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VOLUME 4, CHAPTER 7,
APPENDIX 7A — ECOLOGICAL BASELINE AND
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Documents included within this Appendix are as follows:
ANNEX 7A.1 - FIGURES (provided separately)

ANNEX 7A.2 - DESK STUDY

ANNEX 7A.3 - SECONDARY DATA

e ANNEX 7A.3 - GREAT CRESTED NEWT SURVEY 2012
ANNEX 7A.4 - PRIMARY DATA

ANNEX 7A.5 - NON-LICENSABLE METHOD STATEMENTS:
e ANNEX 7A.5A - BATS

e ANNEX 7A.5B - REPTILES

NOTE:

Please note that the red line boundary used in figures within this

document may have since been amended, and therefore does not reflect the
boundaries in respect of which development consent has been sought in this
application. However, the amendment to the red line boundary does not have any
impact on the findings set out in this document and all other information remains
correct.
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Executive Summary

Baseline ecological conditions were assessed within habitat-, species- or species
assemblage specific Zones of Influence (Zol) of the southern park and ride at Wickham
Market (from here on referred to as the ‘proposed development’) and wider study area.
The ecological baseline has specifically considered designated sites, plants and
habitats, invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds, bats and other terrestrial mammals.

A Zol of 5km was assigned for statutory designated sites, and a Zol of 2km was assigned
to non-statutory designated sites, plants and habitats, invertebrates, reptiles,
amphibians, birds and terrestrial mammals, which is considered to be conservative.
Species-specific Zols were assigned to bat species, ranging from 10km (barbastelle
(Barbastella barbastellus)) to 2km (common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus)), based
on species’ Core Sustenance Zones (CSZs) as defined by the Bat Conservation Trust
(Ref 1.12).

Desk-study data from the Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service was obtained within
the relevant Zol, for notable species of conservation interest. A range of species
considered to be typical of the habitats present within these areas was identified.
Surveys were undertaken between 2011 to 2019 and have been used to help assess
the current baseline conditions, these included:

an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and Protected Species Walkover Survey in
2014;

targeted amphibian surveys in 2011 and 2014;

breeding and wintering bird surveys covering the period 2014 to 2015;

bat activity and static detector surveys in 2014;

bat tree assessments in 2015; and

an updated walkover of the site in 2018 to validate that the baseline conditions

haven’t changed.

Seven non-statutory County Wildlife Sites (CWSs) were identified within a 2km radius
of the site boundary. The proposed development (and the wider area) predominately
consist of arable farmland, bordered by intact species-poor hedgerows, with one section
of native species-rich hedgerow, qualifying as ‘important’ under the Hedgerow
Regulations (Ref 1.2). Broadleaved semi-natural woodland and plantation woodland
are also located in the wider area, outside the site boundary, along with an area of
standing water.
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The site supports a limited assemblage of invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles and
terrestrial mammals typical of the habitats present within the site and the Zol. The site
also supported several Schedule 1 wintering bird species (as listed under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3), and a small number of Birds of Conservation Concern
(BoCC) Red List and Amber List species (Ref 1.4) were recorded during the breeding
and wintering surveys. Desk studies recorded eight species of bats: surveys identified
(with the exception of common and soprano pipistrelle activity) generally low levels of
bat activity, although this did include the nationally rare barbastelle. There was no
evidence of badger (Meles meles) setts within the site, with the arable fields of the site
being considered sub-optimal habitat, although a main sett was identified 130m to the
east of the site. Except for two to three individuals of brown hare (Lepus europaeus), no
other terrestrial mammals were recorded.

To ensure a robust Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) process, species and habitats
of conservation interest and/or legally protected or designated species and habitats
within the relevant Zol of the site have been assessed to determine whether or not they
would qualify as Important Ecological Features (IEFs) as defined in the Chartered
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) guidelines on EclA (Ref
1.5) In addition, habitats and species have been assessed in accordance with the
standard EIA methodology used elsewhere within the Environmental Statement (ES).

The CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5) define IEFs on the basis of nature conservation
importance as well as legally protected and/or controlled species where there is the
potential for a breach in the relevant legislation as a result of the proposed development.
This baseline report focuses on those IEFs that have been assessed as being
sufficiently important (in nature conservation terms) to be a material consideration in the
planning decision. Those IEFs that qualify purely on the basis of legislative
considerations are discussed in less detail and are addressed separately in the EcIA.

Based on these criteria, the following species/habitats within the Zol of the proposed
development have been identified as IEFs:

The bat assemblage is an IEF at the county level under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref
1.5), and of low importance following the EIA-specific assessment methodology.

Building better energy together
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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this Appendix
1.1.1. SZC Co. is proposing to build a new nuclear power station at Sizewell, known

as Sizewell C. The new nuclear power station would be located on the Suffolk
coast, north-east of the town of Leiston. The proposed site of Sizewell C lies
within an area of high landscape and ecological sensitivity.

1.1.2. As part of the development proposals, a number of sites where associated
development are required to support construction and operation of Sizewell
C. These associated development sites are not located within the Sizewell
C main development site (hereafter referred to as the ‘main development
site’). Further detail is provided in Volume 1, Chapter 2. Each of the
associated development sites has been subject to a suite of ecological
survey work and desk-study, and the ecological baseline has been
developed for each associated development site. This appendix presents
the ecological baseline for the southern park and ride at Wickham Market
(referred to throughout this volume as the ‘proposed development’). The
southern park and ride site (herein referred to as the ‘site’) is located to the
west of north-east of Wickham Market.

1.1.3. To carry out a robust Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) of the Scheme
for the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), it is first necessary to
determine the ecological baseline describing the existing conditions for the
habitats and species that could be affected by the proposed development.
Baseline conditions were determined through a combination of a desk-study
and field surveys undertaken between 2011 and 2018.

1.1.4. This appendix to the proposed development Chapter 7 presents the
methodologies employed in carrying out the desk studies and detailed
surveys (as well as the results of this work), and also evaluates the ecological
features that could be affected. This then forms the ecological baseline for
the impact assessment presented in Chapter 7.

1.2 Structure of this Appendix

1.2.1. This appendix describes the ecological baseline conditions for designated
habitats and sites, legally protected species and habitats, and species and
habitats of conservation interest within the Zone of Influence (Zol) of the
proposed development and wider study area. Zol, study area and survey
area are all defined in section 3.

1.2.2. Within this appendix the following terms are used to describe the biological
data underpinning the description of baseline conditions:

Building better energy together
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Desk study — this refers to any third-party biological data held, for
example, by the Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service or Suffolk
Wildlife Trust (SWT), and that has been requested for the site and
surrounding area.

Secondary data — where available, this refers to relevant survey work
which has been carried out by other parties (undertaken between 2011
and 2012) Whilst these surveys comprised detailed surveys carried out
specifically for the site, and is therefore valuable for helping assess the
current baseline conditions, the results relate to areas that now differ
from the site boundary presented in the Development Consent Order
(DCO) application which has been amended as a result of design
development and the consultation process, and/or may require
updating; therefore, this information has been treated as targeted and
detailed secondary data.

Primary data — this refers to survey work carried out from 2012 onwards
specifically targeted at informing the proposed development. This has
built upon the secondary data, and has been scoped with the
consultees to ensure a robust and complete data set.

1.2.3. The remainder of this appendix is set out as follows.

section 2 discusses the legislative framework of designated sites and
legally protected and notable species and habitats;

section 3 establishes the site boundary, Zol(s), study area and survey
area for the proposed development;

section 4 sets out the approach and methodology used for obtaining
the desk-study information, secondary data and primary data used to
inform the assessment, as well as the results of this data acquisition.
The detail of the desk-study information acquired is presented in Annex
7A.2, whilst the various other secondary data reports are presented in
Annex 7A.3. Detailed results of any surveys carried out since 2012 are
presented in Annex 7A.4; and

section 5 presents the collated baseline conditions for the relevant
ecological receptors within the Zol. This section considers the nature
conservation importance and legal protection for each ecological
receptor and follows the Chartered Institute of Ecology and
Environmental Management (CIEEM) guidelines (Ref 1.5) to assess
whether the ecological receptors considered can be categorised as
Important Ecological Features (IEFs). Those IEFs which may be
materially affected by the proposed development are taken forward for

Building better energy together
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1.3

1.3.1.

1.3.2.

1.3.3.

1.3.4.

1.3.5.
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detailed assessment within the EclA. The value and sensitivity of the
ecological features are also assessed in accordance with the wider EIA
methodology used elsewhere within the ES.

Figures summarising the ecological baseline with regard to IEFs are
presented in Annex 7A.1.

Legislative Framework
a) Introduction

This section provides a summary of the legislative and policy context
regarding designated sites, legally protected and/or controlled species, and
other habitats and species of nature conservation importance that could be
affected by the proposed development. The aim is to summarise the key
implications of this legislation and policy, particularly with regard to how it
influences the assessment of IEFs.

b) Designated sites

Three classes of designated site are considered within this report.

European designations: (Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Special
Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Ramsar sites);

national designations: (Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)); and

non-statutory Local: (County) designations (CWSSs).
I European designated sites

SPAs are classified in accordance with Article 4 of the European Community
(EC) ‘Birds Directive’ (Ref 1.6). They are designated for the protection of
rare and vulnerable birds (as listed on Annex | of the Birds Directive), and for
regularly occurring migratory species.

SACs are designated under the EC ‘Habitats Directive’ (Ref 1.7). Article 3 of
the EC Habitats Directive (Ref 1.7) requires the establishment of a European
network of important high-quality sites that will make a significant contribution
to conserving the 189 habitat types and 788 species identified in Annexes |
and Il of the Directive. The listed habitat types and species are those
considered to be most in need of conservation at a European level (excluding
birds).

Ramsar sites are wetlands of international importance designated under the
Ramsar Convention (Ref 1.8). They often cover a similar area to that already
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designated as a SAC and/or SPA, where these sites support a notable
amount of wetland habitat.

Before a site can be designated as a European site, it must first have been
designated as a SSSI. In many cases, a single European designation may
encompass multiple SSSIs. The constituent habitats and species listed
within the citations for European sites (often referred to as ‘qualifying
features’) are of European/international importance for nature conservation.

li.  National designated sites

SSSis are designated at the national level. Originally notified under the
National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act (Ref 1.9) SSSIs were re-
notified under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3). Improved
provisions for the protection and management of SSSIs were introduced by
the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (Ref 1.10). The SSSI network in the
UK provides statutory protection for the best examples of the country’s flora,
fauna, and geological or physiographical features.

These sites are also used to underpin other national and international nature
conservation designations (SACs, SPAs, Ramsar sites and National Nature
Reserves (NNRs)). NNRs are declared by the national statutory nature
conservation agencies under the National Parks and Access to the
Countryside Act (Ref 1.9) and the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3).

The constituent habitats and species listed within SSSI and/or NNR citations
are of national importance for nature conservation.

lii. Local designated sites

CWSs are non-statutory sites supporting habitats and/or species considered
to be rare or vulnerable across the county.

In Suffolk they are identified via a panel that includes technical expertise from
Natural England, SWT, Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service and Suffolk
County Council. The panel evaluates proposed CWSs against agreed
selection criteria to ensure that the sites meet the threshold for designation.

The constituent habitats and species listed within the citations of non-
statutory designated sites are of county importance for nature conservation.

c) Legally protected and controlled species

Many species of animals and plants receive some degree of legal protection.
For the purposes of this study, legal protection refers to species included on
Schedules 1, 5 and 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3), species
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included on Schedules 2 and 5 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations (Ref 1.11); and badgers (Meles meles), which are protected
under the Protection of Badgers Act (Ref 1.12).

