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ECOLOGY

6.1

Introduction

6.1.1

This chapter describes the ecological interest of the study area in connection with a
proposed development known as White Mills Marina, Northamptonshire. A summary of
designated sites, habitats and species is provided. The potential impacts on ecological
features are assessed, including direct and indirect impacts, impacts arising during
construction, impacts during operation, and cumulative impacts with those from other
developments in the area. Mitigation and compensation measures are outlined and a
summary of residual impacts provided.

6.1.2

Accordingly, this Section therefore presents the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA). In
undertaking the assessment, a description of the baseline conditions and sensitive
receptors is provided, along with a description of the proposed development, including
mitigation associated with construction and operation. Following the identification and
assessment of the likely significant impacts on ecology, consideration is given to the
availability of the measures to reduce or avoid all potential impacts. The Ecological Impact
Assessment (EcIA) process follows the principles set out in the Guidelines for Ecological
Impact Assessment published by the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(IEEM 2006).

6.1.3

It is suggested that this Section is read in conjunction with the information provided in
Volume 4. This information comprises:
 Appendix 6.1 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (comprising a Background Data Search,
Hedgerow Survey and Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey (initially undertaken in 2010
and both updated in March and April 2013 respectively));
 Appendix 6.2 Habitat Regulations Assessment – Statement to Inform an Appropriate
Assessment (undertaken in February 2013); and
 Appendix 6.3 Otter and Water Vole Survey (undertaken in October 2013).

6.2

Assessment Approach
Methodology

6.2.1

The impact assessment for ecology follows the Chartered Institute of Ecology and
Environmental Management (CIEEM) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the
UK, hereafter referred to as the IEEM Guidelines (2006). The guidelines are endorsed by
organisations including Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage, Environment Agency,
Environment and Heritage Service, Association of Local Government Ecologists (ALGAE),
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) and the Wildlife Trusts.
The IEEM Guidelines are also referenced in the planning guidance ‘Planning for Biodiversity
and Geological Conservation: A Guide to Good Practice’ (ODP, 2005) as the recommended
procedure for the ecological component of EIA to raise standards and improve
effectiveness of EIA in addressing impacts on biodiversity.

6.2.2

The starting point for any assessment of impacts is to determine which receptors should be
assessed in detail. Such ecological receptors should be a) of sufficient value that impacts
upon them may be significant (in terms of legislation or policy), and b) potentially
vulnerable to significant impacts arising from the development (IEEM, 2006).
This
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approach is consistent with the EIA Regulations, which only require investigation of likely
significant impacts.
6.2.3

It involved the following key stages:
 a Background Data Search to obtain archival records of sites and species, and to gain
information to focus the field surveys;
 identifying the Zone of Influence arising from the whole lifespan of the project;
 identification of ecological receptors likely to be affected and determination of their
ecological value, through field surveys;
 identification of the potential impacts to these ecological resources and assessment of
whether there would be any significant impacts on the integrity and/or conservation
status of the resources.
 incorporation and evaluation of ecological enhancement and mitigation measures to
avoid or reduce impacts, and compensation measures for any residual significant
impacts; and
 assessment of the overall significance of ecological impacts arising from the proposals.
Field Surveys

6.2.4

Field surveys are a fundamental part of an ecological assessment. They identify ecological
features and provide vital information to determine their value.

6.2.5

Details of all surveys, including full methods, are provided in the Technical Appendices that
support this document (Appendix 6.1 to 6.3). A summary of all surveys undertaken to
inform this assessment to date are provided in Table 6.1.

6.2.6

Surveys were carried out at appropriate times of the year by suitably experienced
ecologists.
Table 6.1 Summary of ecological surveys undertaken
Survey Type
Phase 1 Habitat Survey, animal
walkover and Hedgerow survey

Details of Survey
Identification of broad habitat types
and habitat suitability for protected
species

Month/ Year
April 2013

Wintering Bird Survey Visit

A paired survey of the site and the
neighbouring Upper Nene Valley
Gravel Pits Special Protection Area
to record use of the area by
overwintering birds (included
recording bird species, bird
numbers, bird activity and direction
of bird travel).
Habitat assessment of the Study
Area (5 km either side of the
proposed site) for its suitability for
Otter. A further detailed survey of
watercourses (including the use of
camera traps) was made to survey
for presence.
Habitat assessment of the Study
Area (2 km either side of the
proposed site) for its suitability for
Water Vole. A further detailed
survey of watercourses was made
to survey for presence.

