with F3 wind on the manual survey whilst the automatic survey records 
the weather as 5 to1 degrees with F2 wind- so it is not clear which weather conditions are correct 
for that night?  
 
In not following good practice regarding the bat surveys it brings into question the reliability of the 
results. 
 
STAUNCH requests that the bat surveys need to be repeated following CIEEM’s and The Bat 
Conservation Trust Good Practice Guidelines. 
 
Hedgerows 

• All three reports have different naming conventions for each hedgerow. There are also 
inconsistencies between every report and every hedgerow, each giving very differing 
descriptions of the hedgerow. 

Here are some examples of the discrepancies between the reports: Starting with B1 (also called H2 
and also called H1/G4/H5), there are differing opinions on whether the hedgerow contains Cherry 
Trees and/or Sycamore Trees. In B1 it contains Cherry but not Sycamore and in H2 the report has 
Sycamore and not Cherry. In H1/G4/H5 there are no Sycamore or Cherry. These trees don’t even 
look similar so which report contains the correct information? 

It’s the same with every hedgerow.  Some are called species rich in one report and in another 
consisting of 50/50 Blackthorn and Common Hawthorn, and are described differently again in the 
3rd report. In other reports, there are mentions of Willow or Hazel, but they don’t appear in the 
other reports. Again, these are very different tree species. These inconsistencies give all the reports 
dealing with hedgerows a lack of credibility. 

 

• Archaeological and Historical criteria were missed from the Hedgerow Assessment 



 
They state at the bottom of page 6 of the Hedgerow Assessment, “an assessment against the 
archaeological and historical criteria of the regulations was not carried out as part of the 
assessment”. This lack of vigorous assessment misses the fact that H16 also meets Criteria 1 (being 
part of a Historic Boundary) as well as meeting Criteria 6 of the 1997 Hedgerow Regulations 
 

• It appears that a proper ground flora species survey was not conducted against the 57 
species, as they have stated that are ALL the species on the list are woodland species.  

 
The site walkover survey was undertaken during the optimal period for assessing woody species and 
ground flora. This was 26th May. Several the 57 species of woodland fauna would not have been 
identifiable then, such as Heath Bedstraw and Herb Robert that would only just sprouting. The 
grasses and sedges would also not be identifiable at this time.  
 
There are many of the 57 species that live in the hedgerows that are on the list, just some examples 
are: Herb Robert that is seen in shaded habitats, banks, hedgerows, copse and woods, Bugle which is 
both woodland and grassland and also Lords-and Ladies or cuckoo pint. 
Just these 3 examples are species that are frequent in hedgerows, including those on the Castle 
Manor Site. By dismissing the ground flora species survey in its entirety has demonstrated an 
apparent lack of rigour behind these reports. 
 
STAUNCH requests that the developers carry out their hedgerow surveys again in a methodical and 
accurate manner which includes Archaeological and Historical criteria and that they conduct a 
survey into the 57 species of flora at the correct times. 
 

• Baseline – 10% Biodiversity Net Gain is a questionable concept.  

Research done by both Exeter University and the British Ecological Society has proven that few 

mitigation practices improve biodiversity and that most mitigation measures recommended are not 

evidence based. 

• Research shows that many compensation and mitigation practices have not been proven 

to work. 

Further explanation of these statements is explored in the Compensation and Mitigation section.. 

The Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment  

This assessment is required to establish whether the development will affect the integrity of the 

RAMSAR site and if the land is functionally linked to the RAMSAR but this assessment STAUNCH 

argues has not been satisfactorily completed. 

 It has 4 stages to it: 

1. Screening (TOLSE) Test of Likely Significant Effect 

Similar methods to those mentioned for the site have been used to dismiss or disguise findings: 

• search area results do not conform with regulations 

• Desk study data is out of date and inaccurate 

• Survey results are reduced to the smallest number of species through spurious methods. 

• The data presented does not match with the search area described for desk study or survey. 



• Although the desk studies should cover a 5km radius of the RAMSAR site, the flocks of 

Golden Plovers have been omitted from the application. Maps stop just before the locations 

the birds use. 

• Hydrology Surveys for Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI have not been submitted and it is, we 

understand, hydrologically linked to the site 

 

2. Integrity Test of RAMSAR and Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI 

Below are examples of why STAUNCH argues that the integrity of the RAMSAR and SSSI will be 

affected if the current application is approved. 

• Golden Plovers have been seen foraging on one of the sites and have been seen in 

Nationally important numbers of flocks of 400+ regularly, over several years, close to the 

development site. 

 

• Huge flocks of lapwing are seen close to the site and lapwing are regularly seen on site. This 

is another protected species that uses the RAMSAR site and needs surrounding land for 

foraging. However, this species, also, has hardly been mentioned. 

 

• Hobbies are nesting again this year, right between the 2 proposed development sites 260 

metres from the IM Properties site and only 140 metres from the Newlands site. 

 

• 37 records of otter within a 2km radius of the site were not considered to be notable 

considerations, although we know they are often seen near SSSI Titchmarsh Meadows which 

is likely to be polluted, if proved to be hydrologically linked. 

 

• Other Wetland Birds such as Black Headed Gulls and Greylag Geese use both the RAMSAR 

and SPA site and the proposed development site. Therefore, the integrity of the site is 

compromised as these species need both environments to thrive. 

 

Significant effects cannot be ruled out (reg 63 of Conservation of Habitats and Species Tegs 2017 

necessary for management of an EU site) as results are misleading. 

The application does not continue with the SHRA process, as the developers feel that they have 

proven there is no functionally linked land and the integrity of the RAMSAR and SPA sites will be  

kept intact. The evidence STAUNCH submits; we believe shows a very different outcome. Therefore, 

the assessment should continue with Alternative Solutions. 

3.Alternative Solutions 

From IM Properties - Chp 5 Consideration of Alternatives 

Consideration of Alternatives 

 5.5 The Applicant has not considered alternative sites as it is in control of the Site and therefore has 

no other land to consider within the immediate area. As such, this form of alternative has not been 

considered further within this chapter. This was set out as part of the EIA Scoping Report (Appendix 

1.2) and agreed as part of the EIA Scoping Opinion issued by North Northamptonshire Council (NCC). 



The following commentary below argues why Alternative Solutions MUST be considered as part of 

the Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment designed to protect the RAMSAR site and its 

surrounding Functionally Linked Land. 

 

From: IM Properties EIA Scoping Report App1.2 

“states that the PPG9 that the EIA Regulations do not require the Applicant to consider alternatives.” 

(This document is out of date and has been superseded by the PPS9) 

Therefore, IM Properties should continue with: 

From : Guidance document Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive ‘92/43/EEC 2007 

“In line with the need to prevent undesired impairment of the Native 2000 network, the thorough 

revision and /or withdrawal of a proposed plan or project should be considered when significant 

negative effects on the integrity of a site have been identified” 

“Subsequently, the competent authorities should examine the possibility of resorting to alternative 

solutions which better respect the integrity of the site in question. All feasible alternatives have to 

be analysed.” 

• Why has NNC agreed that alternative sites do not need to be considered when the 

regulations protecting the RAMSAR and SPA site rules that it should be part of the SHRA? 

 

•  The Council’s own planning guidance below states that brownfield sites should take 

precedence. 

From NNJCS 2011-2031 POLICY 6 – Development on Brownfield land and land affected by 

contamination 

In allocating land for development and determining planning applications, the local planning 

authorities will seek to maximise the delivery of development through the reuse of suitable 

previously developed land and buildings within the urban areas 

from the National Planning Policy Framework Chap 15 

“If a proposed development would result in significant harm to the natural environment which 

cannot be avoided (through the use of an alternative site with less harmful impacts), mitigated or 

compensated for (as a last resort) then planning permission should be refused.” 

From The National Planning Policy Framework 

121. Local planning authorities, and other plan-making bodies, should take a proactive role in 

identifying and helping to bring forward land that may be suitable for meeting development needs, 

including suitable sites on brownfield registers 

From N Northants JCS 2011-2031 

VISION By 2031, North Northamptonshire will be a showpiece for modern green living and well 

managed sustainable development: a resilient area where local choices have increased the ability to 

adapt to the impacts of climate change and to global economic changes. The special mixed urban-

rural character of North Northamptonshire will have been maintained through urban-focused 

growth supporting a strong network of vibrant and regenerated settlements, which each maintain 



their separate and distinct character within an enhanced green framework of living, working 

countryside. 