1.3.14.  Species that are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref
1.3) and/or Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (Ref 1.11),
known as protected species and European Protected Species (EPS),
respectively, tend to be the focus of impact assessments and nature
conservation action in the UK. However, the geographical scale at which
they are important varies from species to species. Thus, the designation of a
species as an EPS does not necessarily mean that all individuals of that
species are of European importance.

1.3.15. In addition, Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) lists
controlled species of animal that it is an offence to release or allow to escape
into the wild, as well as species of plant that it is an offence to plant or
otherwise cause to grow in the wild. These species are clearly not of any
nature conservation importance (other than with regard to the damage they
can do to habitats and species of importance) and are therefore not a material
consideration in planning decisions. They do, however, require careful
consideration in the design and implementation of development.

d) Priority habitats and species

1.3.16.  Public bodies have a duty to conserve biodiversity, in accordance with
Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act
(Ref 1.13). In addition to designated sites and legally protected/controlled
species (discussed in section 2.2 and 2.3), a large number of habitats and
species have been identified as a priority for biodiversity conservation within
the UK. These features therefore also need due consideration in any EcIA,
although the level at which they are considered important will vary.

1.3.17.  Priority habitats and species groupings considered within this report include:

habitats and species of principal importance for the conservation of
biological diversity in England, as listed under Section 41 of NERC Act
(Ref 1.13);

species listed as being of conservation interest in the relevant UK Red
Data Book (RDB) or the Bird of Conservation Concern (BoCC) Red List
(Ref 1.4);

Nationally Scarce species, which are species recorded from 16-100
10x10km grid squares in the UK;

Building better energy together
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ancient woodland (i.e. areas that have been under continuous
woodland cover since at least 1600, and which are listed within the
relevant county Ancient Woodland Inventory); and

habitats and species listed on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats
list (Ref 1.14).

It should be noted that a large number of habitats and species will qualify
under more than one of the above instruments, and will also need to be
considered at the correct spatial scale, so the process of assigning
importance to these features is therefore a complex one. For example, within
Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13), habitats and species of principal
importance for the conservation of biological diversity in England would be
considered to be of national importance, reflecting the fact that these features
have been assessed at a national level. However, this status relates to the
total amount/population and distribution of habitat/species. The level of
importance therefore pertains to the species/habitat concerned as a whole
rather than to individual areas of habitat or species populations, which can
be difficult to value objectively.

Within this ecological baseline report, detailed consideration is given to the
importance assigned to each ecological feature (both habitats and species,
and species assemblages), and this necessarily requires a degree of
professional judgement.

Scope of the baseline

a) Introduction

This section defines the terms ‘site boundary‘, ‘Zol’, and ‘study area’ and
‘survey area’, and the terminology and approach applied to the ecological
data.

b) Site boundary

Survey work conducted pre-2012 was conducted for an area that differs from
the site boundary proposed in the DCO application and upon which post-
2012 ecological baseline surveys have been based. Further surveys
undertaken to update any secondary data (where ecologically appropriate)
and to take into account any changes to areas surveyed in relation to the site
boundary. Please refer to Figure 7.1 in Annex 7A.1 for the site boundary of
the proposed development.
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c) Defining the Zones of Influence

1.4.3. The Zol is defined as ‘the area over which ecological features may be
affected by biophysical changes caused by a proposed project and
associated activities’ (Ref 1.5).

1.4.4. It is not a simple task to define the extent of the Zol for the proposed
development, as it follows that the Zol will be different for each ecological
feature and with the biophysical change being considered. For example,
disturbance to bird species caused by displaced activities is likely to manifest
itself over a larger area than disturbance caused to bird species arising from
construction noise, which is likely to be limited to the area in close proximity
to the construction activity.

1.4.5. An appropriate Zol has been defined for each ecological feature (species,
assemblage or habitat) considered, using published information and
professional judgement. Given the discrete nature of the associated
development site proposals and the likelihood that effects arising from the
proposed development will be highly localised, 5km is considered to be a
suitable maximum radius over which to considered potential effects, unless
otherwise defined for specific species or species groups. Statutory
designated sites (SPAs, SACs, Ramsar sites and SSSIs) have been
considered within a 5km radius, and CWS within a 2km radius.

1.4.6. For interest features of designated sites (i.e. species), only those designated
sites falling within the Zol of that species or species assemblage are
considered. For example, all statutory designated sites within 5km are
considered, but only those falling within the 2km Zol for reptile species are
assessed for their specific value to reptile species (i.e. presence of reptile
species as a cited interest feature).

1.4.7. Full details of the Zol defined for the considered ecological features is
provided in section 3.5.

d) Defining the study area and survey area

1.4.8. The study area is the land within the site boundary and Zol (as defined within
section c)) of the proposed development. This includes desk-study data,
primary data and secondary data. The study area will differ depending on
the type of data and the data sets being considered. For example, desk-
study data relating to barbastelle (Barbastella barbastellus) extends over
10km, whilst desk-study information pertaining to breeding bird species
covers a much smaller geographical extent, limited to a 2km radius of the site
boundary.

Building better energy together
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1.4.9. The survey area is defined as ‘the geographical extent over which a particular
field survey activity took place’. Similarly, it follows that the survey area will
differ depending on the type of survey being considered. For example, great
crested newt surveys were undertaken within the site boundary and a 500m
radius, whilst no surveys were undertaken for invertebrates, reptiles or
terrestrial mammals as the Phase 1 Habitat/Protected Species survey
identified habitats within the site boundary and the wider area to be sub-
optimal for these species. However, as part of the Extended Phase 1
Habitat/Protected Species surveys, protected species, such as badger,
within the site boundary were considered.

1.4.10.  Professional judgement has been used to ensure that sufficient ecological
information has been obtained within the likely Zol that has been defined for
each habitat and species assemblage. The study area for each habitat and
species assemblage generally closely corresponds to the Zol, whilst the
survey areas are more limited in extent, being targeted at key areas where it
is envisaged effects on ecological receptors may manifest themselves.
Surveys undertaken at different time periods (see definitions of secondary
and primary data in section 1.2) may encompass a different geographical
area as site boundaries and development plans have developed and altered
over time. For some ecological features, it was not considered necessary to
undertake specific field survey work. In these instances, the ecological
baseline has been informed by desk-study or other secondary data obtained
within the defined study area.

e) Defining Zol, study area and survey area for ecological features

1.4.11. Table 1.1 below defines the Zol, study area and survey area for the
considered ecological features.

Table 1.1: Specific Zol, study area and survey areas for ecological features

Ecological Feature Zol Sy Survey Area
Area
) ) Statutory designated 5km 5km
Designated Sites
Non-statutory designated | 2km 2km N/A
Plants and Habitats 2km 2km Within the site
boundary*
Not surveyed as
Invertebrates 2km 2km habitat suboptimal
Not surveyed as
Reptile 2km 2km habitat largely
suboptimal

Building better energy together
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Ecological Feature

Study
Area

Survey Area

Within the site
Amphibians 2km 2km boundary* and a
500m buffer area**
Birds oKm okm Within the site
boundary
Natterer’s bat
. . 4km 4km
(Myotis nattereri)
Noctule
. 4km 4km
(Nyctalus noctula)
Leisler
eisler’s bat. _ 3km 3km
(Nyctalus leisleri)
Common pipistrelle
mmon PIPIST 2km 2km
(Pipistrellus pipistrellus)
Soprano pipistrell ithi i
Bats .p' pipistrelle 3km 3Km Within the site
(Pipistrellus pygmaeus) boundary
Nathusius’ pipistrell
! _usms pipistre fe 3km 3km
(Pipistrellus nathusii)
Serotine
! . . 4km 4km
(Eptesicus serotinus)
B I
arbastelle 10km 10km
(Barbastella barbastellus)
Brown long-eared bat
W g . 3km 3km
(Plecotus auritus)
Included as part of
. Extended Phase 1
Terrestrial Mammals 2km 2km Habitat and Protected
Species survey

* This is in accordance with standing advice from Natural England for assessing the impacts of

developments on great crested newts (Triturus cristatus) (Ref 1.15).

1.4.12.

Building better energy together

Consideration of the Zol, study area and survey area for bats has been
undertaken on a species-specific basis to take into account species-specific
variations in foraging and commuting distances. The Zol for bat species has
therefore been determined on the basis of Core Sustenance Zones (CSZs),
which have been defined by the Bat Conservation Trust (Ref 1.1), through
an extensive literature review. With reference to planning and development,

the CSZ is defined as:

The area surrounding the roost within which development work can be
assumed to impact the commuting and foraging habitat of bats using
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1.4.13.

1.5

1.5.1.

1.5.2.

1.5.3.

Building better energy together

the roost, in the absence of information on local foraging behaviour.
This will highlight the need for species-specific techniques where
necessary.

The area within which mitigation measures should ensure no net
reduction in the quality and availability of foraging habitat for the colony,
in addition to mitigation measures shown to be necessary following
ecological survey work.

CSZs may be used to indicate commuting and foraging areas used by bats
in relation to a roost, and to interpret the results of data searches. The only
variation that has been made from the use of CSZs is in the case of
barbastelle. The CSZ determined for barbastelle is 6km; however, this has
been increased to 10km on the basis of the results of radio-tracking surveys
across the main development site which showed barbastelle to be using
larger areas in that location (Volume 2, Appendix 14A8 - Bats). The results
from the main development site data has been used to infer localised bat
behaviour.

Desk-study/Baseline data
a) Approach and methodology
I Desk-study

Records for protected species were requested from Suffolk Biodiversity
Information Service in December 2014. Records of protected or otherwise
notable species of conservation interest within 2km of the site boundary were
obtained. A further desk-study data request was made to Suffolk Biodiversity
Information Service in March 2016 for bat records within 10km of the site
boundary to take into account the CSZ (see section 3).

Statutory and non-statutory designated sites were considered within the
following radii of the site:

internationally (SPA, SAC and Ramsar) and nationally (SSSI and NNR)
recognised sites within 5km; and

locally recognised sites (Local Nature Reserves and CWS) within 2km.

Where designated sites were found to fall within the radii detailed above,
citations were obtained from Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service /the
Joint Nature Conservation Committee and Natural England’s websites. The
citations were reviewed to allow for an assessment of the likely presence of
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any species or habitats of nature conservation importance which may pose
a constraint to the proposed development.

1.5.4. The Suffolk Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) (Ref 1.16), Suffolk’s Priority
Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14), and the habitats and species of principal
importance included on the Section 41 list of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13), were
also reviewed with reference to the habitats and species present, or likely to
be present, within the site and wider study area.

li.  Secondary data

1.55. Early surveys were conducted from 2011 up until 2012 for the associated
development sites; however, the site boundary for the proposed development
has changed since these were completed. These data were reviewed to
understand the baseline conditions relevant to the site boundary.

1.5.6. Of these surveys, only the 2011 amphibian surveys were considered relevant
to the site boundary proposed in the DCO application (Ref 1.17). These are
the only secondary data used to inform this baseline. Relevant reports
detailing the methodology and results are provided in Annex 7A.3.

iii.  Primary data

1.5.7. Further surveys have been undertaken since 2012, both to update any
secondary data (where ecologically appropriate) and to take into account any
changes to areas surveyed in relation to the site boundary. Further surveys
conducted included:

an Extended Phase 1 habitat survey/protected species survey (2014).
This included an investigation for badgers, and involved and
assessment for the potential use of the site by dormice;

great crested newt surveys (2014);

breeding bird surveys (April to June 2014) and wintering bird surveys
(November 2014 to March 2015);

bat surveys (2014 and 2015) (tree assessment, and activity and static
surveys); and

an updated walkover to confirm site conditions (2018).