February 2013

Otter

Water Vole

2|Ecology

October 2013 (two
visits)

October 2013 (two
visits)
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Assessment of Impacts
6.2.7

Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) firstly involves determining value of ecological
features or receptors with an emphasis on different aspects of ecological value including
designations, biodiversity value, potential value, secondary or supporting value, social
value, economic value, legal protection and multi-functional features. These values are
applied to the receptors within a defined geographical context and examples can be seen in
Table 6.2.
Table 6.2 Examples of receptor values within a defined geographical context
Receptor Value
International

National

Regional

County

District

Examples
Habitats
An internationally designated site or candidate site (Special Protection Area
(SPA), provisional SPA, Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), candidate SAC,
Ramsar Site, Biogenetic / Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage Site) or an area
that would meet the published selection criteria for designation. A viable area
of a habitat type listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive, or smaller areas of
such habitat, which are essential to maintain the viability of a larger whole.
Species
Any regularly occurring population of internationally important species,
threatened or rare in the UK (i.e. a UK Red Data Book species categories 1 and
2 of the UK BAP) or of uncertain conservation status or of global conservation
concern in the UK BAP. A regularly occurring, nationally significant population
/ number of an internationally important species.
Habitats
A nationally designated site, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National
Nature Reserve (NNR), Marine Nature Reserve (MNR) or a discrete area, which
would meet the published selection criteria for national designation (e.g. SSSI
selection guidelines). A viable area of a priority habitat identified in the UK
BAP, or smaller areas of such habitat essential to maintain wider viability.
Species
A regularly occurring, regionally or county significant population / number of an
internationally / nationally important species. Any regularly occurring
population of a nationally important species, threatened or rare in the region or
county (see LBAP). A feature identified as of critical importance in the UK BAP.
Habitats
Sites that exceed the county-level designations, but fall short of SSSI selection
criteria. Viable areas of key habitat identified in the regional BAP or smaller
areas of habitat essential to maintain wider viability.
Species
Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed as
being nationally scarce, which occurs in 16 of 100 10 km2 in the UK or in a
regional BAP. A regularly occurring, locally significant population / number of a
regionally important species. Sites maintaining populations of internationally /
nationally important species that are not threatened or rare in the region or
county.
Habitats
Sites recognised by local authorities, e.g. Sites of Importance for Natural
Conservation (SINC) and Site of Ecological or Geographical Interest (SEGIs).
County sites that the designating authority has determined meet the published
ecological selection criteria for designation, including Local Nature Reserves
(LNR). A viable area of habitat identified in county BAP. A diverse and / or
ecologically valuable hedgerow network. Semi-natural ancient woodland
greater than 0.25 ha.
Species
Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed in a
county BAP due to regional rarity or localisation. A regularly occurring, locally
significant population of a county important species. Sites supporting
populations of internationally / nationally / regionally important species that
are not threatened or rare in the county, and not integral to maintaining those
populations. Sites / features scarce in the county or that appreciably enrich
the county habitat resource.
Habitats
Sites recognised by local authorities, e.g. Sites of Importance for Natural
Conservation (SINC) and Site of Ecological or Geographical Interest (SEGIs).
District sites that the designating authority has determined meet the published
ecological selection criteria for designation, including Local Nature Reserves
(LNR). A viable area of habitat identified in district BAP. A diverse and / or
ecologically valuable hedgerow network. Semi-natural ancient woodland
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Local

Site

Less than Local / Site
Level
(Limited
Ecological
Importance)

smaller than 0.25 ha.
Species
Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed in a
district BAP due to regional rarity or localisation. A regularly occurring, locally
significant population of a district important species. Sites supporting
populations of internationally / nationally / regionally important species that
are not threatened or rare in the district, and not integral to maintaining those
populations. Sites / features scarce in the district or that appreciably enrich
the district habitat resource.
Habitats
Areas of habitat that appreciably enrich the local habitat resource (e.g.
species-rich hedgerows, ponds). Sites that retain other elements of seminatural vegetation that, due to their size, quality or the wider distribution
within the local area, are not considered for the above classifications.
Species
Populations / assemblages of species that appreciably enrich the biodiversity
resource within the local context. Sites supporting populations of county /
district important species that are not threatened or rare in the region or
county, and are not integral to maintaining those populations.
Habitats
Areas of heavily modified or managed vegetation of low species diversity or low
value as habitat to species of nature conservation interest.
Species
A good example of a common or widespread species.
Sites that retain habitats and / or species of limited ecological importance due
to their size, species composition or other factors.

Assigning a Threshold Value
6.2.8

In the process of EcIA, it is important to select the appropriate ecological receptors for
inclusion.

6.2.9

Accordingly, a threshold value has been set and all ecological receptors within the
Ecological Study Corridor that are of the threshold value of ‘Site Level’ or higher have been
included for consideration. These are described as Valued Ecological Receptors (VER).