STAUNCH argues that Alternative Sites and Brownfield sites should be considered as stated by the 

Habitats Directive and all other documentation that protects the RAMSAR and its surrounding 

Functionally Linked Land along with the North Northants Joint Core Strategy and the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

 

4.Reasons of Overriding Public Interest 

• As part 4 of the SHRA, this aspect should be considered, but appears to have been scoped 

out as the developers did not even consider point 3 of the SHRA – alternative solutions. 

From: Guidance document -Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive ‘92/43/EEC 2007 

“Projects developed by private bodies can only be considered where such public interest are served 

and demonstrated” 

• There are so many aspects of this application that do not meet the public interest but do 

meet the needs of private bodies.  e.g. visual amenity, public health and well-being, 

irreputable damage to wildlife and the countryside, negative effects on the area for leisure 

 

• The public opposition to the individual and cumulative effects of these proposed 

developments can be seen by the high number of objections to both proposals. As 

democratically elected representatives of the local community NNC Councillors have a 

duty to do the right thing. 

The integrity of the RAMSAR/SPA will be adversely affected. 

from North Northants Joint Core Strategy to 2031 with regard to the Upper Nene Valley : 
 
Where development proposals concern previously undeveloped farmland sites of 2 hectares or 
more, and any part of such sites are within 4km of the designated SPA, these sites should be subject 
to site specific wintering bird surveys to determine if the land is used by designated bird features 
and is therefore important supporting habitat. In such circumstances, for proposals where impacts 
on important supporting habitat may occur, planners and developers should consult Natural 
England to agree the need for, and scope of surveys. If the proposed development site hosts an 
important population of birds for which the European site is designated, the land should be 
retained, not subject to increased disturbance and should not be built on, if avoidance or 
mitigation measures cannot ensure no adverse effects on integrity of the SPA.  
 
STAUNCH argues that the developers have avoided showing the huge numbers of Golden Plover 1.7 

km from the RAMSAR and 2.5km from the proposed development site in their survey results. We 

have evidence that significant numbers of Golden Plovers, 400+, are regularly using the surrounding 

land and have done for at least 7 years. The proposed site is only 230m from the RAMSAR. There is 

no way that mitigation can take place for Golden Plovers as they need open farm land close to the 

RAMSAR for foraging.  

This argument also stands for the strong hold of Hobbies in the area including a pair nesting within a 

few metres both sites. This endangered bird has a stronghold population in our county and this 

should be protected. 



 Our evidence shows that Biodiversity Net gain is not reliable, the mitigation measures are poor and 

the integrity of the RAMSAR will be adversely affected by the proposal. Therefore, as North 

Northants Core Strategy states above: 

If the proposed development site hosts an important population of birds for which the 
European site is designated, the land should be retained, not subject to increased 
disturbance and should not be built on, if avoidance or mitigation measures cannot ensure 
no adverse effects on integrity of the SPA.  
 
The developers need to prove that this is not the case and have not done so in this application. 
 

2. Results 

Breeding Birds 

IM Properties state that their surveys located 35 species on site with 12 Breeding including Red List 

Skylark, Yellowhammer and Linnet and Amber List Dunnock and Reed Bunting 

• We have collated data that show many more important species of bird within the 2km and 

5km search radius required, which questions the arguments made re the impact of the 

development on local bird life. 

STAUNCH research shows for example: 

Within a 2km radius of the site: Yellowhammers have been seen in flocks of 80+ 

            Skylarks have been seen in flocks of 20 

             Linnets have been seen in flocks of 80+ 

IM Properties noted 64 birds of significance within 2km of the site which seems very low considering 

the RAMSAR site is 230m of the development site. 

Our results show at least another 51 birds of significance within 2km. 

This includes: 

House Martins   Assemblage of up to 150   National Importance 

Greylag Geese  Assemblage 325   National Importance 

Grey Herons  Heronry on RAMSAR   County Importance 

Wintering Birds 

Our results show at least another 51 birds of significance within 2km compared to the IM Property 

results. 

These include: 

Redwing  Assemblage of 50 +   County Importance 

Gadwall  Assemblage 168+   National Importance 



Widgeon  Assemblage 600   National Importance 

Golden Plover  Assemblage 500+   National Importance 

Lapwing  Assemblage up to 200+   National Importance 

• The results of the bird surveys are spurious 

 The presentation of the results of the developers’ surveys appears to dismiss the birds sighted, by 

saying numbers are small, birds can use surrounding landscape and the mitigation will compensate 

for the destruction of their habitats - when none of this is easily achieved. 

• The application admits that many species will have their habitats destroyed. 

IM Properties state that “….it is considered that the development of the Thrapston site is likely to 

lead to the displacement of those species which are closely associated with arable farmland and 

associated hedgerows i.e. grey partridge, skylark and yellowhammer.” 

Bats 

There is very little specific reference to bats in the Local Plan, the Joint Core Strategy or the 

National Policy Planning Framework. Research evidence from other reliable sources was needed 

as well. i.e. The Bat Conservation Trust and can be provided in detail. 

Northants Bat Group informs us that there are 17 species of bat in the UK and 13 in 
Northamptonshire.  
 

• The Field Survey identified 11 species of bat on site, including rare Serotine and 
Barbastelle Bat, an Annex II species. This is a significant number considering the lack of 
accurate data for these species. The Barbastelle is rarely recorded, with populations 
unknown and the effects of changes to its habitats not fully understood and the Bat 
Conservation Trust recommends that it should not be disturbed. 

 
• The evidence presented does not prove the insignificance of the site as an important 

habitat for bats. The report dismisses their findings stating “it was not considered likely that 
the site provides a key habitat resource these bats.”  
 

• The data showing Barbastelle bats on sight IS significant. The recording of Barbastelle bats 
is dismissed as a “fly over”. In fact, the Newlands application bat survey records the 
barbastelle on site on 6 different occasions and up to 50 times on one visit proving there are 
many using the area. 
 

STAUNCH argue that many important, rare and varied species in significant numbers, use this site as 
a key habitat. STAUNCH have also recorded Barbastelle on site. 
 

• Northants Bat Group have records of 11 known bat roosts throughout Thrapston and 4 

roosts in Titchmarsh. Bats use veteran trees on the proposed site for temporary roosts. 

The value of these sites should not be underestimated. 



These roosts are not mentioned in the report. This proves linkage between the 2 habitats and the 

site as an important feeding ground between. To eradicate that habitat would fragment known 

colonies and weaken the population’s chance of survival. 

STAUNCH argues that the evidence presented by the application has omitted important information, 

belittled important sitings of rare bat species and has tried to suggest that the habitat is insignificant. 

The evidence we present shows a very different picture. 

 
Badgers  

• Badger populations on site and close by are significant and plans to relocate this protected 

species are totally inadequate. 

The survey identifies 13 badger setts on site with a further 2 sets close by. They identify 3 clans in 

total. The Badger Trust confirms that this is a significant number of badgers on site. 

Brown hare  

• There are many more brown hares on site and within the 2km radius than stated. 

The desk study provided five records of brown hare within a 2 km radius of the survey area, 

although the nearest record was located over 1 km distant. However, several brown hares were 

noted during the survey. 

These desk study results are incomplete. We have results from the NBRC showing that brown 

hares are very numerous on the proposed site and in the surrounding area - at least 24 to our 

personal knowledge. In fact, we regularly get visits to the area from the police because of illegal 

activities. 

Otters 

Even though there were 37 records of otter within a 2km radius of the survey area the otter was 

not considered to be notable considerations by IM Properties. 

STAUNCH argues that many of the otter sitings were near the SSSI site Titchmarsh Meadows and 

this, we understand is hydrologically linked to the watercourses on the development site. This 

connection needs to be established to ensure that pollution and run off from the development 

site, which is higher than the SSSI, will not adversely affect the protected otter species. 

Other Species 

The following species hardly get a mention in the results but STAUNCH’s results show otherwise. 

See data base comparing results A Comparison of Wildlife Data presented by both developers 

compared to data collected by STAUNCH 

Barn Owls and Grey Partridge 
 
Barn Owls- a Schedule 1 Protected Bird are not even mentioned in the developers’ report, but are 
regularly seen hunting on and between the 2 proposed sites. We also have evidence to show that 
pairs have nested regularly on the SSSI site, since at least 2017 showing the SSSI is functionally linked 
to the proposed site with owls using it for foraging. 
 