1.5.8. Full details of the methodologies employed can be found in Annex 7A.4.

Building better energy together
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1.5.9. A review of aerial photographs and a 2018 site visit to check site conditions,
showed that there were no significant material changes to the habitats
present within the site since the 2014 Extended Phase 1 habitat survey.
Therefore, the Extended Phase 1 habitat survey was not repeated and no
targeted invertebrate, reptile or other mammal surveys were carried out.

b) Results
I Designated and non-designated sites

1.5.10.  There are no statutory designated sites of nature conservation importance
within 5km of the site boundary.

1.5.11.  Seven non-statutory designated CWSs were identified within 2km of the site
boundary. Details of these sites are provided in Table 1.2 below and the
location of these sites illustrated on Figure 7.1 in Annex 7A.1.

Table 1.2: Non-statutory designated site within 2km of the site

Site name Distance from site Reason for designation

Catt’s Wood 750m west The site is designated as ancient coppice woodland
Also an Ancient and and mainly comprises Ash (Fraxinus excelsior),
Semi-Natural Woodland Field Maple (Acer campestre), Hazel (Corylus
(ASNW) and on the avellana) and  Horse-chestnut  (Aesculus
Ancient Woodland hippocastanum) coppice with a varied ground flora
Inventory (AWI) containing ancient woodland indicator plants such

as Remote Sedge (Carex remota) and Primrose
(Primula vulgaris).

Great Wood, Glevering | 1.4km west A large ancient woodland with mixed broadleaved
Hall trees and a large herb-rich glade, located
Also an ASNW and on approximately 1km from the Site. The woodland
the AWI comprises mainly Hazel, Field Maple and

Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus) coppice with sparse
Ash. A diverse and abundant ground flora is found
within the area, with 103 species recorded including
Moschatel (Adoxa moschatellina), Common
Spotted-orchid (Dactylorhiza fuchsia) and Hairy St
John's-wort (Hypericum hirsutum).

Lower Hacheston | 430m west on the | This CWS contains a diverse wetland habitat with
Meadow other side of the | locally rare species such as Ragged-Robin (Lychnis
Al2 flos-cuculi) and Marsh-marigold (Caltha palustris).
The Oaks 1.2km south onthe | An area of ancient woodland with a wide range of
Also an ASNW and on | other side of the | ground flora including ancient woodland indicators
the AWI Al2 such as Orpine (Sedum telephium), Bluebell
(Hyacinthoides non-scripta) and Remote Sedge.
Copperas Wood 1.8km south west | Copperas Wood is divided into two parts, to the
on the other side of | south-west and to the north-east, separated by an
the A12 area of unimproved meadow. The south-west

portion was a pine (Pinus sp.)/Sweet Chestnut

Building better energy together

NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

Volume 4 Appendix 7A Ecological Baseline |



I SIZEWELL C PROJECT — ENVIRONMENTAL STATMENT
==SZC

€DF

ENERGY

NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

Site name

Distance from site | Reason for designation

(Castanea sativa) plantation which has recently
been felled. Old Hazel and Field Maple coppice with
Oak (Quercus sp.) and Ash standards survives, and
ground flora here includes Bluebell and Primrose.
The north-east part of the wood is Hazel and Ash
coppice with Oak standards. The ground flora in this
part of the wood includes Primrose and Remote
Sedge.

Ashe Abby Decoy Pond | 1.7km south onthe | Woodland surrounding a large, man-made lake fed

other side of the | by the River Deben. The lake supports a good
Al12 population of both Yellow Water-lily (Nuphar lutea)
and White Water-lily (Nymphaea alba).

River Deben 1.6km west Water quality is particularly good and the area

supports a wide range of aquatic and emergent
species such as the regionally scarce River Water-
dropwort (Oenanthe fluviatilis).

1.5.12.

1.5.13.

1.5.14.

1.5.15.

1.5.16.

Building better energy together

The majority of these sites comprise lowland mixed deciduous woodland with
Lower Hatcheston meadows supporting wetland habitat and the River Deben
supporting a riverine habitat. Lowland mixed deciduous woodland, rivers and
wetland habitat are listed under Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) and
habitats are also targeted for action under the Suffolk’s Priority Species and
Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

The development proposals will involve no direct land take from any of these
non-statutory designated sites.

il Plants and habitats

The desk-study identified a number of records for plant species within 2km
of the site boundary. These records have been sorted by location to identify
those recorded within or close to the site. The results are presented in Annex
7A.2 whilst a summary is presented below.

The plant species identified by the desk-study data can be divided into two
broad categories: species such as Frogbit (Hydrocharis morsus-ranae) and
Black Polar (Populus nigra subsp. betulifolia) associated with wetland habitat
to the west of the site along the valley of the River Alde, and species
characteristic of the margins of arable fields, including Common Cudweed
(Filago vulgaris) and Nottingham Catchfly (Silene nutans).

A single species listed under Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) was
identified, Marsh Stitchwort (Stellaria palustris), which is a species of wetland
habitat such as bogs and fens and is therefore unlikely to be present within

NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

Volume 4 Appendix 7A Ecological Baseline |

17



I~ SIZEWELL C PROJECT — ENVIRONMENTAL STATMENT
==SZC

€DF NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

the arable fields which comprise the site. Two Nationally Scarce! species
were identified: Nottingham Catchfly (Silene nutans)? and Blue Pimpernel
(Anagallis arvensis subsp. foemina). Both these species are characteristic of
the margins of arable fields. None of these species were recorded as being
present within the site boundary during surveys.

1.5.17.  Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service also provided records of non-native
invasive plant species listed under Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside
Act (Ref 1.3). Six species have been identified, these being: Nuttall's
Waterweed (Elodea nuttalli); False Virginia-creeper (Parthenocissus
inserta); Japanese Knotweed (Fallopia japonica); Indian (also known as
Himalayan) Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera); Rhododendron (Rhododendron
ponticum) and Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum). None of
these species were recorded as being present within the site boundary during
surveys.

1.5.18.  The site comprises large arable fields separated by a track. The crops are
intensively managed and ‘clean’ and had, at the time of survey, been treated
with herbicide, such that no scarce arable weeds or other notable plant
species were identified. In the majority of instances, the crops had been
planted up to the edges of the fields and no weedy margins were noted.

1.5.19. The fields are bounded by fences and hedgerows. Eleven hedgerows
(labelled H on Figure 7.2 in Annex 7A.1) have been identified. Two
hedgerows (H1 and H5) are considered to be species-rich (with five or more
woody species), and H5 is also considered to be ‘Important’ when assessed
against the Wildlife and Landscape Criteria of the Hedgerows Regulations
(Ref 1.2). The remaining nine hedgerows are species-poor and dominated
by Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) and Blackthorn (Prunus spinosa).
Hedgerows are included on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref
1.14) and are listed as a habitat of principal importance under Section 41 of
the NERC Act (Ref 1.13).

1.5.20. A number of blocks of woodland are present outside of the site boundary.
These include three blocks of broad-leaved plantation woodland which
include Field Maple; Sweet Chestnut and English EIm with ground flora
including Common Nettle (Urtica dioica), Cow Parsley (Anthriscus sylvestris)
and Lords-and-Ladies (Arum maculatum). These plantations are described
further in Target Notes 1, 5 and 7 (see Annex 7A.4). There are also two
blocks of broad-leaved semi-natural woodland called Wonder Grove and
Whin Belt. Tree species present include Ash, Oak and Sycamore, with an
understory of Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) and Elder. The ground flora
comprises Dog’s Mercury (Mercurialis perennis), Cleavers (Galium aparine),

1 NS - Nationally Scare (Occurring in 16-100 hectars in Great Britain).
2 Also listed as ‘Near Threatened’ within ‘A Vascular Plant Red List for England’ (Stroh, et al., 2014).

Building better energy together
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1.5.21.

1.5.22.

1.5.23.

1.5.24.

1.5.25.

1.5.26.

Building better energy together

False Brome (Brachypodium sylvaticum), and Garlic Mustard (Alliaria
petiolata) (both areas are described further in Target Notes 9 and 10 (see
Annex 7A.4)). Lowland mixed deciduous woodland is included on Suffolk’s
Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14) and is listed as a habitat of
principal importance under Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13). Several
scattered trees are present around the field boundaries, particularly adjacent
to the track.

An improved grassland field is present outside the site boundary to the north-
east (Target Note 2). This field is used as a bike/go kart track and there are
raised banks with tall ruderal herbs adjacent to the track. Another area of tall
ruderal herbs is present within the northern part of this field dominated by
Common Nettle (Urtica dioica) and Hemlock (Conium maculatum).

A single pond, dry at the time of survey, is within the site boundary (Target
Note 7). A further two ponds are outside of the site boundary, to the west of
the eastern-most field (Target Note 6). Ponds are a habitat listed on Suffolk’s
Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

The 2018 site visit confirmed no significant material changes to the habitats
recorded during the extended Phase 1 habitat survey. None of the habitats
identified are of significant ecological value. The Phase 1 Habitat survey map
and associated Target Notes are presented in Figure 7.2 in Annex 7A.1 and
the Target Notes are described in Annex 7A.4.

iii. Invertebrates

No records from Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service of protected or
notable invertebrates within the site boundary were revealed by the desk-
study.

There were records of five species of butterfly within 2km of the site
boundary, notably: small heath (Coenonympha pamphilus); grayling
(Hipparchia semele); wall (Lasiommata megera); white admiral (Limentis
camilla) and swallowtail (Papilio machaon). Of these species, swallowtail is
afforded protection under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref
1.3). The remaining species are all listed as species of principal importance
under Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13), and are included on Suffolk’s
Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

Swallowtail butterfly requires the food plant Milk-parsley (Peucedanum
palustre) which only grows in wet reedbed and fen meadows. This habitat
type and plant species is not present within the site boundary; therefore, this
species will not be present, except as an occasional vagrant. The larval food
plants of the remaining butterfly species are largely absent from within the
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1.5.27.

1.5.28.

1.5.29.

1.5.30.

1.5.31.

site boundary, and the habitats present are unlikely to be of significant
ecological value to invertebrates due to their low species diversity.

Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service provided records of two aquatic
beetle species within 2km of the site boundary. Nebrioporus (Nebrioporus)
elegans is a Nationally Notable B2 species. This species is also included on
the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List for Great
Britain, categorised as Lower Risk (near threatened). Gyrinus aerates is a
Nationally Scarce* species. The ponds adjacent to the site (Ponds 60 and
61) are outside the site boundary and will not be affected by the proposed
development; therefore, even if these two species occurred in these ponds,
they would not be directly affected by the development proposals.

Overall, the habitats within the site boundary consist primarily of intensively
managed arable fields and no habitats of particular value to invertebrate
species have been identified.

iv.  Amphibians

The 2014 desk-study revealed 13 records of amphibians within 2km of the
proposed site boundary, with records dated from 1999 to 2011. Species
recorded comprised common toad (Bufo bufo) and great crested newt. No
great crested newts were recorded within 500m of the site boundary. The
nearest pond containing records of great crested newts was 1.6km to the
north. The full results of the 2014 desk-study are presented in Annex 7A.2.

Suffolk is a stronghold for the great crested newt, particularly in the north-
east of the county, where there is a higher abundance of ponds (Ref 1.18).
A review of Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14) identified
great crested newts as priority species for conservation action in the county.
Great crested newts are also listed under Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref
1.13), and protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
(Ref 1.3), and Schedule 2 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations (Ref 1.11).

Three ponds (Ponds 59, 60 and 61 on Figure 7.3 in Annex 7A.1) were
identified in the pre-2012 surveys within the study area, as potentially suitable
for breeding amphibians. Land access was not obtained to survey these

8 Taxa that do not fall within RDB categories but are nonetheless uncommon in Great Britain and thought to occur in
between 31 and 100 10km squares of the National Grid or, for less-well recorded groups between eight and twenty

vice-counties

4 Taxa that do not fall within RDB categories but are nonetheless uncommon in Great Britain, and thought to occur
in between 16 and 100 10km squares of the National Grid
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1.5.32.