6.2.10

In addition, due consideration should be given to non-protected receptors that are
important in a local, Biodiversity Action Plan, context. In these cases, in this EcIA, the
impacts have been considered alongside the impact assessment of the VERs.
Ecological Impacts

6.2.11

In accordance with the IEEM guidelines, when describing impacts, reference is made to
various impact characteristics including the following:
 Confidence in predictions (levels of certainty that an impact will occur as predicted)
- this is based on a four point scale; certain/ near certain (probability estimated at
95% chance or greater); probable (probability estimated at between near certain and
50%); unlikely (probability estimated at less than 50% but greater than 5%); and
extremely unlikely (probability estimated at less than 5%); and
 Magnitude - i.e. the size of an impact in quantitative terms where possible. A large
magnitude change would be one that is likely to cause a direct adverse permanent or
long-term impact on the integrity/ value of the receptor, whereas a small change
would be one that is likely to have a minor adverse impact on a receptor, but from
which recovery is expected in the short term.


6.2.12

The five key parameters which underpin the assessment of magnitude include:
 Extent - i.e. the area over which an impact occurs;
 Duration - i.e. the time for which an impact is expected to last;
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 Reversibility - i.e. a permanent impact is one that is irreversible within a reasonable
timescale or for which there is no reasonable chance of action being taken to reverse
it, a temporary impact is one from which a spontaneous recovery is possible;
 Timing - i.e. whether impacts occur during critical life-stages or seasons; and
 Frequency - i.e. how often will the impacts occur: once or on multiple occasions.
6.2.13

Should any of these parameters be unknown, this has been clearly stated.

6.2.14

Direct and indirect impacts are considered:


Direct impacts are changes directly attributable to a defined action such as the
physical loss of a habitat or the immediate mortality of an individual of a particular
species; and



Indirect impacts are attributable to an action, but which affect ecological resources
through effects on an intermediary ecosystem, process or receptor. An example of this
would be an impact on an aquatic species located downstream of the site due to
polluted runoff from construction entering the river catchment and affecting its prey.

Approaches for Determining Significant Impacts
6.2.15

For the purposes of this EcIA and in accordance with guidelines issued by IEEM, an
ecologically significant impact is defined as an impact (negative or positive) on the
integrity of a defined site or ecosystem(s) and/or the conservation status of habitats or
species within a given geographical area.

6.2.16

Based on the ODPM Circular (2005) integrity is defined as:
“The coherence of its ecological structure and function, across its whole area that enables
it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels of population of the species
for which it was classified”.

6.2.17

Based on the EC Habitats Directive, conservation status is defined as follows:
“for habitats, conservation status is determined by the sum of the influences acting on the
habitat and its typical species, that may affect its long-term distribution, structure and
functions as well as the long-term survival of its typical species within a given geographical
area; and for species, conservation status is determined by the sum of influences acting
on the species concerned that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of its
populations within a given geographical area.”

6.2.18

This approach determines whether or not an impact is significant simply on the basis of its
characteristics as they affect the integrity of the receptor, and takes no account of the
value of the receptor.

6.2.19

Any significant impacts remaining after mitigation (the residual impacts or effects),
together with an assessment of the likelihood of successful mitigation, are the factors to be
considered against legislation, policy and development control in determining the
application.
Estimation of Confidence in Prediction of Potential Impact

6.2.20

The following four point scale has been adopted to describe the degree of confidence in the
prediction of the potential impact. The degree of confidence relates to the likelihood that
an event or activity will lead to the described ecological impact on a sensitive receptor:
 Certain / Near-Certain – probability estimated at 95 per cent chance or higher;
 Probable – probability estimated above 50 per cent but below 95 per cent;
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 Unlikely – probability estimated above 5 per cent but below 50 per cent; or,
 Extremely Unlikely – probability estimated at less than 5 per cent.
Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement
6.2.21

The terms mitigation, compensation and enhancement are defined here as follows:
 Mitigation is used to refer to measures to avoid, reduce or remedy a specific negative
impact in situ.
Mitigation is relevant for negative impacts assessed as being
potentially significant (before mitigation) or where required to ensure compliance with
legislation;
 Compensation is used to refer to measures proposed in relation to specific negative
impacts but where it is not possible to fully mitigate for negative impacts in situ.
Compensation is relevant for negative impacts assessed as being significant or where
required to ensure compliance with legislation; and
 Enhancement is used to refer to measures that do not remedy the significant
negative impacts but redress the overall balance of negative impact by creating other
positive ecological impacts. Regardless of any negative impacts, enhancements are
increasingly used to provide net ecological gain, this being a presumption of many
planning policies.
Policy Framework

6.2.22

A number of legislative Acts and Directives provide legal protection to habitats and species
that, together with national and local planning policies, aim to conserve biodiversity and
nature conservation interest in the UK. A list of nature conservation legislation relevant to
the scheme is provided in Table 6.3. Relevant national, regional and local plan policies are
provided in Table 6.4.
Table 6.3 Relevant nature conservation legislation
Legislation
International
The Bonn Convention

Description
The 1979 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals
(also known as the Bonn Convention) aims to conserve terrestrial, marine and
avian migratory species throughout their range. In this regard, Appendix 1
lists migratory species threatened with extinction, whilst Appendix 2 lists
migratory species that need or would significantly benefit from international cooperation.
The 1982 Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural
Habitats (also known as the Bern Convention) imposes legal obligations to
protect over 500 wild plant species and more than 1000 wild animal species.