Grey Partridge are classed as A Bird of Conservation Concern and are on the Red List, but barely get 
mention in the application. These birds are rare and rely on farmland for nesting and feeding. They 
have been recorded on site and within 2km of the site, regularly, since 2015. Birds using this habitat 
will be displaced and their habitat will be destroyed. 
 
STAUNCH have evidence of sitings of both species on and close to the proposed sites. The 
developers survey results do not ring true and should be re done. 
 

Golden Plover and Lapwing 

From IM Properties App 12.9 Foraging Wetland Bird Survey  

4.3 SURVEY RESULTS  

“During the foraging wetland bird survey visits, neither of the target species (lapwing or golden 

plover) were recorded using the site for roosting or foraging. A single golden plover was recorded 

overflying the site during the first February visit, however this bird was not observed identifying any 

of the habitats on site for foraging or roosting.” 

Definition of Functionally Linked Land 

From Natural England Research – 14/10/21 Identification of Functionally Linked Land 

“FLL is defined as: areas of land occurring within 20 km of an SPA, that are regularly used by 

significant numbers of qualifying bird species.” 

“A significant number of birds has been defined as 0.5% of the UK population or 1000 individuals.” 

“Regular usage is defined as being used by significant numbers of birds for 7 or more years since 

2010”  

“The definition of qualifying bird species includes both non-breeding qualifying species and 

assemblage qualifying species, as mentioned in the citations of the SPAs”. 

• Flocks of Lapwing up to 200+ have also been recorded on site and within 2.5km of the 

development site on at least 16 different occasions from Oct 21 to date 

• Golden Plover have been recorded within 2.5km of the development site on 7 different 

occasions from Feb 2020 to date in huge flocks of 500+ .  

There are estimated to be 84,000 Golden Plover in the UK. Therefore, flocks of over 420 would be 

described as a significant number. 

Both these birds also use the RAMSAR site showing that the fields alongside the proposed 

development site are Functionally Linked to it.  



STAUNCH understands that it is recommended that evidence over 7 years needs to be produced to 

be sure that the Golden Plover and Lapwing do not use the Functionally Linked Land regularly. 

However, data that STAUNCH has collected shows that Golden Plover and Lapwing have been using 

either, the proposed development sites and/ or land close by in huge numbers since at least 2015. 

See attached Database 

Further surveys should be carried out to ensure that the building of these warehouses do not affect 

the Golden Plover and Lapwing using land which could be argued is Functionally Linked to the 

RAMSAR site. 

Significant effects cannot be ruled out (reg63 of Conservation of Habitats and Species Tegs 2017 

necessary for management of an EU site) as results are misleading. 

Hobby 

• The Hobby, a Sch 1 Protected Bird have a stronghold population in Northants, are nesting 

on and around the development sites. 

They have been seen in significant numbers and use the RAMSAR for feeding and foraging. 

Therefore, this is another species that shows the sites are Functionally Linked to the RAMSAR. 

Hobbies are classed as A Bird of Conservation Concern and are on the Red List. They are protected 

by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. The developers report class them as non-breeding species 

on site. 

In November 21 the County Bird Recorder submitted a county estimate to the British Birds Annual 
Rare Breeding Birds Panel (RBBP) as 100 Hobby pairs, so the area is a significant stronghold within 
the county. 
 
 
STAUNCH have evidence of Hobbies using the proposed site regularly from 2012 to the present and 
the birds are currently nesting 260 metres from the IM properties site and 149 metres from the 
Newlands site. See attached Database. 
 
The hobby has regularly used the proposed site for nesting and is currently nesting between the 2 
proposed developments. It also uses the RAMSAR site for hunting. Therefore, the proposed 
developments are on Functionally Linked Land for the hobby and should not be built upon according 
to the protection given to the RAMSAR site.  
 

• Survey results of notable species or the impact of the development on these species 

through loss of habitat, are dismissed as insignificant, when in fact there will be a massive 

impact and will likely cause death to many of them. 

 

• Many of the species using the site for habitat or feeding are notable, rare and are 

protected by law, such as badgers, 11 of the 17 species of bat in the UK, including the rare 

Barbastelle and also brown hares, skylarks, yellowhammers and lapwings to name a few. 

 



STAUNCH states that the data and their results and conclusions, presented by the developers are 

incorrect and should not be used in the decision-making process. 

Hedgerows 

• The hedgerow reports are contradictory, inaccurate, evidence is out of date and the 
results are presented in a misleading manner, with an apparent aim to downgrade the 
value of the hedgerows and the wildlife that relies on them. 
 

• Regarding Common Hawthorn, the reports are all categorical in the identification of 
Common Hawthorn, yet on the Castle Manor Farm Site they have several of the rare 
species of Midland Hawthorn too. In fact, it is recorded that Midland Hawthorn is indeed 
present within the Glebe Land hedgerows, so this leads to a lack of credibility in the 
report. 
 

• There is confusion around the grading of hedgerows.  

Paragraphs 5.2 and 5.3 of the Hedgerow Report is very confusing, with one stating there are seven 
hedgerows found to be “important” and the later stating that eight of the 16 hedgerows meet the 
criteria for classification as an “important” hedgerow.  
 
In fact, there are 10 “important” hedgerows.  

H15 meet Criteria 1 as they mark the Parish Boundary that was set before 1850.  
H8 meets Criteria 7 it does have 5 woody species and 4 associated features as listed in their 
Tables 4.1 & 4.2  

 
This confusion over the number of “important” hedgerows shows that the consultants have been 
less than diligent in appraising their own tables of results. 

 
 

• The Assessment also tries to water down the levels of criteria, separating out that 
supporting Birds of Conservation Concern Red List species. However, this is irrelevant as all 
the Criteria in the regulations are equal and the hedgerow only needs to match a single 
criterion. 

 
They have also stated that in the Note of the Hedgerow Assessment that they are only considering 
Birds of Conservation Concern 4 Red List (2015) and not the Amber List. Nor for some reason are 
they using the most current version of this document, which is Dec 2021, 4 months prior to the 
publishing of their assessment. This means on Page 8 when they state the desk study of SPI and Birds 
of Conservation Concern, they don’t include all the relevant birds. This is also the case in Table 5.2 in 
the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, which doesn’t list Wren or Wood Pidgeon as RSPB Amber List 
birds.  So, of the 11 birds seen on the Field Survey 45% are rare 

• Table 4.2 Assessment of Hedgerows contains many errors  
 
H15 & H16 meet Criteria 1.  
H4 has a ditch.  
H9 shows as having 7 not 5 woody species.  
H11 shows 5 woody species not 3,  
H12 shows 3 woody species not 2,  
H13 show 4 woody species not 3.  
H 11 therefore needs a tick in Five woody species.  



H10 & 11 are both adjacent to a footpath so need ticks.  
H11 has 2 associated features so is therefore an important hedgerow by Criteria 8.  
 
Again, a Hedgerow is “important” regardless of which Criterion it meets in regulations, so why have 
the Consultants tried to single out one criterion of the regulation over others? 
 
STAUNCH states that the hedgerow assessments are inaccurate, do not follow regulations and need 
to repeated. 
 

3. Planning Regulations and Recommendations 

• Developers will be removing habitats we do not fully understand and are used by many 

species. The full extent of damage that will be done is not clear. 

From Natural England Joint Publication JP025 A Review of the Population and Conservation Status of 
British Mammals: Technical Summary First published 2018 
Research Priorities 6 : 
‘There is evidence that the quality of habitats for wildlife is in decline, even where total availability is 
constant (e.g., the decline of species-rich grassland and hedgerow quality as assessed in the 
Countryside Survey 2007 (Carey et al., 2008))). ‘ 
 
‘Effort should be deployed in understanding the associations between habitat quality (including 
configuration and linkages) and mammal abundance and distribution. Wild mammals make 
extensive use of marginal habitats within agricultural landscapes, such as hedgerow bottoms and 
unmanaged field corner.’ 
 
From the Joint Core Strategy 
“Ecosystems will be protected and enhanced” 
 

• There are no plans to give new planting, time to reach maturity and sustain the creatures 
that rely on existing flora and fauna to recover. 
 