1.5.338.

1.5.34.

1.5.35.

1.5.36.

1.5.37.

ponds to either obtain a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI®) score or to carry out
targeted amphibian surveys (Ref 1.17).

In post-2012 studies, nine water bodies (ponds) from the desk-study within
500m of the site. Access was not granted to four of these ponds (Ponds 62,
63, 65 and 67). One pond (Pond 66) was scoped out as it was east of the
A12 trunk road and the busy B1078 slip roads onto the A12. These roads act
as a barrier to the dispersal of great crested newts; in addition, the habitat
between Pond 66 and the site boundary is unsuitable for newts comprising
an intensive arable field, with more optimal newt habitat including scrub found
to the south of Pond 66. Therefore, any newts using Pond 66 would be
unlikely to access the site boundary. Of the remaining four ponds, two (Pond
59 and 64), one of which (Pond 59) is within the site boundary, were found
to be dry in early Spring, and evidence suggested that both ponds had not
held water for a significant period of time. Pond 59 and 64 were therefore
scoped out of future survey work.

The remaining two ponds (Pond 60 and 61) located outside of the site
boundary to the west of the eastern-most field, were surveyed. Both ponds
merited a ‘Below Average’ HSI score. Factors limiting the suitability of these
ponds were poor water quality, excessive shading and heavy algal cover. No
great crested newts were found in either pond during targeted surveys.

The majority of the site is of limited suitability for great crested newts as it
consists of intensively managed arable fields. However, the field margins,
an area of tall ruderal herbs at the west corner of Whin Belt, the margins of
the small patch of woodland to the north of Whin Belt, and the disused pit
area to the south of Whin Belt provide habitat that is suitable for great crested
newts in their terrestrial phase. The woodland also provides suitable
hibernation sites.

Full amphibian survey results are presented in Annex 7A.4.
V. Reptiles

The review of the Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14)
identified four reptile species (adder (Vipera berus), common lizard (Zootoca
vivipara), grass snake (Natrix helvetica helvetica) and slow-worm (Anguis
fragilis)) as priority species for conservation action in the county. In addition,
all four species are included within Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13).

The desk-study revealed ten records of reptiles within 2km of the site
boundary. Species recorded comprised slow-worm, grass snake, common

5 The HSI assesses the suitability of a waterbody to support breeding great crested newts. The higher the score the
more suitable the waterbody.
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lizard and adder. Records of adder are located closest to the Red line
boundary approximately 600m to the north. The remaining records are all
located in excess of 1km from the site.

1.5.38.  While no reptile surveys were conducted, the majority of this site comprises
intensively managed arable fields which are unsuitable for reptiles. However,
an area of tall ruderal herbs at the west corner of Whin Belt, the track to and
margins of the small patch of woodland to the north of Whin Belt, and the
disused pit area to the south of Whin Belt provide habitat that is suitable
foraging habitat for small numbers of reptiles. The woodland areas also have
the potential to provide hibernation sites. The available habitat to support
reptile species is considered to be extremely limited and the site considered
to be of little value to reptile species.

vi. Birds

1.5.39.  The results of the desk-study presented in Annex 7A.2 has identified records
of 11 bird species that are protected under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act (Ref 1.3), 17 species on the Red List of BoCC (Ref 1.4)
(species of high conservation value) and 11 species found on the Amber List
of BoCC (species of medium conservation value). In addition, a further 18
species that are either Green List or of no conservation concern (species of
low conservation value) were also identified. A number of species are also
listed within Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13). The species identified
are presented in Table 1.3.

Table 1.3: Desk-study records for notable bird species and their status within 2km

Bird Species Sch 1 Section 41 Red List Amber List
Wildlife and  NERC Act (BoCC) (BoCC)
Countryside

Act *

Kingfisher (Alcedo atthis) v

Green sandpiper (Tringa ochropus) v

Hen harrier (Circus cyaneus) v v

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) v

Honey buzzard (Pernis apivorus) v

Hobby (Falco Subbuteo) v

Brambling (Fringilla montifringilla) v

Black redstart (Phoenicurus ochruros) v

Redwing (Turdus iliacus) v

Fieldfare (Turdus pilaris) v

Barn owl (Tyto alba) v

Building better energy together
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Bird Species Sch 1 Section 41 Red List Amber List
Wildlife and NERC Act (BoCC) (BoCC)

Countryside

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus)

Herring gull (Larus argentatus)

Turtle dove (Streptopelia tutur)

Cuckoo (Cuculus canorus)

Grey partridge (Perdix perdix)

Skylark (Alauda arvensis)

Yellowhammer (Emberiza citronella)

NIENEN RN RN RN NN

Linnet (Carduelis cannabina)

Grey wagtail (Motacilla cinerea)

<

Spotted flycatcher (Muscicapa striata)

<

Marsh tit (Poecile palustris)

<

House sparrow (Passer domesticus)

Nightingale (Luscinia megarhynchos)

Starling (Sturnus vulgaris)

Grasshopper warbler (Locustella naevia)

Song thrush (Turdus Philomena)

NN RN N NN RN AN RN AN AN RN RN AN RN NN

AT NI IR NN RN

Lesser spotted woodpecker (Dendrocopus
minor)

Greylag goose (Anser anser)

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna)

Swift (Apus apus)

Kestrel (Falco tinunculus)

Reed bunting (Emberiza schoeniclus) v

Common redpoll (Carduelis flammea)

Bullfinch (Pyrrhula pyrrhula) v

House martin (Delichon urbica)

Meadow pipit (Anthus pratensis)

Dunnock (Prunella modularis) v

AN NI IR NI NI B NI B NI B NE AN AN EANTEAN

Tawny owl (Strix aluco)

*Sch 1 Wildlife and Countryside Act: Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3).

1.5.40.  Of the of eleven bird species that are protected under Schedule 1 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) the majority are considered to be
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1.5.41.

passage migrants and unlikely to be breeding within the site. Only hobby
and barn owl are considered likely to breed in the vicinity of the site boundary
with fieldfare and redwing being recorded as Winter visitors. Of the BoCC
Red List bird species recorded, linnet, skylark, yellowhammer and grey
partridge are the species considered most likely to be breeding within the
arable habitat present.

Breeding Bird Survey Results

No Schedule 1 species of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) were
recorded over the course of the breeding bird survey. Six species listed under
Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) were recorded. Of these, five are Red
List species of BoCC (Ref 1.4) and one is Amber List species of BoCC (Ref
1.4). An additional four species on the Amber List on BoCC (Ref 1.4) were
also recorded. The location of these are shown in Figure 7.4 in Annex 7A.1.
A summary of these results can be found in Table 1.4.

Table 1.4: Species of conservation concern recorded during the breeding bird

surveys
Bird Species Sch 1 Section Red List Amber Peak
Wildlife and 41 NERC  (BoCC) List Count
Countryside Act (BoCC)
Act*
Lapwing v v 1
Linnet 4 4 2
Skylark v v 11
Song thrush v v 1
Yellowhammer 4 4 4
Dunnock 4 4 6
Lesser black-backed gull (Larus v 9
fuscus)
Meadow pipit v 2
Stock dove (Columba oenas) v 2
Whitethroat (Sylvia communis) v 5
1.5.42.  In addition to the above, a number of Green Listed species of BoCC (Ref 1.4)

1.5.43.

Building better energy together

(species of no conservation concern) were recorded. These species are
listed in Table 4.3 in Annex 7A.4.

The breeding assemblage of birds is considered typical of the woodland and
intensively managed arable habitats present
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Winter Bird Survey Results

1.5.44.  During the wintering bird surveys, two species listed under the Schedule 1
Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) were recorded. The locations of these
have been shown in Figure 7.5 in Annex 7A.1. Nine species listed under
Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) were recorded. Of these, seven were
Red List species of BoCC (Ref 1.4) and two were Amber List species of
BoCC (Ref 1.4). The location of these records are shown in Figure 7.6 in
Annex 7A.1. In addition to this, seven Amber List species of BoCC (Ref 1.4)
were also recorded. A summary of these results can be found in Table 1.5.

Table 1.5: Species of conservation concern recorded during the wintering bird

surveys
Bird Species Sch 1l Section 41 Red List Amber Peak
Wildlife and | NERC Act (BoCC) List Count
Countryside
Act*
Fieldfare v 1
Redwing v 31
Grey partridge v v 3
Herring gull v v 30**
Linnet v v 1
Mistle thrush (Turdus viscivorus) v v 1
Skylark v v 56
Song thrush v v 18
Yellowhammer v v 11
Bullfnch (Pyrrhula pyrrhula) v v 2
Dunnock v v 9
Black-headed gull (Chroicocephalus v 43
ridibundus)
Greylag goose v 1
Kestrel v 1
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) v 65
Meadow pipit v 8
Snipe (Gallinago gallinago) v 42
Stock dove v 27

*Sch 1 Wildlife and Countryside Act: Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3)
**The majority of these birds were observed commuting over the site
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In addition to the above, a number of Green Listed species of BoCC (Ref 1.4)
were recorded. These species are listed in Table 4.3 in Annex 7A.4.

Redwing and fieldfare are widespread Winter visitors that utilise hedgerow
and woodland for foraging and are included on Schedule 1 due to the rarity
of breeding within the UK, with both species breeding in north Scotland only.
All of the species recorded are considered to be using the site as a Winter
foraging resource

vii. Bats

The desk-study identified 63 records of bat species within the species-
specific Zols as detailed in section 3. Species recorded comprised
Natterer’s bat, noctule, common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Nathusius’
pipistrelle, serotine, barbastelle and brown long-eared bat. Records were
also identified for unspecified species within the Myotis spp. and Pipistrellus

Spp. groups.

Seventeen records, for four species (Natterer's bat, soprano pipistrelle,
serotine and brown long-eared bat) and an unidentified Pipistrellus spp.,
were identified relating to bat roost locations, with further information
identifying eight as breeding roosts and one as a hibernation roost. None of
the roost records were located within the site boundary with the closest roost
records located 620m to the north-east within Marlesford (a serotine roost
and a brown long-eared bat roost).

Breeding roosts were identified within the relevant Zols for Natterer's bat,
soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared bat and an unidentified Pipistrellus
spp., with the closest located 850m to the east within Marlesford (brown long-
eared bat). A single hibernation roost was identified, for Natterer’s bats, and
was located approximately 1.5km to the north in Parnham.

No activity records were identified within the site boundary with the closest
record, for a brown long-eared bat, located approximately 680m to the east
within Marlesford.

A summary of the results of bat surveys at the site is provided below. Full
details of the results of bat surveys at this location are provided in section 5
of Annex 7A.4.

A single tree, a mature Oak (Target Note 8), with features suitable for roosting
bats was identified within the site during the 2014 Extended Phase 1 habitat
survey/protected species survey. Three woodland blocks (Target Note
Target adjacent to the site boundary, two of which (Target Note 5 and Target
Note 9) contain trees with the potential to support roosting bats. A further
woodland block (Target Note 10), approximately 300m to the west of the site
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boundary was also considered to have trees with the potential to support
roosting bats.

Whin Belt was assessed as containing primarily semi-mature Oak and Ash
with several potential roost features identified, including rot holes, limb tear-
off wounds and dead wood. The mixed broad-leaved woodland block to the
north of Whin Belt (Target Note 5 on Figure 7.2 in Annex 7A.1) similarly
contained primarily semi-mature trees, including oak and ash; these included
several large, mature trees with features suitable for roosting bats, including
dead wood, limb tear-off wounds and pruning wounds. The woodland block
adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site (Target Note 1 on Figure 7.2 in
Annex 7A.1) was assessed as young plantation mixed broad-leaved
woodland. The trees present within this woodland were all of a fairly small
size, being approximately 10-20 years old. No obvious bat roost potential
was identified.