The Bern Convention

The
Convention
Biological Diversity

on

These obligations are implemented in the UK through the Wildlife and
Countryside Act, 1981 (as amended).
The Convention on Biological Diversity was adopted in 1992 and came into
force in 1993. The Convention on Biological Diversity has three main goals,
which comprise:

The conservation of biological diversity;

The sustainable use of its components; and,

The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the use of
genetic resources.
Under the Convention on Biological Diversity, Contracting Parties are required
to create and enforce national strategies and action plans to conserve, protect
and enhance biological diversity.

The Habitats Directive / The
Birds Directive

In 1994, the UK Government ratified the Convention, and published the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP).
Natura 2000 comprises a network of ecologically valuable designated areas in
Europe.
This network has been established under the terms of EU Directive 92/43/EEC
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on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora1 (The
Habitats Directive) and EU Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild
birds2 (The Birds Directive).
The main aim of the Habitats Directive is “to promote the maintenance of
biodiversity” through the protection of habitats or species. In this regard,
Annex I lists habitat types for which sites should be designated, and Annex II
lists species for which sites should be designated.
The main aim of the Birds Directive is to provide a framework for the
conservation and management of wild birds in Europe. In this regard, Annex I
lists habitat types to be protected, and Annex II lists species that can be
hunted.
Accordingly, the network comprises Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)
designated under the Habitats Directive, and Special Protection Areas (SPA)
designated under the Birds Directive. Furthermore, within the UK, it is a
matter of policy that Ramsar sites, candidate SACs and proposed SPA are
treated as designated areas.
National
Wildlife and Countryside
Act, 1981 (as amended)

The Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 (as amended) is the principal
mechanism for wildlife protection in the UK. It was originally aimed at
consolidating and amending previous legislation to implement the requirements
of the Bern Convention and the Birds Directive.
Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 the main site protection measure
in the UK (i.e. the statutory designation of Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI)) is established.

The Countryside and Rights
of Way Act, 2000

It provides a range of protection relating to wild birds, other animals, and
plants
The Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000 extends the ability of the public
to enjoy the countryside whilst also providing safeguards for Land Owners /
Land Occupiers.
Accordingly, the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000:

Gives a statutory right of access to open country and registered common
land;

Modernises the rights of way system;

Gives greater protection to SSSIs;

Provides better management arrangements for Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONBs); and,

Strengthens wildlife enforcement legislation.

The Natural Environment
and
Rural
Communities
(NERC) Act (2006)

Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations,
2010 (as amended)

National Parks and Access
to the Countryside Act 1949

1
2

In addition, the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000 provides stricter
enforcement for wildlife offences. These include increased penalties available
to the courts for offences committed under the Wildlife and Countryside Act,
1981 (as amended).
Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006
requires that the Secretary of State produces a list of habitats and species of
principal importance for conservation.
The list is used to guide decision makers such that they have regard to the
conservation of biodiversity when carrying out their normal functions.
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations, 2010 (as amended)
place a duty on planning authorities to have regard to the requirements of the
Habitats Directive so far as they may be affected by the exercise of their
functions.
In this regard, the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations, 2010 (as
amended) implement the relevant requirements of the Habitats Directive and
provide specific protection for European Protected Species
Provided the framework for creating National Parks, Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and Local Nature Reserves.

Available at http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31992L0043:EN:HTML
Available at http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:020:0007:0025:EN:PDF
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Hedgerow
(1997)

Regulations

Important hedgerows are protected from removal (i.e. up-rooting or otherwise
destroying) by the Hedgerows Regulations 1997. In this regard, various
criteria are used to identify “important” hedgerows for wildlife, landscape or
historical reasons. Accordingly, approval under the Hedgerows Regulations
1997 is required for the removal (i.e. up-rooting or otherwise destroying) of
designated important hedgerows.

Table 7.5 Relevant national, regional and local planning policies
Planning Policy
National
Planning
Framework (NPPF) –

Description
Policy

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) replaces
Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs)
which formerly provided national planning guidance to Local Planning
Authorities (LPAs). The NPPF is a material consideration in planning decisions.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s
planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. It
sets out the Government’s requirements for the planning system only to the
extent that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so. It provides a
framework within which local people and their accountable councils can
produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reflect the
needs and priorities of their communities.
The main section (Section 11) of the National Planning Policy entitled
Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, includes the following
points which are relevant to the proposals:
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that “the planning system should contribute
to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on
biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing
to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity,
including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient
to current and future pressures”.
Part 110 - In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be
to minimise pollution and other adverse effects on the local and natural
environment.
Part 111 - Planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use
of land by re-using land that has been previously developed, provided that it is
not of high environmental value.
Part 113 - Local planning authorities should set criteria based policies against
which proposals for any development on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made
between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites,
so that protection is commensurate with their status and gives appropriate
weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to wider
ecological networks.