Research show that this can take up to 30 years for a newly planted hedge. No developer can wait 
that long. Therefore, compensation measures are not possible and this makes 10% biodiversity net 
gain a nonsense. 
 
From Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document for Northamptonshire. Aug 15 
   Stage A3: Avoidance and mitigation 
 
Compensation measures should adhere to the following principles:  
 
• Successful recreation or translocation of the biodiversity feature should be reasonably certain.  
 
• Wherever possible, compensation habitats should be created to a suitable quality before damage 
takes place, allowing species to colonise it from the area to be lost. Some features (e.g. hedgerows, 
ponds, badger setts) need time to mature and function ecologically before they will offer effective 
alternative habitat.  
 
• Compensation will often require delivering much more habitat than what has been lost, to account 
for failure risk, climate change effects or other factors 
. 



Compensation will be acceptable only where independent expert advice indicates that there will be 
a high probability of success. 
 
The guidance set down have by North Northants Council, the Government and Official Advisory 
Bodies states that the aim is to protect important habitats and the Functionally Linked Land that 
supports them and this has not been followed in the planning application. There are no reassurances 
in the planning application that there is a high probability of success to the mitigation attempts. 
 

4. Compensation and Mitigation 

• As part of the SHRA IM Properties go on to describe the mitigation and compensation that 

will prevent all this massive damage to habitat, ancient hedgerows and protected species. 

STAUNCH would like to draw attention to: 

From Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document for Northamptonshire. Aug 15    

“Compensation schemes are rarely successful in replacing what has been lost and it is far better not 

to cause damage in the first place than to try to compensate for it later. Unlike mitigation, 

compensation is usually carried out off-site and often involves major habitat restoration or creation 

to make up for what is being lost to development. 

Compensation measures should adhere to the following principles:  

• Successful recreation or translocation of the biodiversity feature should be reasonably 

certain.  

• Wherever possible, compensation habitats should be created to a suitable quality before 

damage takes place, allowing species to colonise it from the area to be lost. Some features 

(e.g. hedgerows, ponds, badger setts) need time to mature and function ecologically before 

they will offer effective alternative habitat.  

• Compensation will often require delivering much more habitat than what has been lost, to 

account for failure risk, climate change effects or other factors. 

 

Compensation will be acceptable only where independent expert advice indicates that there will be a 

high probability of success. 

12 “If significant harm [to biodiversity] cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 

compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.” 

• Biodiversity Net Gain is a questionable concept. Research done by Exeter University has 

proven that few mitigation practices improve biodiversity. Further detailed information 

illustrating this point can be found in the Biodiversity Net Gain section of this document. 

• The land that has been designated for compensation can in no way achieve this as the 

Northants Biodiversity Supplementary Planning document explains above. 

 

• Mitigation suggestions for Breeding Birds on site is very weak 

IM Properties state in Breeding Bird Survey 6 Recommendations that: 

1. Impact on features of greatest ecological value e.g. hedgerows should be avoided. 



Most of the hedgerows will be ripped out including ancient hedgerow which sustains much wildlife 

and newly planted hedgerows will take hundreds of years to re grow to the same state. 

2. Nest boxes should be placed in retained trees. 

3. Most of the trees will be felled. 

4. Skylark plots should be made on surrounding agricultural land. See the section on Skylarks below 

which shows this mitigation is unworkable. 

5. Vegetation clearance should be outside the nesting season 

STAUNCH argues that this application is not able to mitigate the loss of habitat for Golden Plover, 

Skylark, Barn Owl, Yellowhammer and the other species using hedgerow and field for breeding and 

overwintering. 

 

• Mitigation is not possible for the many Protected Species will be adversely affected by this 

development. See list below 

 

Skylarks 
 

• Skylark plots are not possible on any land the developers have access to change. 
 

The Skylark is a Bird of Conservation Concern Red List, a Species of Principal Importance in England, 

a Species of Concern and with Species Action Plan, use the site which is a “high quality skylark 

habitat” for nesting and foraging will be totally displaced. The suggested mitigation of” Skylark Plots” 

is unworkable as there is no suitable land available and the suggested compensation measures goes 

against the recommendations of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

The resident population of skylark in the UK, is joined, in winter, by a significant proportion of the 

northern European population of skylarks. The UK breeding population of skylark on farmland 

declined by 54% between 1969 & 1991. It has also declined substantially in many other European 

countries.  

The “high quality skylark habitat” on site, as described by IM Properties will be lost for ever and 

compensation and mitigation is not possible. 

Skylark are a species whose fate is intimately bound up with the management of lowland agriculture.  

• The action plan is to maintain present breeding numbers, wintering numbers and 
distribution throughout the UK 

 

• Maintain present breeding numbers, wintering numbers and distribution 
 

• Reverse the population decline in lowland farmland 
 

• Protect the skylark’s habitat, particularly during the breeding season. 
 
One of the developer’s mitigation options for these species are “Skylark Plots”, within the site or 

within surrounding agricultural land which they go into detail about in Appendix 2 of the Breeding 

Bird Survey. Unfortunately, as the “plots” need to be created in fields planted for winter cereal and 

this is not a habitat being created by the developers. It doesn’t matter how much detail they give us, 



or consideration they pay to “Skylark Plots”, they are completely unfeasible for this development. As 

they state, the fields for “skylark plots’ should be more than 5Ha, and only 2 plots per Ha which are 

set within tight constraints, such as not near footpaths or overhead wires etc. So 5Ha would be the 

bare minimum needed for the “at least 9 breeding pairs” that were observed by the developers, and 

that is without consideration of the additional wintering skylarks that are likely to add to numbers 

and therefore habitat needed. 

The 2 options for Skylark they have proposed are actually: 

 1) an unworkable option for them if they want to meet the BNG target and 

 2) compensation, which as the NPPF states, is a last resort. 

from the National Planning Policy Framework Chap 15 

“If a proposed development would result in significant harm to the natural environment which 

cannot be avoided (through the use of an alternative site with less harmful impacts), mitigated or 

compensated for (as a last resort) then planning permission should be refused.” 

The developers know that the “skylark plot’ option is unfeasible and doesn’t fit in with their On or 

Off-site Biodiversity Areas. So, they have suggested another option - the “provision of a financial 

contribution towards a suitable habitat management scheme” but no further details are given, 

despite this being the option they will have to take. 

Bats 

There is very little specific reference to bats in the Local Plan, the Joint Core Strategy or the 

National Policy Planning Framework. Research evidence from other reliable sources was needed 

as well. i.e. The Bat Conservation Trust and can be provided in detail. 

From Schedule 2 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 1994 

“By law Annex II species should have core areas of their habitat designated as sites of Community 
importance (SCIs) and are included in the Natura 2000 network. These sites must be managed in 
accordance with the ecological needs of the species.” 
 

• The data showing Barbastelle bats on sight IS significant. This species has been recorded in 
Titchmarsh as far back at the 14th Century. They are a rare bat and are at risk. 

 

• Bats, including the rare Barbastelle will no longer be able to use the veteran trees as 

temporary roosts and will not be able to use the site as commuting and foraging routes from 

roosts in Thrapston where there are 13 known roosts and Titchmarsh where there are 5 

known roosts. 

• Loss or Fragmentation of Foraging and Commuting Habitat for bats cannot be mitigated 
for, as lit 80-foot-high buildings will limit foraging and commuting routes. 
 

IM Properties state: “The creation of habitats such as attenuation features may also provide foraging 
opportunities for bats within the site. If all retained and created habitat is managed in accordance 
with a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) (see Chapter 6), this will ensure the 
maintenance of suitable foraging and commuting routes for the bat species found using the site and 
that the favourable conservation status of bats in the area is maintained.” 
 



Note the use of the word “may” when describing the effects of the creation of habitats to 
compensate for the damage they will do the eco system.  
 
STAUNCH argues that the mitigation described in the planning application will not prevent an 
adverse effect on the local bat population. It will cause a barrier isolating local roosts of Common 
Pipistrelle bats identified in the report in a Thrapston warehouse and bat populations in the local 
vicinity and also a Pipistrelle roost located within a residential house in Thrapston. 
Pipistrelle bats have been seen foraging in Titchmarsh village illustrating the bats foraging flight 
paths. 
 