A further specific bat tree assessment survey identified 25 features on 13
trees as potentially suitable for roosting bats. Eleven trees were located
within or immediately adjacent to the site boundary, with woodland blocks
located to the west and east. The location of assessed trees and woodland
blocks is illustrated on Figure 7.7 in Annex 7A.1. A summary of the results
of this survey is provided in Table 1.6.

Table 1.6: Summary of bat tree assessment results

Tree roost assessment level Number of features identified

High potential 12

Medium potential 4

Medium/Low potential

Low potential 6

Unable to assign potential level 2

High potential 12

Survey work has not confirmed the likely presence of roosting bats in close
proximity to the site. Low numbers of bats were recorded in the 20 minutes
following sunset during both the activity and static detector surveys. This
activity exclusively consisted of big bat®, primarily noctule, and pipistrelle
species passes. While noctule bats primarily roost in trees (Ref 1.19),
pipistrelle species primarily roost in buildings, and are therefore less likely to
be roosting within woodland in the vicinity of the site (Ref 1.20) (Ref 1.21).
Noctule and pipistrelle species are known to be early-emerging species,

6 ‘Big bat’ is a group classification consisting of noctule, Leisler’'s bat and serotine. These species are often grouped
due to the similarities and overlapping characteristics of their echolocation calls making species-specific
identifications difficult and unreliable.
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sometimes leaving the roost prior to sunset (Ref 1.19). The presence of these
species within the site in the 20 minutes following sunset is not necessarily
indicative of roost(s) of these species in woodland immediately adjacent to
the site.

1.5.56. During bat activity surveys, at least seven species were recorded with
pipistrelle species (common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, and calls
assigned to the Pipistrellus species group) the most frequently recorded. All
other species were recorded at only very low levels.

1.5.57.  Activity transects are shown on Figure 7.8 in Annex 7A.1. Recorded activity
across Transect 2 (within the site boundary), was, with the exception of the
October 2014 survey, largely consistent across all survey months with levels
of activity between 6 bat passes per hour (B/h) and 10B/h. During the
October 2014 dawn survey, no bat passes were recorded for any species.
Activity recorded across Transect 1 was noticeably more varied, activity
levels peaked in June 2014 (28B/h) with relatively high activity levels also
recorded during August 2014 (15B/h). As with Transect 2, activity levels
were reduced during the October 2014 dawn survey (2B/h) when only
soprano pipistrelle were recorded.

1.5.58. A single pass was recorded in the 20 minutes following sunset, potentially
indicating emergence. This was a noctule recorded 8 minutes after sunset
during July 2014 to the west of a woodland block at the northern edge of the
site, on Transect 1. However, as an early-emerging species, this pass does
not necessarily mean an emergence from habitats within the site boundary.

1.5.59.  The location of recorded bat passes on Transects 1 and 2 within the site are
provided on Figures 7.9 to 7.13 in Annex 7A.1.

1.5.60.  Six species were recorded during the course of static’ bat detector surveys:
Natterer’s bat, noctule, common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Nathusius’
pipistrelle, serotine and barbastelle as well as unidentified species belonging
to four bat species groups (common/soprano pipistrelle, Myotis spp.,
Plecotus spp., and big bat®). Recorded activity levels largely reflected those
recorded during transect surveys with activity dominated by common and
soprano pipistrelle at all static detector locations during all survey visits.
Nathusius’ pipistrelle activity was significantly lower with Nathusius’
pipistrelle calls recorded inconsistently and at only very low levels.

7 A static bat detector is programmed to come on during darkness and switch off during daylight and records bats
echolocating. They are left in situ for up to 5 consecutive nights.

8 The big bat species grouping comprises Noctule, Leisler's and serotine which are difficult to identify by echolocation
calls alone. There is a degree of overlap between the parameters of all three species and so there are sometimes
calls that cannot confidently be assigned to an individual species, in which case we call them big bat.
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1.5.61.  Similarly, low levels of activity were recorded for Myotis spp., Plecotus spp.,
and big bat across all survey visits and locations. Barbastelle, while generally
recorded at low levels recorded a peak in activity at static monitoring location
(MS02) with an average of 10.17 passes per night recorded during the survey
period between 27 August and 3 September 2014. Although only low
numbers of barbastelle were recorded during activity transects (three passes
across all survey visits), this peak corresponds to the timing of the static
detector recordings.

viii. Terrestrial mammals

1.5.62.  The desk-study revealed 42 records of terrestrial mammals within 2km of the
site boundary. Species recorded comprised European otter (Lutra lutra),
badger, Western European hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus), brown hare
(Lepus europaeus) and water vole (Arvicola amphibius).

1.5.63.  Four of the badger records were for setts located 180 to 400m west of the
site boundary in Chris Covert or Colford Grove. The other two badger
records were located approximately 2km to the east of the site. Sixteen of
the 17 otter records were associated with the river Deben to the south and
river Ore to the north of the site boundary. The remaining record was situated
between the two rivers. Of the nine records of water vole, five were on or
close to the river Deben and between 500m to 1.6km from the site boundary,
and four were on or close to the river Ore, between 600m and 1.7km from
the site.

1.5.64.  Five records of brown hare were between 300m and 2.0km from the site
boundary. Five records of hedgehog were between 500m to 2.2km to the
west or south-west of the site. Small numbers of brown hares (two to three
individuals) were observed during both the Phase 1 habitat survey and
subsequently during the breeding bird surveys. The arable and hedgerow
habitat present provide potentially suitable habitat for hares and this species
could be present within the site boundary. The Suffolk BAP (Ref 1.16) states
that brown hare is widespread in Suffolk; however, recent reports in the east
of England in 2018 suggest brown hare are suffering from a disease epidemic
with records of sick or dead animals (Ref 1.22), and with rabbit haemorrhagic
disease type 2 now confirmed in brown hare from Dorset and Essex (Ref
1.23).

1.5.65.  During the extended Phase 1 habitat survey/protected species walkover, no
habitat suitable for otters or water voles was identified within the site. A
(potential main) badger sett was identified, with at least five active entrances
and two disused entrances, approximately 130m from the site boundary. A
badger latrine was identified at the base of a hedgerow at Target Note 11.
However, the sett is located approximately 130m away and therefore will not
be directly affected by the development proposals.
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Baseline conditions — Ecological features and their importance
a) Assessment methodology

The purpose of this final section is to describe the distribution and relative
abundance of the habitats and species present within the Zol of the site
boundary, and to use this information, in the context of their wider distribution,
to assess the importance of the habitats and species that could be affected
by the proposed development. This assessment will then be used, in
conjunction with a description of the extent and magnitude of the predicted
impacts of the scheme, to carry out the detailed ecological impact
assessment presented in Chapter 7.

To comply with both the CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact
Assessment (Ref 1.5) and with the standard EIA methodology used
elsewhere within the ES, both methodologies have been used to assess the
habitats and species within the Zol of the site.

Under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5), the first stage is to identify IEFs, to
include habitats, species and ecosystems, including ecosystem function and
processes, with reference to the geographical context in which they are
considered important. An assessment is then made of whether these IEFs
will likely be subject to impacts and, if so, these are taken forward into the
EclA as a material consideration in the planning decision. Where protected
species are present and there is the potential for a breach of the legislation,
those species are also considered to be IEFs to be included in the EclA.

Those IEFs that qualify purely on the basis of legislative considerations (such
as badgers) rather than as a result of their conservation status, are
addressed separately in the EclA from those that are of material concern,
with the latter being assessed in greater detail. For both, the ES will outline
what measures are required to prevent any contravention of the legislation.

In line with the CIEEM guidelines, the importance of an ecological feature, as
determined with reference to legal, policy and/or nature conservation
considerations, has been assessed within the following geographical context:

International and European importance;
National importance (i.e. UK or England);
Regional importance (i.e. the East of England);

County importance (i.e. Suffolk); and
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Local importance (within Zol of the scheme).

1.6.6. The following table has also been used in order to assess the ecological
features in accordance with the wider EIA methodology (Table 1.7).

Table 1.7: Criteria for assessment of ecological importance.*

Importance ‘ Criteria

High International; Very high importance and rarity. Feature/resource
UK; possesses key characteristics which contribute
National (England) significantly to the distinctiveness, rarity and character

of the site (for example designated features of
international/national importance, such as SACs,
SPAs, Ramsar sites and SSSis.

Medium Regional (East Anglia); Medium importance and rarity, regional scale.
County (Suffolk) Feature/resource possesses key characteristics which
contribute significantly to the distinctiveness and
character of the site/receptor (for example designated
features of regional or county importance, such as
CWSs, County BAP habitats, etc.).

Low Local - district/ borough | Low or medium importance and rarity, local scale.
(Suffolk Coastal) Feature/resource possesses characteristics which are
only locally significant. Feature/resource not
designated or only designated at a district or local level
(for example local nature reserve).

Very low Within the Zol Feature/resource characteristics do not make a
significant  contribution to local character or
distinctiveness. Feature/resource not designated.

*As part of the assessment process, the sensitivity of the ecological features should also be assessed. Sensitivity
has not been addressed within the ecological baseline. Sensitivity and a detailed rationale explaining how a particular
sensitivity rating has been arrived at for each ecological feature will be dealt with in the Environment Statement. [Note
that Importance and Sensitivity should be assessed separately, as they are to an extent independent of each other
(e.g. a feature of high value could be of low sensitivity, and vice versa)].

b) Description and assessment of ecological features

1.6.7. This section sets out the relevant ecological features and their importance
and discusses each in turn. For each feature, its importance is described by:

Description and distribution: the habitat or species are described in
terms of its distribution and abundance locally, regionally and nationally.

Assessment: the habitat or species is described by its protected/nature
conservation status, and other measures of value, to determine its
relative importance both in terms of the CIEEM guidelines and the wider
EIA assessment methodology.
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1.6.8. As outlined in section 2, the legislative and policy framework for each
ecological receptor is considered in full and, together with professional
judgement, is used to assign a value to each ecological receptor. This
technical appendix gives a detailed rationale for the value assigned to each
ecological receptor and the conclusions reached.

I Feature: Designated sites
Description and distribution

1.6.9. No statutory designated sites were identified within a 5km radius of the site
boundary.

1.6.10.  Seven non-statutory CWS were identified within a 2km radius of the site
boundary; these sites are detailed in Table 1.2.

Assessment

1.6.11. Given that:

CWSs and their cited interest features within 2km of the site are
designated on the basis of habitats, plant, reptile and/or bird
assemblages of county importance; however

the distance of these sites and the site, along with the implementation
of primary and tertiary mitigation measures, ensures there are no direct
or indirect impacts on these desginated sites;

then these sites within the Zol would:
be an IEF at the county level under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5);

be of medium importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology; but

scoped out of the detailed assessment as there would be no direct or
indirect impacts.

ii. Feature: Plants and habitats
Description and distribution

1.6.12.  Arable habitat is widespread is Suffolk and no botanically rich arable margins
were identified within the site boundary. A small section of species-rich
hedgerow (H5) (approximately 40m) would be lost to allow for the access
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road. Hedgerows are on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref
1.14), on Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13), and have been targeted for
action in the Suffolk BAP (Ref 1.24). At the last assessment (2004), here
were an estimated 12,500 to 15,000km of species-rich hedgerow in the
county (Ref 1.24). Two species-rich hedgerows were identified within the
site boundary, the remainder being species-poor.