Northamptonshire
Minerals
and
Waste
Development
Framework
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Further information in parts 114-119 provide guidance to the Local Planning
Authority on their planning polices and criteria for planning permission with
regard to minimising impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity.
Proposals for minerals and waste development will be subject to an ecological
evaluation where considered appropriate by the planning authority, and where
necessary a programme of mitigation and / or compensation will be agreed in
advance.
Consideration should be given to how the site can contribute to the county’s
identified green infrastructure networks, BAP targets, and the Environmental
Characterisation Assessments (ECA).
Proposals must also demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between
the county’s geological and natural assets, in particular the importance of
underlying geological conditions on the local ecology in relation to the
ability of the site to support specific vegetative communities and associated
habitat. For example calcareous grassland (a BAP priority habitat) is mainly
associated with the old ironstone quarries of the county where thin nutrient
poor calcareous soils have been
exposed by quarrying operations.

E n v i r o n m e n t a l S t a t e m e n t | White Mills Marina
Borough
Council
of
Wellingborough
Local
Development Framework

To protect existing biodiversity assets the policy is as follows:





Refusing development proposals where significant harm to an asset
cannot be avoided, mitigation or compensated through Biodiversity
Offsetting.
Protecting key sites for wildlife from unacceptable levels of access and
managing pressures for access to sensitive habitats, in particular the
upper Nene Valley Special Protection Area, including requiring
developments to provide or contribute to alternative green
infrastructure in accordance with policy 19.
Improving water quality and enhancing the quality of surface water
and underlying groundwater throughout North Northamptonshire and
maintenance of biodiversity will be required to a level appropriate to
the relevant habitats.

To enhance ecological networks by:




Northamptonshire
Local
Biodiversity Action Plan

Reversing habitat fragmentation and increasing connectivity in
accordance with Policy 19.
Preserving, restoring and creating priority habitats within and
surrounding development schemes.
Supporting the protection and recovery of priority species linked to
national and local targets as set out in the Northamptonshire
Biodiversity Action Plan and through the Biodiversity Opportunity
mapping.

Identifies local and national priority habitats and species, and sets targets for
their conservation, outlines mechanisms for achieving these. There are 16
Habitat Action Plans and 2 Species Action Plans in total.

Non-Statutory Policies
6.2.23

As noted previously, in 1994, the UK Government ratified the Convention on Biological
Diversity and published the UK BAP.

6.2.24

BAPs define actions and measures to meet the objectives defined in a Strategy, and
specify measurable targets. Accordingly, BAPs determine the broad habitats and species
that are of value to the natural environment of the UK, and identify actions and projects
that could be undertaken to help protect or enhance the national biodiversity. The UK BAP
species corresponds to the requirement of Section 41 of Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act, 2006 and includes all species of principal importance.

6.2.25

Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) are implemented through planning policy,
identifying habitats and species of particular value or endangerment at the local or regional
level. As such, LBAPs have no statutory status, but provide a framework for implementing
conservation requirements. Within this EcIA, the Northamptonshire BAP is considered.

6.2.26

Local Wildlife Sites as well as Parish Level Sites and District Level Sites are sites of local
conservation interest designated by Local Planning Authorities. Such sites are afforded a
measure of protection in Local Development Plans.
Scoping Criteria

6.2.27

As part of the formal EIA scoping process, the Local Planning Authority issued the scoping
report to the statutory and non-statutory consultees listed below. This provides an
opportunity for organisations to express their views in relation to implications of the
proposed scheme on the ecological interest of the area. Responses with specific regard to
ecology, which have been taken into account for this assessment were received from:
 Northamptonshire County Council – County Ecologist;
 Natural England; and
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 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
6.2.28

Details of the relevant points made, in regard to ecology, are shown in Table 6.6.
Table 6.4 Summary of Scoping Opinion in relation to ecology
Consultee
Organisation

Summary of points raised in regard to ecology

Northamptonshire
County Council –
County Ecologist

The County Ecologist response contained the following points and requested
the following information:

For the Environmental Statement to detail how cumulative impacts
would be assessed;

Ensure that all background data were accurate and that all
designated sites are included (along with the appropriate
designations) in the EcIA;

For the EcIA to include details about exactly how impacts will be
assessed (i.e. follow, and refer back to, the Guidelines for Ecological
Impact Assessment issued by CIEEM);

The EcIA should discuss direct, indirect, positive and negative
impacts. As well as describe impacts in the short, medium and long
term;

That an updated Background Records Search was undertaken for the
EcIA (although it is thought that this request may have arisen out of
confusion. The data search for the scoping report was only
undertaken in March 2013);

That the number of wintering bird survey visits was clarified in the
final EcIA;

That all mitigation and compensation measures in the EcIA are
based on the final scheme layout; and
 Consideration be given to whether or not reedbed is the most
appropriate habitat to be created on site.