The barrier of 80-foot buildings emitting significant amounts of light, on a site, combined together 
with existing and proposed development which will be 5 times the size of Titchmarsh and joining 
Titchmarsh village to Thrapton town, can in no way be compensated by the 15 ha off-site mitigation 
area to be used by the 10 species of bats identified. It cannot be considered mitigation as the bats 
are using this land for roosting, foraging and migrating at present. It will just mean another area of 
established habitat will be disturbed.  
 

• Fragmentation of Habitat Due to Lighting will occur as ALL artificial lighting has a negative 
impact on bat survival. 

 
The quotes below describe the amount of light pollution that is expected to occur during the 
construction phase alone, due to work occurring outside peak hours, at night using temporary 
lighting. 
 
IM Properties state in Chapter 13 
 
13.52 During the construction stage it is necessary to utilise temporary lighting across the Site, to 
ensure safe working conditions (i.e. task lighting), especially during winter months. As the Proposed 
Scheme has an expected 5-year construction period there will be periods of works that will occur 
during hours of reduced light. Furthermore, proposed works on the local highways will likely occur 
outside of peak hours and therefore there is potential for night- time works. In addition to the above 
task lighting, a degree of temporary lighting will be necessary for security purposes within the Site. 
With this in mind there is the potential, if not correctly managed, that such temporary lighting could 
result in light spill, glare and sky glow. 
 
13.56 Residential properties at the edge of Titchmarsh are located beyond 400m of the Site6. The 
intervening landscape does include boundary vegetation in the form hedgerow, as well as areas of 
mature trees. Existing lighting within Titchmarsh is limited and the agricultural nature of the 
landscape between the Site and receptor is devoid of lighting. Overall, given it is considered that the 
residential properties at the edge of Titchmarsh would experience a small magnitude of change at 
worse. 
 
13.60 With respect to the users of the A605 and Islington, for a proportion of the A605 adjacent to 
the Site there is no existing highways lighting, with luminaries present at the roundabout with 
Oundle Road. Islington is currently unlit. On this basis, assuming temporary lighting installed along 
the Site boundaries adjacent to these receptors and such lighting is unmanaged or poorly designed / 
implemented, it is considered road users would experience a large magnitude of change. 
 
13.61 The sensitivity of road users of the A605 and Islington is considered to be medium. The 
magnitude of change is considered to be large. Therefore, there is likely to be a direct, temporary, 
medium-term adverse effect which is considered to moderate to major. 



 
From IM Properties Ch 13  
 
Bats and light levels 
 
The mapping shows that the fields are currently E1 (dark) and that the warehouses currently at 
Halden’s Parkway show as E3 (suburban). The document doesn’t state anywhere what the future 
lighting level will be, only areas on the outskirts once operational. However, the light spill mapping in 
Chap 13 shows that light spill will occur throughout the development area. 
 
The light spill mapping shows that the internal hedges will not be suitable for bats to commute or 
forage along, so connectivity will be lost. 
 
STAUNCH notes that there is also no cumulative lighting assessment with figures/mapping/diagrams 
that considers the effects of the removal of 300 acres from E1 dark to possibly E2 Rural to more 
probably E3 /E4 suburban or urban with lots of night-time activity. These warehouses will be 24hr 
operations with many vehicle headlights adding to the development lighting so it is important that 
this is considered. 
 
From: The Bat Conservation Trust publication Bat and Artificial lighting in the UK Guidance note 
08/18 
 
“Impacts from Artificial Lighting 
Only about a fifth of England now has ‘pristine night skies’ – that is skies ‘completely free from light 
pollution’ (CPRE 2016). Concerns about the impacts of this have been expressed for a long time, 
both in reference to human and ecosystem health (Gaston et al 2015).  
For bats, artificial lighting is thought to increase the chances of predation, and therefore bats may 
modify their behaviour to respond to this threat (Speakman et al 1991, Jones et al 1994). Many avian 
predators will hunt bats which may be one reason why bats avoid flying in the day.” 
 
“*affecting the feeding behaviour of bats away from the roost. Slower flying species (lesser 
horseshoes, greater horseshoes and the 6 Myotis species) avoid illuminated areas and therefore lose 
foraging grounds if they are lit. This results in slower flying species having to use poorer quality 
foraging sites and losing out on prey, which are attracted to the surrounding lit areas, a so 
called ‘vacuum effect’.” 
 
“It is noticeable that most of Britain’s rarest bats are among those species listed as avoiding artificial 

light, so artificial lighting has potentially devastating conservation consequences for these species 

(Rowse et al 2016)” 

STAUNCH argues that there is already high light pollution from existing distribution centres but that 

is no reason to increase light pollution in the county and make the situation worse. Also, it is 

important to remember that bats require such high level of protection because they are easily 

disturbed and reproduce slowly, so any disturbance to the species has a high impact on their 

population.  

Badgers  

• Badger populations on site and close by are significant and plans to relocate this protected 

species are totally inadequate. 



The survey identifies 13 badger setts on site with a further 2 sets close by. They identify 3 clans in 

total. The Badger Trust confirms that this is a significant number of badgers on site. 

In their Impact Assessment, the developers state that they plan to amalgamate the 13 setts into at 

least 1 artificial sett admitting the changes will cause the badgers insufficient habitat, encourage 

them to cross the A605 - at risk of mortality and cause conflict with other nearby badger clans. They 

go on to say there will be no significant impact. The mitigation suggested is totally inadequate. 

 Badgers and their setts are protected by The Protection of Badgers Act 1992/ The Wild Mammals 

(Protection) Act 1996 

A Licence MUST be applied for from Natural England (NE) if the badgers are to be relocated. 

Also Badger setts should not be disturbed within 100m if pile driving is to occur. 

STAUNCH argue that the plans suggested for the relocation of the badgers are inadequate and 

will put them in danger from roads, starvation due to reduced habitat and confrontations with 

other badger clans. 

Brown Hares 

• Mitigation suggested for brown hares is inadequate 

The mitigation referred to in Section 7.4 of the Phase 1 Habitat Survey do not provide open fields 

which is the habitat needed by brown hares. Brown hares and other creatures living on site are 

described as being able to disperse into the surrounding landscape when their habitat is lost. 

However, they will hemmed in on every side by Halden’s Parkway, the Newlands development, 

Titchmarsh and the A605. This is the only mitigation suggested by the developers for hares 

During the late 1800s there were about four million brown hares in Britain. But recent surveys show 

the brown hare has declined by more than 80% during the past 100 years and the decline is ongoing. 

The brown hare has a Species Action Plan under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, which aims to 

expand existing populations. Brown hares are also protected by The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 

1996 

 Like all British mammals, hares have been hit hard by habitat loss - in their case, the degradation 

and development of arable land. Arable field margins are the favoured habitat of hares; they use a 

mosaic of varied crops, grassland, and vegetation for food, shelter and to escape from predators. 

The developer’s mitigation of dispersal into the surrounding countryside is totally inadequate. The 

fact that developers are doing this in so many locations is contributing towards the demise of the 

brown hare. Northamptonshire is lucky it has a good population of hares and should be nurturing it 

as part of their tourism objectives. 

 

Yellowhammers 

• There are many more Yellowhammers using this site for breeding and habitat than stated 

in the application 

These birds are declining in numbers, are A Bird of Conservation Concern and are on the Red List and 

are also classed as a Priority Species under the UK Post 2010 Biodiversity Framework. 



Six breeding pairs were identified on site by the developers’ survey. 

From IM Properties -Recommendations in the Breeding Birds Report 

“The design of the proposed development should, where possible, aim to avoid impacts on features 

of greatest ecological value, e.g. the hedgerow network. Where these habitats can be retained, 

landscape buffers should be implemented to restrict disturbance and increase the potential for 

continued use by notable bird species” 

STAUNCH have records of sitings of at least 20 birds on site or within 2km of the site from only as far 

back as Dec 20 suggesting there are many more birds using the area as a habitat. The ancient 

hedgerows that will be destroyed are an essential habit for this species survival. Such hedgerows 

cannot be replaced with new planting as they take decades to mature. 

Otters 

• Hydrology Surveys for Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI not submitted –run off and pollution 

effects on plants, fish and otters recorded at the site could be possible. 

Even though there were 37 records of otter within a 2km radius of the survey area, the otter was not 

considered to be notable considerations by IM Properties. 