1.6.13.  Whin Belt and Wonder Grove were identified as broadleaved woodland
approximately 2ha in extent and this habitat is on Suffolk’s Priority Species
and Habitats list (Ref 1.14) and Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13).
Neither woodland has been recorded on the ancient woodland inventory and
are therefore likely to be relatively recent in origin. At the last assessment
(2007), the Suffolk broadleaved woodland BAP estimated there were
15,466ha of deciduous woodland within Suffolk (Ref 1.25).

1.6.14. Ponds are a habitat on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14)
and Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13). There is one pond (Pond 59)
located within the site boundary while two other ponds are outside of the site
boundary (Pond 60 and 61). Pond 59 was dry at the time of survey and will
be retained as part of the proposed development and is not considered a
significant contributor to the wider pond assemblage.

Assessment

1.6.15. Given that:

arable habitat is widespread in Suffolk and no botanically rich margins
were identified;

while a small section of species-rich hedgerow would be lost to allow
for an access road, hedgerows are widespread in Suffolk;

the pond on site will be retained within the development and is not
considered a significant contributor to the wider assemblage of ponds.
In addition, there will be a 10m buffer and 3m high soil storage bund
screening this pond from the proposed development; and

both Whin Belt and Wonder Grove are limited in extent, not of high value
and would be retained.

then the habitats present within the Zol would:

not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and
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be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

lii. Feature: Invertebrates
Description and distribution

1.6.16.  No desk-study records of scarce or invertebrate were identified within the site
boundary, except for two aquatic beetles (Nebrioporus (Nebrioporus)
elegans and Gyrinus aerates) which could potentially be present in Ponds 60
and 61. Both ponds are outside the site boundary and will not be affected by
the proposed development. Overall, the habitats within the site boundary
consist primarily of intensively managed arable fields and no habitats of
particular value to invertebrate species have been identified.

Assessment

1.6.17. Given that:

arable habitat is widespread in Suffolk and no botanically rich margins
or other habitat features of value to invertebrate species were identified;
and

both ponds where the aquatic beetles may be present would be retained
and not affected by the proposed development.

then the invertebrate assemblage within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

Iv. Feature: Amphibians
Description and distribution

1.6.18.  Surveys of water bodies within the site and wider study area were carried out
in 2014, and desk-study records were also obtained for amphibians within
2km of the site boundary. Two ponds (Ponds 60 and 61) both had HSI scores
of ‘Below Average’ suitability for great crested newts and no great crested
newts were recorded during surveys. The site comprised large arable fields,
with good field margins and small areas of woodland. Although there was
suitable terrestrial habitat for great crested newts, the ponds had poor water
guality, excessive shading and heavy algal cover. Surveys revealed no great
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crested newts in either ponds, although small numbers of smooth newt,
palmate newt and common frogs were found. The nearest pond containing
desk-study records of great crested newts was 1.6km to the north.

1.6.19. A review of the Suffolk BAP identified great crested newts as a priority
species for conservation action in the county (Ref 1.14). Great crested newts
are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3),
and Schedule 2 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
(Ref 1.11), and are included within Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13),
which identifies them as species of principal importance for the purpose of
conserving biodiversity in England.

1.6.20.  Other amphibians recorded within the Zol included smooth newt (Lissotriton
vulgaris) which is not on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

Assessment

1.6.21.  Given that the great crested newt:

no great crested newts were found within 500m of the site boundary;
and

only small numbers of smooth newts were found within ponds on the
site, and the habitat is considered sub-optimal.

then the amphibian assemblage within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

v. Feature: Reptiles
Description and distribution

1.6.22.  On the basis of the extended Phase 1 habitat survey/protected species
walkover, there is only a small area of suitable habitat for reptiles within the
site boundary, as most of the site is arable fields. There are no desk-study
results of reptiles nearer than 600m. The available habitat to support reptile
species is considered to be extremely limited and the site considered to be
of little value to reptile species. If present, reptiles are only likely to occur in
small numbers.
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A review of Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list identified adders, grass
snakes, common lizards and slow-worms as a priority species (Ref 1.14). In
addition, adders, grass snakes, common lizards and slow-worms are
included within Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13).

Assessment

Given that:

no desk-study records were found for the presence of reptiles within
500m of the site, and the habitat is considered sub-optimal;

then the reptile assemblage within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

vi. Feature: Birds
Description and distribution

Only two Schedule 1 species of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3)
redwing and fieldfare, were recorded during the Winter bird surveys. None
were recorded during the breeding season surveys. Redwing and fieldfare
are widespread Winter visitors that utilise hedgerow and woodland for
foraging and are included on Schedule 1 due to the rarity of breeding
occurring within the UK, breeding in Scotland only.

A total of 15 species listed on either Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13)
and/or included on the Red List or Amber List of BoCC (Ref 1.4) were
observed during the breeding and the wintering bird surveys. The majority
of these species are considered likely to be breeding and to be present during
the Winter months too.

Arable farmland is extensive within Suffolk and the distribution of farmland
bird species such as the red listed species discussed above will to a large
extent be dependent on the diversity of the arable habitat. Fields with large
diverse margins or crops sown to benefit as wild birds are likely to support a
greater number and diversity of bird species than intensively managed arable
farmland.

Assessment

Given that:
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no Schedule 1 breeding bird species of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
(Ref 1.3) were recorded; and

the intensively managed arable habitat, and the breeding and wintering
bird assemblage it supports is widespread in Suffolk and that the arable
habitat is not being managed specifically to benefit breeding birds.

notwithstanding the legal protection afforded to breeding bird species, then
the breeding and wintering bird assemblage within the Zol would:

not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

vii. Feature: Bats
Description and distribution

At least eight species of bats were reported within the desk-study; however,
no records were identified within the site boundary. The closest records were
a roost 620m north-east and recorded activity 850m east of the site.

Assessments of tree roost potential identified a number of features with the
potential to support roosting bats; however, these were largely located
outside of the site boundary and no signs of current occupation by bats were
identified.

Habitat within the site boundary primarily consists of open arable land of
limited value for bats, though hedgerows would be of value to foraging bats.
Activity and static detector surveys identified, with the exception of common
and soprano pipistrelle activity, primarily low levels of bat activity, although
this activity did include the nationally rare barbastelle.

Assessment

Given that:

Barbastelle are active within the site boundary (at only a low level), are
nationally rare with a restricted distribution, and that the species are
listed on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14), Section
41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) and on Annex Il of the Habitats Directive
(Ref 1.7) It is considered that barbastelle are likely to be using the Zol
of the proposed development (defined as 10km for barbastelle) for
foraging and roosting (all types).
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Natterer's bat roosts (maternity and hibernation) are known to be
present within the Zol (defined as 4km for Natterer's bat), and this
species is common and widespread in the UK and within Suffolk.
However, this species was recorded in only very low numbers on site
and habitats within site boundary and immediately adjacent habitats are
unlikely to be relied on by Natterer’'s bat for foraging or roosting (all

types).

Noctule may roost (all types) and forage within the Zol (defined as 4km
for noctule). Noctule are widespread in Suffolk and were recorded in
only low to moderate numbers on the site. The species are unlikely to
be reliant on habitat within the site boundary or habitat immediately
adjacent, and roosting (all types) is unlikely within the site.

Common and soprano pipistrelle may roost (all types) and forage within
the Zol (defined as 2km and 3km for common and soprano pipistrelle
respectively), however habitat within the site is largely unsuitable for
both foraging and roosting (all types).

Nathusius’ pipistrelle may roost (all types) and forage within the Zol
(defined as 3km for Nathusius’ pipistrelle). However, the species is
scarce in Suffolk, having only recently been classified as a resident
rather than a migrant winter visitor. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded
in only very low numbers on the site and habitat within the site boundary
is unlikely to support roosting (all types) or foraging.

Serotine roosts of unknown type(s) are present within the Zol (defined
as 4km for serotine) and Serotine are widespread in Suffolk. The
species was recorded in only very low numbers on the site however,
and habitats within the site boundary and immediately adjacent habitats
are unlikely to be relied on by serotine for foraging or roosting (all types).

Brown long-eared bats are often under-recorded, and the species is
common and widespread in the UK and within Suffolk. Although
maternity roosts are known to be present within the Zol (defined as 3km
for brown long-eared bat), the species was recorded in only very low
numbers within the site boundary. Habitat within the site is unlikely to
support roosting (all types) or foraging.

then the bat assemblage within the Zol would be:

an IEF at a county level under CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and
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of low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment methodology.

1.6.33.  Full details of the criteria considered during the assessment of bats at the
site are provided in Table 1.8 to Table 1.10.
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Table 1.8: Criteria for assessing the importance of the bat species within the Zol of the Project. Note that Zol differs between species

Source of
data

Published data

Information derived

from

project data (inc

local desk-study

professional judgement based on known species ecological traits

information)

supported by

KEY Conservation Status UK/Suffolk | Status within the site Bfee.d'”g ESEES (LW Hibernation within the Zol JER O] h§b|tats W'th'n. 1175 240}
status within the Zol for foraging/ commuting
+ Habs. Dir.
Annex Il
[additional Population apparently . ) .
importance centred on the site (for at | Maternity colony of | Majority of individuals likely High rehgn_ce on h?b"?‘ts
Red [score el . . ; - . o . present within the site (inside
3] applied if Nationally rare least part of the year); 50+ | rarest/rarer species within | to hibernate within the site or outside the construction
species is individuals rarest/rarer | the site and adjacent areas. site boundary)
qualifying species v
feature of a
SAC]
Moderate reliance on
. Fewer than 50 rarest/rarer | Maternity colony of more . . i habitats present within the
Nationally . X - Hibernation within Zol very | _.
Amber species; 50+ more common | common species within the | . . L . site (based on data and
+ NERC Act uncommon /less . o . . likely;  within the site . -
[score 2] common species. Note these are very | site; rarer species outside robable species preferences); higher
broad estimates. the site but within Zol P reliance on habitats outside
of the site
. No evidence of maternity . Lo Low reliance on habitats
Present in lower numbers L . Majority of individuals are o -
Green Common/ X roost within the site; more | . . . present within the site;
EPS only ; than above (in low or very . . likely to hibernate outside the ; .
[score 1] widespread common species outside the species considered to be

low numbers).

site but within Zol

site (or outside the Zol)

generalist and adaptable.
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Table 1.9: Summary of geographical importance boundaries
Geographic importance: Local

A score of 6-10

This matrix does not allow for
finer definitions of ‘Local’
importance (district, borough, Zol,
site) for which professional
judgement is required.

Geographic importance: County
A score of 11 to 13

Geographic importance: Regional
A score of 14 to 16

Geographic importance: National

A score of 17+
International if species is qualifying feature of a SAC

The boundaries between these based on an distribution of

between the three categories.

are subjective even possible scores

Table 1.10: Summary of the elements considered in determining the geographical context (Ref 1.5) of each species’ importance.*

Conservation Status UK/Suffolk Roosts Hibernation Use of habitats for Geographic

Species**

Recorded Activity Breeding

Status (Ref 1.26) within the site (maternity) foraging/commuting context of
importance
Barbastelle Habs. Dir. | Nationally rare Recorded in only | No evidence within the | No evidence within the | Habitats within the site | County
Annex Il very low numbers | site  and largely | site and largely | unsuitable. (score of 10)
EPS within  Site. Never | unsuitable. unsuitable. Habitat mosaic in Zol
exceeding 2% (or 0.2 | adjacent  woodland | Adjacent ~ woodland | offers reasonable
NERC Act B/h f | b s . .
) of total bat | piocks have a limited | blocks have a limited | connectivity and
activity —on  static | nymber of trees with | number of trees with | foraging opportunities.
detectors. features preferred by | features preferred by
barbastelle. barbastelle.
Woodland blocks in Zol | Habitats in Zol may
may support breeding | support hibernation
roost(s). roost(s).
Natterer’s bat EPS Nationally common, | Very low numbers | No evidence within the | No evidence within the | Known to use a wide | Local
widespread in the | recorded within the | site  and activity | site and hibernation | range of habitats. (score of 6)
UK/Suffolk site identified | suggests unlikely | preferences  strongly
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Species**

Conservation
Status

Status UK/Suffolk
(Ref 1.26)

Recorded Activity
within the site

Breeding Roosts

(maternity)

Hibernation

Use of habitats for
foraging/commuting

Geographic
context of
importance

specifically to
Natterer’s bat®.

within the site or
adjacent habitat.