Natural
England
(NE) – Land Use
Operations

Natural England specified the type and extent of information which should be
contained in the Environmental Statement. In addition, they pointed the
project towards their standard advice relating to protected species. The NE
response states that information on all designated sites should be provided
in the EcIA. Of particular note, the NE response mentions the Appropriate
Assessment produced for this project in relation to the Upper Nene Valley
Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA). Relating to this, NE state:


“Natural England notes the production of a Statement to Inform an
Appropriate Assessment and is satisfied with the conclusions drawn.
Based on the available information about the project we would not
advise of a need for further information, such as full winter bird
surveys, to be collected with respect to impacts on the SPA”.

The RSPB provided an email response to the Scoping Report. The response
began:
Royal Society for
the Protection of
Birds (RSPB)
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“We have no comments on the proposed EIA or the HRA, which look
satisfactory”.

The response also drew the project’s attention to the Nene Valley Nature
Improvement Area. In addition, the RSPB discussed the need for site
enhancements and stated that any habitat creation should be discussed prior
to implementation.
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Limitations and Considerations
6.2.29

Surveys were undertaken at the appropriate times of year. However, all ecological surveys
can only provide a snapshot of presence or activity in a given area. However, based on
the findings of the surveys, and the habitats present, the data collected during the field
surveys are considered sufficient (and robust enough) to inform this Ecological Impact
Assessment

6.2.30

Specific limitations on the assessment of ecological features are given in the respective
Technical Appendices.

6.2.31

Proposed mitigation and habitat strategies detailed within this chapter have yet to be
agreed in full by all interested parties including the statutory environmental bodies and
therefore may be subject to changes.

6.2.32

The habitat survey was undertaken in early April when the grasses and most herbs, except
a few spring annuals, were not in flower. The conditions were therefore suboptimal for
vegetation recording. However, they were sufficient to assess the character of the habitats
recorded.

6.2.33

The cumulative impact assessments and Habitat Regulations Assessment are based on
data collected by other surveyors and used for different schemes (e.g. neighbouring
mineral extraction projects). Although survey methods for other these projects were
reviewed, and considered appropriate, the data are still second-hand. As such, the
assessment had to assume that the data (and the surveyors) were reliable.

6.3

Baseline Conditions
Site Description and Context

6.3.1

The site is located near Grendon, Northamptonshire (Ordnance Survey Grid Reference SP
856 620). It comprises a grass field to the north of the River Nene with a hedge along the
east side, and fences enclosing the western and northern boundaries. The field is
generally below the level of the White Mills lock in the south-east corner of the site. There
is similar grassland pasture extending along the river corridor to the west with plantation
woodland and commercial developments to the north. An unclassified road between Earls
Barton and Grendon runs along the east side of the site. Beyond the road to the east, and
the River Nene to the south, there are riparian/floodplain habitats including side channels,
an oxbow lake and carr woodland.

6.3.2

This EIA assessment is based on the proposed development area; however establishment
of some of the baseline information outside of the site (e.g. Otter surveys on the River
Nene outside of the site boundaries) has aided completion of a thorough assessment.
Figure Vol 2 Ch 6 (6.3.2) shows the proposed development area and the 5 km Otter survey
area (bird survey areas are displayed in Appendix 6.2).
Baseline Survey Information
Background Data Search

6.3.3

A list of sources and consultees, and the information obtained from them is given in Table
6.5. A full list of references and other relevant documentation is given is in the Phase 1
Habitat survey report (Appendix 6.1). The record search was undertaken within a 2 km
zone of the site. This area was deemed appropriate in line with CIEEM guidelines on
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Ecological Impact Assessment.
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Table 6.5 Summary of data obtained in relation to ecology
Information
Obtained
Protected and
Noteworthy speciesrecords
Statutory
designated site
citations
Non-statutory
designated site
citations
Designations and
legal protection of
noteworthy species
Details of species
and habitats listed
on the
Northamptonshire
and Rutland LBAP
Information on
Broad and Priority
Habitats and
Species Action Plans
for the UK
Satellite imagery

Available From

Data Obtained

Northamptonshire Biological Records
Centre

March 2013

Natural England website

Reviewed November 2013

Northamptonshire County Council /
Northamptonshire Biological Records
Centre
Joint Nature Conservation
Committee (JNCC) website