Otters are strictly protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and by the EC 

Habitats Directive, (transposed into domestic law through the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) 

Regulations 1994 (as amended) (the Habitats Regulations). 

STAUNCH states that many of the otter sitings were near the SSSI site Titchmarsh Meadows. We 

understand that the SSSI is hydrologically linked to the watercourses on the development site. This 

connection needs to be established to ensure that pollution and run off from the development site, 

which is higher than the SSSI, will not adversely affect the protected otter species. 

Hedgerows 

• CPRE states that you simply cannot replace important hedgerows with new and can never 
justify the removal of important hedgerows, like H4, H12, H13.  

 
The fact that the hedgerows on the Glebe Land have so many Linnets and Yellowhammer 
demonstrate that these hedgerows are well managed. Any new hedgerows planted need to meet 
the definition of a hedgerow and not just be hedges. It is also scientifically proved that urban 
hedgerows will have a lower biodiversity due to having a hard surface on one side.  
 
STAUNCH question the Design and Access Statement regarding the hedgerows. The developers say 
that retained hedgerows will be subjected to enhancement and improved management to maximise 
their biodiversity value and enhanced connectivity across the site. As the rare nesting birds and the 
Arboreal Report show the management for these hedgerows are good. So how will it be improved? 
Regarding enhancement, we fear it might be the planting a few hazel trees to fill in the odd gap as 
there is no more detail to describe what enhancement is planned. 
 
Furthermore, the planting along the eastern boundary is likely to adversely affect the current 
“important” hedgerow by root damage done in planting new trees and creating greater competition 
for water and nutrients when they are growing. By trying to over enhance and score maximum BNG - 
it could actually cause the loss of Significant Habitats of Importance. 
 



Hedgerows play an important role within the UK countryside. Traditionally they were used to mark 
boundaries and keep livestock contained. More recently, it is recognised that hedges have the added 
benefits of regulating different environmental aspects including water, pollution, and erosion. 
Hedgerows, along with the banks they are sometimes found on, can reduce flooding by regulating 
the flow of water. Due to their deep roots, hedgerows can remove water quicker than crops, easing 
issues that may occur with excess water, with the added benefit of controlling erosion by acting as a 
barrier from water run-off, especially in hilly areas. They can protect fields from wind, reducing both 
water loss from the field and soil erosion. Hedgerows also act as a barrier to reduce the number of 
fertilisers and pesticides that enter nearby areas of water and contribute to carbon storage. 

Hedgerows are important for farmland wildlife. They provide a variety of resources for species that 
benefit crops, including shelter for predators of crop pests and food for bees and other insects that 
pollinate crops. They are especially vital for wintering birds. This importance resulted in the UK 
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) identifying ancient and species-rich hedgerows as a priority habitat 
which led to legislation to restrict their removal. In 1997, the Hedgerows Regulations were created 
under the Environment Act 1995 
 
Hedgerows provide important habitats and resources for a range of mammals, birds, amphibians 
and reptiles, insects, and plants. They can also provide a dispersal network for various mammals, 
reptiles etc, so they can move between different areas safely. Hedgehogs are in decline, especially 
rural hedgehogs, and hedgerows provide a suitable habitat, improving foraging opportunities and 
protection from predators. They also use them to travel across the landscape, connecting hedgehog 
populations. Hedgehogs are sensitive to habitat fragmentation and reinstating or repairing hedges 
can enhance connectivity, helping to improve population numbers. The activity of multiple bat 
species has been positively linked to hedgerows and linear features. The bats use them for 
orientation, foraging and shelter. Width was less important, with bats preferring density, length, and 
proximity to woodland. 
 
Hedgerows are important, not just agriculturally for boundaries, crop management, water control 
and defence. They also have ecological importance, they support wildlife and insects, and can help 
with climate change and mitigate pollution. Hedgerows are a priority habitat and should be 
protected but they must be kept in good condition, repaired, and maintained, as they currently are 
on the Glebe Land Site. 

• Over 125 priority BAP species are closely associated with hedgerows, 11% of all such species.  
Although very few are wholly dependent on hedgerows, the loss of hedgerows or a decline 
in their quality will have a significant adverse impact on their populations. 

• A high proportion of these BAP species are widespread within the UK, but have been 
recognised as priorities for conservation action because their populations have declined 
rapidly in recent decades. For example, 51 out of the 71 widespread and common moths 
listed as priority BAP species because they have declined hugely in recent decades, feed on 
caterpillars in hedgerows and their associated herbaceous margins. This confirms the 
importance of hedgerows for wildlife as a whole, not just for rare species. 

• Hedgerows are of particular importance for the conservation of farmland and woodland 
birds, and for mammals. As many as 16 out of the 19 birds included in the Farmland Bird 
Index, as used by Government to assess the state of farmland wildlife, are associated with 
hedgerows, with 10 using them as a primary habitat. All 35 woodland indicator species 
frequently occur in hedgerows or their trees. In addition, 10 out of 18 terrestrial mammals 
listed as priority species in the UK BAP make significant use of hedgerows, for food or to 
enable them to move through the landscape. 



• Rare or threatened species closely associated with hedgerows include several European 
Protected Species, notably dormouse, most species of bat including the greater horseshoe 
bat, and great-crested newt. These species require well connected networks of hedgerows, 
rather than individual hedgerows, emphasising the importance of hedgerows at a landscape 
scale for biodiversity 
 

• The very high importance of hedgerows for birds is clear as no less than 21 priority BAP bird 
species are associated with hedgerows, and for 13 of these, hedgerows are a primary 
habitat. 

 

• Much of the biodiversity of hedgerows is associated with hedgerow trees, in particular with 
veteran individuals. Over half (55%) of the priority BAP species associated with hedgerows 
are dependent on, or partially dependent on, hedgerow trees. The presence of hedgerow 
trees increased the numbers of larger moth present by 60% and the diversity of such moths 
by 38%. 

There is a popular belief that most hedgerows are recent additions to the countryside, having been 
planted across an open landscape under the Enclosure Acts of the early 19th Century. In fact, at least 
half our hedges are older than this, and many are hundreds, some even thousands, of years old. 
Some are underlain by banks built in Bronze Age times four thousand years ago. As we have 
significant Roman and Iron Age archaeological in these fields, it is not unreasonable to presume the 
hedgerow and ditches could have been around too, particularly those that mark the ancient Parish 
Boundary between Titchmarsh and Thrapston. Dating a well-managed hedgerow can’t just be done 
on the presence of number of woody species, especially if they have previously been laid and have 
ditches or banks associated with them. 

• Mitigation is not proven to compensate for the damage done to species and habitats by 
development  

From the British Ecological Society -Research Article 30 July 2021 
By Sara B. Hunter,Sophus O. S. E zu Ermgassen,Harriet Downey,Richard A. Griffiths,Caroline Howe 

Evidence shortfalls in the recommendations and guidance underpinning ecological mitigation for 
infrastructure developments  

• https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12089 

• https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2688-8319.12089 
 
In essence, the authors study 50 planning applications and identified 65 mitigation measures 
addressing 8 different animal groups. Of these 65 mitigation measures, only 13 (or 20%) have been 
assessed as being beneficial, furthermore greater that than 50% of recommended measures were 
unsupported by scientific research (these include mitigation suggestions on both our developments) 
 
They also highlight that the most highly cited guidance documents are over 15 years old. 
 
Quotes from the linked documents: 
Stone et al. (2013) identified a significant reduction in post-development bat abundance across 300 
derogation licenses 

https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Hunter%2C+Sara+B
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Zu+Ermgassen%2C+Sophus+O+S+E
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Downey%2C+Harriet
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Griffiths%2C+Richard+A
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorRaw=Howe%2C+Caroline
https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12089
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2688-8319.12089
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2688-8319.12089#eso312089-bib-0052


 Lintott and Mathews’ (2018) analysis of post-development reports revealed that only 52% of lofts 
created as licensed compensation contained bats. 
 
A review of the Conservation Evidence synopses for bats, mammals, birds and amphibians revealed 
that 30 of 52 unique EMC measures were either not assessed or had no associated evidence; eight 
had unknown effectiveness. Thirteen measures were assessed as beneficial or likely beneficial, 
accounting for only 29% of the 446 measures recorded. 
 
To summarise, the research paper states that: 
 
“We found that there is either no or insufficient evidence for the effectiveness of most measures 
recommended in ecological reports.” 
 