Maternity roost
identified within the Zol
with  a variety of
potential roost
resources also present.

indicate unlikely within
the site or immediately
adjacent habitats.

Hibernation roost
identified within the Zol
(approximately 1.7km
north)

Proposed development
site open and sub-
optimal. May use
adjacent woodland
blocks but unlikely to
be large enough for
reliance.

The Zol may provide
habitat  on which
Natterer’s bat rely.

UK and Suffolk

site.

be solitary individuals.

Noctule EPS Common and | Recorded in low to | Woodland blocks with | Woodland blocks with | Use almost all | Local
NERC Act widespread in UK | moderate numbers | some roost potential | some roost potential | landscape types and | (score of 8)
and Suffolk within the site?0. adjacent to the site. adjacent to the site. less reliant on linear
Woodland blocks | Woodland blocks with | features.
within Zol may support | Zol may  support | Unlikely to be heavily
breeding roost(s). hibernation roost(s). reliant on the Site or
immediately adjacent
habitats but Zol may
provide habitats on
which noctule rely.
Common EPS Common and | Common and | Habitat within the site | Few winter roosts are | Generalist, widespread | Local
pipistrelle widespread in the | widespread across | largely unsuitable. known; these tend to | and common. (score of 6)

9 Note. Moderate numbers of Myotis spp. calls were recorded but most could not be identified to a specific species.
10 Note ‘big bat’ may contain additional noctule passes that cannot be identified to a specific species.
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Species**

Conservation
Status

Status UK/Suffolk | Recorded

(Ref 1.26)

Activity
within the site

Breeding Roosts

(maternity)

Hibernation

Use of habitats for
foraging/commuting

Geographic
context of
importance

Adjacent woodland
blocks have some
features potentially
suitable.

Zol contains a variety

Hibernation within tree
roosts within adjacent
woodland blocks
and/or Zol possible.

immediately adjacent
have some features
potentially suitable.

Woodland blocks
immediately adjacent
have some features
potentially suitable.

of potential  roost
resources
Soprano EPS Common and | Common and | Habitat within the site | Few winter roosts are | Generalist, through | Local
pipistrelle NERC Act widespread in UK | widespread across | largely unsuitable. known; these tend to | with a bias towards | (score of 7)
and Suffolk site. Adjacent  woodland | be solitary individuals. | riparian habitats
blocks have some | Hibernation within tree
features potentially | roosts within adjacent
suitable. woodland blocks
Maternity ro0st and/or Zol possible.
identified in the Zol with
a variety of potential
roost resources also
present.
Nathusius’ EPS Uncommon, sparse | Recorded in only low | No evidence within the | No evidence within | Generalists, though | Local
pipistrelle in  Suffolk, under- | numbers site and largely | Site.  No evidence | with a bias towards | (score of 7)
recorded unsuitable. within the site and | riparian habitats.
Woodland blocks | largely unsuitable.
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Species**

Conservation
Status

Status UK/Suffolk

(Ref 1.26)

Recorded Activity
within the site

Breeding Roosts

(maternity)

Hibernation

Use of habitats for
foraging/commuting

Geographic
context of
importance

immediately adjacent
have some features
potentially suitable.

Two maternity colonies
identified within the Zol

for hibernation so may
hibernate within Zol.

The Zol contains a | The Zol contains a
variety of potential | variety of potential
roost resources. roost resources.
Serotine EPS Uncommon up | Recorded in very low | No evidence within the | No evidence within the | Proposed development | Local
widespread in | numbers Site and  roosting | Site and  roosting | site open and sub- | (score of 7)
Suffolk (approximately 1% of | preference for | preference for | optimal. Adjacent
total bat activity) 1. buildings strongly | buildings strongly | woodland blocks
indicate unlikely within | indicate unlikely within | unlikely to be large
the site. the site. enough for reliance.
Roosts of unknown | Roosts of unknown | Zol may provide habitat
type present within the | type present within the | on which serotine rely.
Zol with a variety of | Zol and a variety of
potential roost | potential roost
resources also present. | resources also present.
Brown long- | EPS Common and | Recorded in very low | No evidence within the | No evidence within the | Often under-recorded | Local
eared bat NERC Act widespread in UK | numbers??, site and largely | site and largely | generalist. (score of 7)
and Suffolk unsuitable. unsuitable.
Woodland blocks | Use a range of habitats

11 Note. ‘big bat’ calls may contain serotine passes that cannot be identified to the species level.
12 Note that this species is often under-recorded due to the nature of its echolocation calls.
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Species** Conservation Status UK/Suffolk Recorded Activity Breeding Roosts Hibernation Use of habitats for Geographic

Status (Ref 1.26) within the site (maternity) foraging/commuting context of
importance

with  a variety of
potential roost
resources also present.
*The different elements that make up the assigned ‘importance’ have been broadly categorised and colour-coded to show how each element contributes to the assessment (key provided in Table 1.8
above: Red scores 3; Amber scores 2; Green scores 1).
**Only those species for which calls were identified to the species level are considered in this table. Species groups are not considered here due to the variation in the considered parameters (in each
column) between species within a species group. For example, no calls were assigned by the auto-ID software to Daubenton’s bat within Myotis spp. group (this is not unusual, as Myotis calls are

rarely possible to identify to a species). However, those calls identified as Myotis are more likely to be Natterer’s bat (and therefore are included within the Natterer's bat assessment above) because
of the lack of suitable habitat for Daubenton’s bat.
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viii. Feature: Terrestrial mammals
Description and distribution

1.6.34.  There are badger setts within 130 to 400m of the site (from desk-study and
survey records), but no evidence of badger setts within the site boundary.
The arable fields of the site are considered as sub-optimal habitat for
badgers, although the field margins, and an area of tall ruderal herbs at the
west corner of Whin Belt, the track to, and margins of the small patch of
woodland to the north of Whin Belt, and the disused pit area to the south of
Whin Belt provide potential foraging habitat. Surveys of badger setts across
England and Wales between 2011 and 2013, concluded there had been a
103% increase in social groups over the last 25 years (Ref 1.27) (Ref 1.28).
There has also been an increase in Suffolk’s badger population since the
1980s (Ref 1.29). Therefore, badgers are not a species of conservation
concern.

1.6.35.  No desk-study records for either otter or water vole were found within the site
and no habitat suitable for otters or water voles was identified within the site
boundary during the survey, these species have therefore been scoped out
of further assessment.

1.6.36. In Britain, brown hares are usually associated with lowland pasture and
arable farmland, feeding mainly on grasses and herbs as well as agricultural
crops. Woods and hedgerows also provide day-time shelter, particularly in
Winter (Ref 1.30). Although there were no desk-study records of brown hare
within the site, the habitat is potentially suitable for brown hares and two to
three individuals were recorded on a number of occasions. Brown hare is
widespread in Suffolk (Ref 1.31); however, recent reports in the east of
England in 2018 suggest brown hare are suffering from a disease epidemic
with records of sick or dead animals (Ref 1.22). The two to three individuals
recorded on site would not comprise a significant contribution to the wider
population of this highly mobile species.

1.6.37. Desk-study records demonstrated records for hedgehog within the Zol.
Hedgehogs occur in a wide variety of habitat types including grasslands,
forests and suburban areas (Ref 1.32). However, the majority of the site is
arable fields, and so unsuitable for hedgehogs, and there were no records of
hedgehogs during surveys.

Assessment

1.6.38. Given that:

there was an absence of current survey records for badgers within the
site boundary;
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then the badgers within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

1.6.39. Given that:

the brown hare is on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref
1.14) and is listed on the NERC Act (Ref 1.13);

exist within the site and has suitable habitat both within the site and the
wider area; and

the population on site (two to three individuals) would not be a
significant contribution to the wider population of this highly mobile
species.

then the brown hares within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

1.6.40. Given that:

there was an absence of desk-study and survey records for hedgehogs
within the site boundary, and an absence of suitable habitat for them

then the hedgehogs within the Zol would:
not be an IEF under the CIEEM guidelines (Ref 1.5); and

be of very low importance, following the EIA-specific assessment
methodology.

c) Summary of ecological features/receptors

1.6.41.  Following a review of the known baseline within the Zol, Table 1.11 lists the
ecological features/receptors and details which will be carried forward into
the detailed assessment. Those carried forward are IEFs of sufficient
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conservation value that will be sufficiently affected by the proposed
development to require material consideration within the assessment.

1.6.42. There are a number of ecological receptors that, while not of significant
nature conservation value within the Zol, do require some consideration
because of the legislative protection afforded to them. While not taken
forward for detailed assessment, these are considered further in the ES,
where appropriate secondary mitigation is prescribed to ensure legislative
compliance.
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Table 1.11: Determination of IEFs to be taken forward for detailed assessment

Importance  (CIEEM/

Feature/Receptor EIA Methodology)

Justification Scope in/Out

CWSs support a range of habitats types that are listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13)
and which are targeted for action in the Suffolk BAP (Ref 1.16). Given the distance of these
designated sites from the site (the closest of which is 430m away) and the implementation of the
primary and tertiary mitigation measures detailed in section 7.5 of Chapter 7, no direct or indirect
impacts are anticipated on the statutory and non-statutory designated sites.

All seven CWSs (Catt’s Wood, Great Wood Glevering Hall, Lower Hacheston Meadow, The Oaks,

Copperas Wood, Ashe Abby Decoy Pond, and River Deben) have therefore been scoped out of the
detailed assessment.

Non-statutory  designated
sites within 2km of the site | County/Medium
boundary

Scoped out

Hedgerows are a habitat listed on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14). A short
section of hedgerow (approximately 40m), qualifying as ‘important’ under the Hedgerows
Regulations (Ref 1.2) would be lost during the construction of the proposed development.
Remaining hedgerows would be retained as part of the primary mitigation measures as detailed in

Hed Localil section 7.5 of Chapter 7. s d out
edgerows ocaiiL.ow Hedgerows are widespread in Suffolk and it is not considered that the loss of a small section of copedou

hedgerow qualifying as ‘important’ at this location would result in a significant impact. In addition,
landscape planting described under primary mitigation in section 7.5 of Chapter 7 would offset the
loss of hedgerow.

Hedgerows are therefore scoped out of the detailed assessment.

Ponds are a habitat listed on Suffolk's Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

Pond 59 located within the site is to be retained and a buffer of over 10m maintained between the
pond, the construction work, and the proposed perimeter fence, as part of the primary mitigation
measures detailed in section 7.5 of Chapter 7. This pond was found to be dry at the time of the
surveys and therefore not likely to support great crested newt. Therefore, with the inclusion of the
primary and tertiary mitigation measures detailed in section 7.5 of Chapter 7, it is considered that
there would not be any significant effects on this receptor as a result of the proposed development.

Ponds are therefore scoped out of the detailed assessment.