Data updated November 2013

Northamptonshire BAP website

Reviewed November 2013

UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP)
website

Reviewed October 2013

Bing Map

Reviewed November 2013

Reviewed November 2013

Statutory and Non-statutory Designated Sites
6.3.4

There are no statutory or on-statutory designated sites within the site boundary. Table 6.6
(below) lists all the statutory and non-statutory designated sites within 2 km of the
proposed Grendon Marina (see Figure Vol 2 Ch 6 (6.3.4) in Volume 3). This list was
compiled through a review of the Natural England’s website and data from the
Northamptonshire Biodiversity Records Centre. Summaries of potential impacts are also
provided and are discussed in more detail in later sections.
In addition, the full
Background Data Search can be found in the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal in Appendix
6.1
Table 6.6 Summary of Designated Sites within 2 km of site boundary

Site Name

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits

Designation

On Site

Within 2
km

Site of Special
X
Scientific Importance
(SSSI), Special
Protection Area
(SPA), Ramsar
The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SSSI and SPA is a nationally important site for its breeding
bird assemblage of lowland open waters and their margins (including the largest nesting colony
of grey herons Ardea cinerea in Northamptonshire), wintering water bird species, an assemblage
of over 20,000 water birds in the non-breeding season and a rare example of wet floodplain
woodland. Potential impacts are discussed in a separate Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)
report (Appendix 6.2) – which reached a conclusion of no significant impacts.
Earls Barton Carr
SSSI and Local
X
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Site Name

Designation

On Site

Within 2
km

Wildlife Site (LWS)
This site comprises one of the largest and most important areas of carr and reedbed in the
county. It is botanically important as well as supporting a large number of birds (in association
with the SPA). The site is located to the east of the proposed development site and separated
from it by a road. No direct or indirect impacts on the carr, or the species it supports, are
predicted (also see separate HRA report in Appendix 6.2).
Earls Barton Lock Lake
SSSI, SPA and LWS
X
A large flooded gravel pit, now well-vegetated and one of a group of pits which together form a
large area of aquatic habitat along the Nene valley. This site is important for birds and is
considered as part of the SPA for the purpose of impact assessment (see impact assessment in
HRA report in Appendix 6.2).
Grendon Lakes
SSSI, SPA and LWS
X
Within Grendon Lakes complex are 12 lakes with contribute to the integrity of the Upper Nene
Valley Gravel Pits SPA . Two of the lakes are devoted to water sports and the remaining 10
making up some of the finest fishing water in the area. For the purpose of this impact
assessment, impacts on the integrity of the LWS are discussed in relation to the integrity of the
SPA as a whole (see HRA report in Appendix 6.2).
Grendon Lakes North
SSSI, SPA and LWS
X
A series of lakes which are important for aquatic plants and birds. For the purpose of this impact
assessment, impacts on the integrity of the LWS are discussed in relation to the integrity of the
SPA as a whole (see HRA report in Appendix 6.2).
Earls Barton Pocket Park
Pocket Park
X
Since 1999 the area has become a Pocket Park with increasing levels of biodiversity from tree
and shrub planting, cultivation of a wildflower meadow and the creation of a pond/boggy area.
This site is separated from the proposed marina by a road and industrial area. Construction of a
marina will not directly or indirectly impact the Park.
Earls Barton Quarry
LWS
X
A long-disused limestone quarry which now consists of a sheer rock face and a slightly terraced
slope down to a damp base. The site is designated due to botanical components and is nearly 2
km from the proposed marina site. As such, no direct or indirect impacts are predicted.
Earls Barton Spinney Pond
LWS
X
A small area of mineral extraction south of Earls Barton Spinney, now a well-established pond.
There are no rarities present in the pond (and no Great Crested Newts were found in previous
surveys). However, the collection of species is typical of a well-balanced pond – a habitat which
is becoming scarce in the county. The pond is c.500m from the proposed marina site and will not
be directly or indirectly impacted in any way.
Ecton Gravel pits
LWS
X
A large gravel pit complex comprising 3 good quality lakes alongside the River Nene. Tre site is
important for aquatic plants, invertebrates and birds (although not part of the SPA). The site is
nearly 1 km from the proposed marina and both abut the northern bank of the River Nene. Due
to the distance between the sites, plus measures put in place to protect the water quality of the
River Nene during construction and operation of the marina, no direct or indirect impacts are
predicted.
Oxbow Lake
LWS
X
A medium-sized Oxbow Lake formed by the cutting of around 200 m of a loop of the River Nene.
Now important of birds and invertebrates. It is separated from the site by the River Nene and,
as such, no direct impacts are predicted. Potential impacts on birds are discussed in detail in the
HRA report (Appendix 6.2)
Ecton Park Spinneys
Potential Wildlife Site
X
(PWS)
A small group of woodlands within the Ecton Park Estate. No detailed surveys have been
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Site Name

Designation

On Site

Within 2
km

undertaken to date, but identified as a potentially important habitat/. The PWS is located 2 km
from the proposed marina and no direct or indirect impacts are predicted.
Hardwater Mill Lake
PWS
X
A large lake, situated 2 km from the marina site, which is important for aquatic invertebrates and
birds. For the purpose of this impact assessment, impacts on the integrity of the PWS are
discussed in relation to the integrity of the SPA as a whole (see HRA report in Appendix 6.2).