STAUNCH presents this evidence to support our argument that little of the mitigation and 
compensation measures suggested will work, and therefore many, many species currently relying on 
this huge amount of land will be at risk if the developments are approved. 
 
 

Biodiversity Net Gain Assessments  

The definition of a BNG assessment is simply a calculation where you input figures and it gives you a 
BNG unit score. Obviously, the lower the figures you put in on the multiplication calculations, the 
lower the unit score you will get. 
 
It is hard to judge the developers’ figures, as the post intervention are completely illustrative, and 
the off-site land is still to be determined. They are hoping to gain use of the land, but a legal 
framework must be agreed to by the current owners and the tenant farmers for up to 30 years and it 
must state who will be responsible if anything deviates from the plan. 
 
The BNG assessment document states that: 
“3.2.2 The proposed management prescriptions will not be finalised for either the on-site and off-
site areas until a Landscape and Ecological Management and Monitoring Plan (LEMMP) has been 
prepared. However, given the nature of the proposed operational usage of the scheme (both in 
terms of employment and public recreation), it is anticipated that the habitat conditions for both on-
site and off-site habitat creation / enhancement will be negatively impacted upon by high levels of 
traffic emissions, recreational usage, dog fouling etc”. 
 
Therefore, its Biodiversity Net gain score will be reduced and mitigation will be less. 
 
In the following section STAUNCH have used hedgerow Biodiversity Net Gain analysis as an example 
to show how figures can be manipulated. 
 
Hedgerows 
 

• For the baseline they have scored all the hedgerows combined, both on and offsite, when 
each hedgerow should be assessed individually. 

 

• They have classified all the hedgerows as low distinctiveness (x2) when their own survey 
shows that some of the hedgerows are medium distinctiveness (x4) such as those next to a 
ditch and some are of high distinctiveness (x6).H9 could be classified as very high (x8) as it is 
a native rich hedgerow with trees and ditch. 

 

https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2688-8319.12089#eso312089-bib-0031


• They have also given all the hedgerows a condition of poor (x1) but haven’t published the 
Condition Sheets they used to assess these. It seems very strange that on Castle Manor 
Farm, (who published their condition sheets) all the Native Species hedgerows were 
assessed as moderate (x2) or good (x3) and ALL the hedgerows on the Glebe Land are poor. 
 

Trees in hedgerows 
 

• Trees currently on site have not been included in the hedgerow section and should be. This 
is important as they include Urban trees in the Habitat Creation and they score highly. 

 
Strategic Significance 
 

• They have graded the hedgerows as medium (x1.1) but it could be argued that as 
Hedgerows, they are a Habitat of Principle Importance and certainly those classified as 
Important under the Hedgerow Regulations should be graded of High significance (x1.15)  

 
Amending these figures, significantly changes the 8.14 units that they have published.  
 
Even if you change all the conditions to only moderate, the score is 16.28 Units or if they are classed 
as medium distinctiveness and moderate condition the score is 32.56 units.  
If the hedges are graded as medium distinctiveness, moderate condition and HPI they score 34.04 
units which is very different to published 8.14 units. 
 
B-3 & E-3 Site Hedge Enhancement 
 

• IM Properties have stated that all the hedgerow around the 2 new biodiversity sites need 
enhancement but this is not the case, as there are very few gaps in these hedgerows to 
enhance. 
 

We presume this is where the 1.4km or 2.27km of hedgerow figures come from. However, if they 
are going to enhance a section of hedgerow, it would be far more accurate to just use the length of 
the hedgerow they are planning to enhance by filling in gaps. Therefore, the enhancement figure of 
13.86 units is lacking credibility as it doesn’t match with the methodology. 
 
On-site Hedge Creation. 
 
The on-site “native species rich hedgerows with trees” needs to be more than 5 woody species in 
each 30m section and the trees need to look like a “shrubby layer plus lollipops” where there is one 
mature tree every 30m. The condition the consultants have set is “good” but to achieve good, the 
hedgerow can have no more than 2 failures and no more than 1 in any functional group. As they 
have already said, the hedgerows are going to be cut to less than 1.5m. This automatically fails A2 so 
the remainder of the conditions will have to be met. As these conditions are hard to achieve it is not 
convincing, they will meet them all and it is more probable that “good” condition will not be 
achieved. 
 
Remaining Habitats 
 
A-1 Site Habitat Baseline 
 
With cropland they have set the Strategic Significance to low (x1). However, could it be argued that 
Northants is a Rural County. It is described in the Current Landscape Character Assessment that 



Northants is a Rural County with farmland in a “patchwork quilt’. So, maintaining that character 
could be argued as of Medium Strategic Significance (x1.1). 
 
If this significance could be proven, the overall figure for cropland would go from 93.50 to 102.96. 
Overall A-1 Habitat baseline would go from 97.89 to 107.25. 
 
A-2 Site Habitat Creation 
 
The methodology behind these figures are that they are just looked up from a table. However, the 
consultants set their own future condition levels and have chosen habitats that will generate the 
greatest BNG figures and not necessarily habitats that would be found naturally in the area. 
 
For example, they state that the reedbeds they are going to create around the SUDS are Highly 
distinctive (x6) and will be in fairly good condition (x2.5), are medium strategically significant (x1.1) 
and will take 10 years to get to this condition. So, the figure for just 1.1Ha of reedbeds is 8.52 Units. 
This seems rather a lot. The only reason have they separated 1.1Ha from the Sustainable Urban 
Draining (SUDS) Feature as a habitat, is that the reedbeds category scores far more highly in the BNG 
calculation. However, these reedbeds could be calculated as SUDS, as that is effectively what this 
habitat is. 
SUDS have a distinctiveness as low (x2), This is the route used by the consultants on Castle Manor 
Farm site too, as opposed to a wetland Reedbed with a distinctiveness score of high (x6). The 
strategic significance of both SUDS and Reedbeds are both classified as medium (x1.1) 
 
Modified Grassland 
 
This has been assessed as being 1.3Ha with low distinctiveness (x1), fairly poor condition (x1.5) and 
medium significance (x1.1) = 4.29 Units 
 
However, the developer has stated that condition will improve over the time of their management, 
which changes the data from currently 4.29 units for 1.3Ha and which becomes 8.52 units for 1.1Ha 
of newly created habitat. This claim by the consultants is not convincing.  
 
In total, they predict the new on-site 48.1Ha habitat (of which 34.5Ha will be developed sealed 
surface scoring 0) will go from 97.89Units for all 48.1Ha to only having 13.6Ha of habitat and it will 
score 68.58 Units. Again this claim by the consultant is not convincing.  
 
D-1 Off Site Habitat Baseline. 
 
They have classified current conditions as medium or low distinctiveness and fairly poor or poor 
condition. By omitting the condition sheets, they used to make this assessment this figure cannot be 
challenged, these figures should be published and have been in the Castle Manor Farm documents. 
So the have stated that the 15.43 Ha are currently 47.37 Units 
 
The stated improvement show the lake for example going from a figure of currently 0.2 Units to 0.27 
Units in 4 years under their management. 
3.21Ha of grassland goes from 21.19 to 28.0 units in 8 years’ time. 
 
By adding high scoring habitats that are distinctive and by stating they will be in moderate condition 
allows the developers to turn the 15.43Ha into 115.88 Units. So, 47.37 Units becomes 115.88 Units. 
 



This analysis shows the high % increase in BNG is not possible in reality - it is only a flawed paper 
calculation. The figures can be manipulated to the advantage of the author. Therefore, such 
arguments cannot be used to argue a case for their destruction or the value of any mitigation.   
  

4.Conclusions 

Functionally Linked Land as part of the SHRA  

From IM Properties App 12.9 Foraging Wetland Bird Survey  

4.3 SURVEY RESULTS  

“During the foraging wetland bird survey visits, neither of the target species (lapwing or golden 

plover) were recorded using the site for roosting or foraging. A single golden plover was recorded 

overflying the site during the first February visit, however this bird was not observed identifying any 

of the habitats on site for foraging or roosting.” 

Definition of Functionally Linked Land 

From Natural England Research – 14/10/21 Identification of Functionally Linked Land 

“FLL is defined as: areas of land occurring within 20 km of an SPA, that are regularly used by 

significant numbers of qualifying bird species.” 