Pond Local/Low Scoped out

Building better energy together

NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

Volume 4 Appendix 7A Ecological Baseline | 49



I~ Szc SIZEWELL C PROJECT — ENVIRONMENTAL STATMENT

€DF NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED

Importance  (CIEEM/
EIA Methodology)

Feature/Receptor

Justification Scope in/Out

Arable habitat is widespread in Suffolk and generally of limited ecological value. In addition, no
Arable fields Local/Very Low botanically rich margins were identified during surveys. This habitat type has therefore been scoped | Scoped out
out of the detailed assessment

All identified woodland blocks are external to the site boundary and will be retained in their entirety.
A buffer of 10m between the woodland and the proposed perimeter fence would be maintained as
part of the primary mitigation measures detailed in section 7.5 of Chapter 7. Therefore, it is
considered that there would not be any significant effects on this receptor as a result of the proposed
development.

Broadleaved woodland has therefore been scoped out of the detailed assessment.

Broadleaved woodland Local/Very Low Scoped out.

No great crested newts were recorded within 500m of the site, and only small numbers of other
amphibians (common frog, smooth and palmate newts) were found within ponds within the study
area. These species are not on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14). Amphibians
have therefore been scoped out of the detailed assessment.

Amphibians Local/Very Low Scoped out

All four common, native reptile species (adder, common lizard, grass shake and slow-worm) are
protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) and are included on Section
41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13) and on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14).

While a limited amount of habitat with the potential to support reptiles would be lost, habitats within
the site were largely sub-optimal for reptiles and therefore it is not considered that any significant
effects would occur on this receptor as a result of the proposed development. Tertiary mitigation
measures have described in section 7.5 of Chapter 7 to adequately protect this ecological feature.

The reptile assemblage is therefore scoped out of the detailed assessment.

Reptile assemblage Local/Low Scoped out

The potential breeding and wintering bird assemblage identified within the site is considered to be
representative of the habitats present and the populations observed on site are likely comparable to
Breeding and wintering bird Local/Low the populations within the wider area. The intensively managed arable habitat, and the breeding and
assemblage wintering bird assemblage it supports, is widespread in Suffolk and the arable habitat is not being
managed specifically to benefit birds. It is therefore not considered that any significant impacts would
occur on this receptor as a result of the proposed development.

Scoped out
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Importance  (CIEEM/
EIA Methodology)

Feature/Receptor

Justification Scope in/Out

Breeding and wintering birds are therefore scoped out of the detailed assessment.

However, breeding birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3), As such,
there may be the potential for impacts on breeding birds, should works be undertaken during the
breeding bird period (end of February to end of August inclusive). Details of the mitigation measures
that should be employed to safeguard this ecological receptor have been detailed within section
7.5 of Chapter 7.

At least eight bat species have been recorded within the site or the relevant Zol during the desk-
study and surveys undertaken. Activity levels were largely low, with the exception of common and
soprano pipistrelle, but included the presence of the nationally rare barbastelle, a species with a
restricted distribution and receiving additional protection under Annex Il of the Habitats Directive
(Ref 1.7).

While the habitats present are largely sub-optimal, a number of trees along the site boundary and

within woodland blocks immediately adjacent were identified as having the potential to support | |EF
Bat assemblage County/Low roosting bats.

Scoped in
The degree of sensitivity bats display varies between species; however, it is recognised that all bat
species can be negatively impacted by anthropogenic activities.

All bat species in the UK are protected under Annex IV of the Habitats Directive (Ref 1.7), transposed
to English law under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (Ref 1.11). Additional
relevant legislation includes the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3), and the NERC Act (Ref 1.13).

The bat assemblage is therefore scoped into the detailed assessment.

No evidence of badgers was identified within the site; due to the distance of the nearest ‘potential
main’ sett from the proposed works, it is not anticipated that there would be any significant effects
on this receptor.

Badger Local/Low Badger are therefore scoped out of the detailed assessment. Scoped out

Badger are protected under Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref 1.3) and by the
Protection of Badgers Act (Ref 1.12); therefore, tertiary mitigation measures to ensure no impacts
occur are described in section 7.5 of Chapter 7.
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Importance  (CIEEM/
EIA Methodology)

Feature/Receptor

Justification Scope in/Out

A population of two or three individuals were recorded on site during surveys. While a limited
number of brown hare are likely to be found within or adjacent to the site, there is sufficient adjacent
habitat to support this species. The number of individuals within the site boundary of this highly
mobile species is unlikely to be significant for the wider population and have therefore been scoped
out of the detailed assessment.

The brown hare is on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14) and Section 41 of the
NERC Act (Ref 1.13). Details of the mitigation measures that should be employed to safeguard
brown hare are detailed within section 7.5 of Chapter 7.

Brown hares Local/Low Scoped out

The habitats within the site boundary are generally unsuitable for hedgehogs and there were no
records of hedgehogs during surveys. Hedgehog has therefore been scoped out of the detailed
Hedgehog Local/Very Low assessment. However, hedgehog is listed on Suffolk’s Priority Species and Habitats list (Ref 1.14) | Scoped out
and listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act (Ref 1.13). Details of tertiary mitigation measures that
would be employed to safeguard hedgehogs are detailed in section 7.5 of Chapter 7.
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1 Desk Study
1.1 Methodology

1.1.1. Desk study records of protected or otherwise notable species of conservation
interest within 2km (unless otherwise stated) of the southern park and ride at
Wickham Market site (hereafter referred to as the site) red line boundary
were obtained from Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service (SBIS) in
December 2014. A second data request was made in March 2016 for records
of bats within 10km of the proposed development.
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1.2 Plants

1.2.1.

Table 1.1: Desk study results for plants

Table 1.1 below summarises the desk study results for plants within the 2km Zone of Influence (Zol) of site.

Approximate distance from

Species Location Site Detail Grid Reference o
the site
Frogbit
. Parham Parham Pond TM3090059100 2004 1.5km north
(Hydrocharis morsus-ranae)
Meadow Saffron
. Marlesford Marlesford Estate TM35J 1996 N/A*
(Colchicum autumnale)
Green-winged Orchid
. . Hacheston TM31125837 2013 800m north
(Orchis morio)
Field Garli
ed Larlie Marlesford R. Ore & banks between concrete | 14550 1997 N/A*
(Allium oleraceum) bridge and old rail track
Lesser Tussock-sedge
) Campsey Ashe TM35C 2012 N/A*
(Carex diandra)
Dwarf Spurge Easton TM25Z 1998 N/A*
(Euphorbia exigua) Letheringham Hacheston TM25Y 1998 N/A*
Black Poplar Campsey Ashe TM31575589 2012 1.2km south
(Populus nigra subsp. betulifolia) River Deben (sections) | Glevering TM29575678 2004 1.8km west
Marlesford Marlesford Estate TM35J 1996 N/A*
Marlesford River Ore ford TM322581 1993 470m east
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Species

Heath Dog-violet

Location

Great Wood (Little

Site Detail

Grid Reference

Approximate distance from

the site*

. . TM35J 2004 N/A*
(Viola canina) Glemham)
Wild Pansy Hacheston Hacheston, Fairfield Green TM3159 2005 N/A*
(Viola tricolor) Marlesford ex rail track -TM313588 TM318584 1997 540m north
Marsh Stitchwort
) ) Easton TM25Z 1998 N/A*
(Stellaria palustris)
Nottingham Catchfly . .
. Campsey Ashe Railway Station TM326557 1993 1.7km south
(Silene nutans)
Good-King-Henry Campsey Ashe Railway Station TM328559 2006 1.6km south
(Chenopodium bonus-henricus) Marlesford TM316586 1997 780m north
Blue Pimpernel
) ) ) Marlesford fp -TM335581 TM329583 1997 1.1km east
(Anagallis arvensis subsp. foemina)
Henbane
) Hacheston Hacheston, Fairfield Green TM3159 2005 N/A*
(Hyoscyamus niger)
Smooth Cat's-ear Marlesford Churchyard TM35J 2003 N/A*
(Hypochaeris glabra) Easton TM25Z 1998 N/A*
Common Cudweed Campsey Ashe TM35C 2012 N/A*
(Filago vulgaris) Campsey Ashe TM35I 2006 N/A*
Marlesford Marlesford TM35J 2004 N/A*
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Approximate distance from

Species Location Site Detail Grid Reference o
the site
Crisp's Hill from boundary to Rug's N
Marlesford Wood beside River Ore TM3158 1998 N/A
Easton TM25Z 1998 N/A*
Letheringham Hacheston TM25Y 1998 N/A*
Marlesford R.Ore -TM318583 TM313588 1997 1km north
Marlesford Ford Lane -TM324583 TM321580 1997 340m east
Marlesford ex rail track -TM313588 TM318584 1997 540m north-east
Corn Chamomile
. . Marlesford TM321581 1997 400m east
(Anthemis arvensis)
Stinking Chamomile
. Easton TM25Z 1998 N/A*
(Anthemis cotula)
Corn Marigold
o g Hacheston Hacheston, Fairfield Green TM3159 2005 N/A*
(Glebionis segetum)
Field Gromwell
. Marlesford TM316586 1997 770m north
(Lithospermum arvense)
Hound's-tongue Letheringham Hacheston TM25Y 1998 N/A*
(Cynoglossum officinale) Marlesford Ford Lane -TM324583 TM321580 1997 320m east

*Distance from the red line boundary can only be calculated where the grid reference has been received in full.
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1.3 Invertebrates
1.3.1. Table 1.2 below summarises the desk study results for invertebrates recorded within 2km Zol of the site.

Table 1.2: Desk study results for invertebrates

Species Location Site Detail Grid Reference Year Abundance Approximate distance
from the site*
Nebrioporus (Nebrioporus) Wickham Market Glevering Bridge TM295566 2009 1.8km west
elegans
Nebrioporus (Nebrioporus) Campsey Ashe Quill Farm side channel TM314552 2001 1.7km south
elegans
Gyrinus aeratus Wickham Market Glevering Bridge TM295566 2009 1.8km west
Small heath (Coenonympha Campsey Ashe TM3054 2011 3 Count N/A*
pamphilus)
East Suffolk TM3256 1999 1 Count N/A*
Marlesford TM324579 1995 520m east
] . ) Marlesford TM322586 1995 890m east
Grayling (Hipparchia semele) -
Wickham Market TM326558 1995 1.6km south
East Suffolk TM3258 1995 1 Count N/A*
Campsey Ashe TM333562 1995 1.8km south-east
Campsey Ashe TM3155 2009 2 Count N/A*
Wall (Lasiommata megera) East Suffolk TM3054 2000 1 Count N/A*
East Suffolk TM3256 1998 1 Count N/A*
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Species Location Site Detail Grid Reference Year Abundance Approximate distance
from the site*

East Suffolk TM3058 1995 1 Count N/A*
White admiral (Limenitis camilla) East Suffolk TM3256 1998 1 Count N/A*

Campsey Ashe TM332562 1997 1 Count of present | 1.7km south-east
Swallowtail (Papilio machaon) Marlesford TM3258 2006 1 Count N/A*

Campsey Ashe TM3356 1996 1 Count N/A*

Campsey Ashe TM332562 1996 1.7km south-east

* Insufficient information provided in grid reference to enable the specific location of this record within the 2km Zol to be determined.
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1.4 Amphibians

1.4.1. Table 1.3 below summarises the desk study results for amphibians recorded within 2km Zol of the site.

Table 1.3: Desk study results for amphibians

Species Location Site Detail Grid Reference Abundance Approximate distance
from the site*
Common toad (Bufo bufo) | Campsey Ashe TM323555 2010 - 1.7km south
Hacheston Glevering, Easton Road TM299567 2008 - 1.4km west
B1116, Hacheston
Hacheston Tank Road, Nr Glevering TM295576 2010 - 1.9km north-west
Hall & River
Marlesford Marlesford Hall Reservoir TM325591 2003 - 1.4km north-east
Wickham Market TM307558 2000 28 Count of dead; 70 1.3km south-west
Count of adult
Wickham Market Fowls Watering TM309553 1999 1 Count of adult; 1 C