“A significant number of birds has been defined as 0.5% of the UK population or 1000 individuals.” 

“Regular usage is defined as being used by significant numbers of birds for 7 or more years since 

2010”  

“The definition of qualifying bird species includes both non-breeding qualifying species and 

assemblage qualifying species, as mentioned in the citations of the SPAs”. 

• Golden Plover have been recorded either on site and/or within 2.5km of the development 

site on 27 different occasions from Feb 2020 to date in huge flocks of 500+ .  

There are estimated to be 84,000 Golden Plover in the UK. Therefore, flocks of over 420 would be 

described as a significant number. 

• Flocks of Lapwing up to 200+ have also been recorded on site and within 2.5km of the 

development site on 12 different occasions from Oct 21 to date 

Both these birds also use the RAMSAR site showing that the fields alongside the proposed 

development site are Functionally Linked to it.  



STAUNCH states that conclusive evidence over 7 years needs to be produced to be sure that the 

Golden Plover do not use the Functionally Linked Land regularly. STAUNCH has collected reliable 

data which shows that Golden Plover have been using land nearby in huge numbers over the last 7 

years at least. 

Further surveys should be carried out to ensure that the building of these warehouses do not affect 

the Golden Plover using this land which we understand is Functionally Linked to the RAMSAR site. 

Zone of Influence 

From CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland 

Establishing zone(s) of influence  

2.20 The ‘zone of influence’ for a project is the area over which ecological features may be affected 

by biophysical changes as a result of the proposed project and associated activities. This is likely to 

extend beyond the project site, for example where there are ecological or hydrological links beyond 

the site boundaries. In the marine environment, zones of influence can be extensive e.g. pollution 

and materials can easily be transported elsewhere, currents and waves can be altered causing 

effects well beyond the site and effects on mobile species may be manifest elsewhere. Activities 

associated with the construction, operation (best and worst-case operating conditions), 

decommissioning and restoration phases should be separately identified. The location and 

distribution of activities are best shown on geo-referenced maps, plans or charts for overlaying onto 

maps of ecological features.  

Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI only 1.05km NE of the site STAUNCH submits IS hydrologically linked to 

the site, could to be contaminated by run off pollution and the linked site habitat is likely to affect 

otter and numerous rare and protected flora and fauna present there. The developers need to carry 

out the appropriate surveys to establish this. 

STAUNCH submits evidence which we believe shows that there is linkage between the RAMSAR and 

Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI site and therefore the proposed development site. The species that have 

been recorded on those sites and close by and the fact that many have also been seen using the site 

for feeding, nesting and other activities. i.e. Barn Owl, badger, fox, skylark and Golden Plover, 

Lapwing show that the development sites are within the zone of influence and could be considered 

Functionally Linked to the RAMSAR site. 

Cumulative Effect 

• The Cumulative Effect of up to 9 planning applications with at least 144 hectares of land 

being lost is not established because the second largest development by Newlands, appears 

not to have been included in their calculations. Also, the reports are not objective, the 

mitigation not tested and therefore the summaries are not reliable. 



The site is 73 hectares. There will be a further potential loss of 71 hectares of habitat for these 

resident creatures if the adjoining proposed development is granted.  

North Northants Council asked that a further 9 potential development sites be considered so 

the area could be even more! 

IM Properties state: the need for cumulative effects to be assessed as part of an ES, but at 

present, there is no widely accepted current methodology or best practice for the 

assessment of cumulative effects. As such, the methodology has been based on previous 

experience and knowledge at Turley, the types of receptors being assessed, and the nature 

of the Proposed Scheme. 

• The above quote shows that the evidence presented for Cumulative Effects 

of a minimum 144 hectares but could be more is not objective, tested nor 

reliable. 

They also state: 

“Disturbance of qualifying species (of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and RAMSARamsar 

site) during the Construction Stage” - Minor Adverse (Not Significant) 

“Temporary loss of ecologically valuable/important habitats -Minor Beneficial to Minor Adverse 

(Not Significant)” 

“Short-term loss of supporting habitat upon which bat other terrestrial mammals such as hedgehog 

and brown hare, reptiles, breeding and wintering birds (non-farmland species) rely - Minor Adverse 

(Not Significant)” 

“Loss of supporting habitats upon which breeding and wintering farmland birds rely - Minor Adverse 

(Not Significant)” 

Disturbance due to operational stage lighting - Minor Adverse (Not Significant) 

“Disturbance of qualifying species (of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA and RAMSAR site) due 

to increased vehicular movements, human movements onsite and recreational usage during 

operational stage - Minor Adverse (Not Significant)” 

• These quotes from IM Properties show that the methodology used to summarise 

the Cumulative Effects of the developments could be described as “wishful 

thinking” given the evidence that is contained within this objection. 

Regarding Habitat loss – farmland birds, IM Properties also state: 

“17.91 The land-take required to deliver both the Proposed Scheme and Approved Project 2 would 



result in the loss of extensive areas of arable habitat from the local area. Farmland bird species 

would therefore likely be particularly vulnerable to cumulative effects as a result of this combined 

loss of suitable habitat. Both the Proposed Scheme and Approved Project 2 are also large schemes 

which would have the potential to cause increased disturbance effects to breeding and wintering 

birds during both construction and operational phases…” 

“17.95 Unmitigated the potential in-combination cumulative effect on foraging/commuting bats is 

considered to be direct, permanent, long-term, adverse effect which constitutes a moderate 

adverse effect…” 

“17.97 There is the potential for an in-combination effect of the local loss of priority habitats 

(hedgerow) during the construction phase…” 

“17.99 The mosaic of habitats within the Site has the potential to support a range of 

protected/notable species, including bats other terrestrial mammals such as hedgehog and brown 

hare, reptiles. These habitats will be lost during the construction phase” and beyond! “ 

STAUNCH have deliberately missed out the end of the quotes that describe the impact of the 

mitigation and 10% Biodiversity Net Gain statements, as none of these are proven and without 

them, the developers own words show the massive cumulative damage that will be done despite 

their numerous estimations of “not significant”. 

 

Precautionary Principle 

• There is not enough reliable evidence to prove the Precautionary Principle has been 

used. 

From CIEEM – Guidelines for Ecological Impact assessment in UK & Ireland 2019 

Impact Assessment 

5.35 The evaluation of significant effects should always be based on the best available scientific 

evidence. If sufficient information is not available further survey or additional research may be 

required. In cases of reasonable doubt, where it is not possible to robustly justify a conclusion of no 

significant effect, a significant effect should be assumed. Where uncertainty exists, it must be 

acknowledged in the EcIA. 

Also: From Natural England Commissioned Report NECR207 quoting Wasenzee Case C – 127/02 

“In the Waddenzee judgment, the European Court also ruled that a plan or project may be authorised 

only if a decision maker has made “certain” that the plan or project will not adversely affect the 

integrity of the site. “That is the case where no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence 

of such effects.” Decision-makers must be “convinced” that there will not be an adverse effect and 



where doubt remains as to the absence of adverse effects, the plan or project must not be 

authorised, subject to the derogation procedure outlined in Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive13”. 

 

Put simply- The harm outweighs the good! 
 
The applicant’s approach through their consultants to these sensitive 

subjects of habitat, species protection and biodiversity is consistently familiar 

and again downplays existing values, relies on weak surveys with poor 

methodology and then exaggerates the potential of mitigation with no 

evidence to support their claims.  

CONCLUSIONS 

THIS DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY, AND HABITATS 

DEMONSTRATES THE HIGH VALUE OF THIS SITE, THE SUBSTANTIAL DAMAGE 

AT THE HIGHEST END OF ANY SCALE THAT WOULD BE DONE TO HABITATS 

AND PROTECTED SPECIES. 

THE LOSS AND DAMAGE TO SUCH AN ENVIRONMENT IS CONTRARY TO 

NATIONAL AND LOCAL POLICIES AND NO COMPELLING CASE HAS BEEN MADE 

BY THE APPLICANTS TO OVERRIDE SUCH STRONG ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERNS. INDEED, AN APPLICANT WOULD BE HARD PRESSED TO FIND A 

MORE INAPPROPRIATE AND UNACCEPTABLE SITE FOR DEVELOPMENT IN 

NORTH NORTHAMPTONSHIRE.  

 

David K Bailey (MRTPI retd)    September  2022 
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