6.3.5

A single wintering bird survey was undertaken on 22nd February to guide the Statement to
Inform an Appropriate Assessment for the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA (see
Appendix 6.2). The survey established a baseline dataset of wintering birds using the
proposed site of the marina, land surrounding the marina, areas of the SPA near to the site
and land surrounding the SPA near to the site (using paired surveyors undertaking
assessments of the site and the SPA at the same time).

6.3.6

Very few birds were recorded using the proposed marina site during the survey. On the
site there were common species such as Wood Pigeon, Goldfinch and Dunnock. Redwing,
Fieldfare, Black-headed Gull, Cormorant and Sparrowhawk were recorded flying over the
site only. Mute Swan (2 in total), Moorhen (2), Little Grebe (2) and Mallard (2) were
recorded using the River Nene adjacent to the site. Lapwing flocks were seen flying over
the site, heading both towards and away from the SPA; whilst none were recorded using
the site or the surrounding fields.

6.3.7

As would be expected, more wetland species and a higher number of birds were using the
area of the SPA. Noteworthy bird species included: Gadwall (42), Coot (51), Mute Swan
(74), Tufted Duck (55), Cormorant (12), Black-headed Gull (125), Pochard (32),
Goldeneye (2), Mallard (10), Great Crested Grebe (2), Little Grebe (3), Heron (1),
Common Gull (6), Lapwing (6) and Common Snipe (1).

6.3.8

Therefore, the site is not considered essential to the integrity of the SPA in any way. This
was not unexpected due to the size of the site, the habitats present and the abundance of
comparable or better quality habitats in the surrounding area.

6.3.9

Detailed surveys and background searches for the neighbouring Earls Barton Quarry
Western Extension (153 ha) and Earls Barton Quarry Spinney (82 ha) support the
conclusion in paragraph 6.3.8. These two sites contained comparable/similar habitats to
the marina site, but on a much larger scale, and neither was considered important for the
local bird population (or the assemblage using the SPA). In fact, both Environmental
Statements concluded that the main areas of ornithological interest within the SPA, which
contributed significantly to the integrity of the SPA, were approximately 1 km to the east
of the proposed marina site.

Nature Improvement Area
6.3.10

Although not a statutory designation, the site is located in the Nene Valley Nature
Improvement Area (NIA). Following the Natural Environment White (Paper 2011), twelve
NIAs were designated and granted government funding in February 2012. The aim of the
NIAs is to achieve significant and demonstrable enhancements of the ecological network
over large areas.
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Protected and Noteworthy Species Records
6.3.11

Records of protected and noteworthy species from a search area within a radius of 2 km of
the site’s centre are shown in Table 6.7. Further information regarding the relevant
legislation is included in full in the Background Data Search included in Appendix 6.1.
Table 6.7 Protected and Noteworthy species records.
Species
Toad

Doddington Road, Earls Barton

Grass Snake

Various locations around the site

Slow-worm
Water Vole
Otter
Badger
Kingfisher
Garganey
Little Ringed Plover
Brambling
Mediterranean Gull
Black-tailed Godwit
Common Scoter
Whimbrel
Ruff
Green Sandpiper
Greenshank
Barn Owl
Hobby
Cetti’s Warbler
Peregrine

6.3.12

Location

Ecton Sewerage Farm
River Nene
Earls Barton
Not recorded
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Gravel Pits
Cogenhoe Road, Near Grendon
Earls Barton Mill and Gravel Pits
Earls Barton Lock Lake
Earls Barton Lock Lake

As can be seen from Table 6.7, the majority of protected species records were located
within Earls Barton Gravel Pit. This is part of the Upper Nene Valley SPA and these species
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are considered in more detail in the separate ‘Statement to Inform an Appropriate
Assessment’ (Appendix 6.2). No records of protected or noteworthy species using the site
were returned in the background data search.

Biodiversity Action Plans
6.3.13

The site is covered by the Northamptonshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP). The
following LBAP habitats are present on site:



floodplain grazing marsh;



hedgerows; and



rivers.

Field Surveys
Habitats and Plants
6.3.14

The site comprises a grass field to the north of the River Nene with a hedge along the east
side, and fences enclosing the western and northern boundaries. The following Phase 1
habitat types were recorded from the site:



unimproved and semi-improved neutral grassland;



scattered broad-leaved trees;



a hedgerow;



ditches;



inundation vegetation;



tall ruderal;



a river; and



marginal and inundation vegetation.

6.3.15

Additional habitats recorded from the immediate surroundings include broad-leaved seminatural and plantation woodland, and scrub.

6.3.16

Full habitat descriptions (including discussions on NVC types), quadrat data, species-lists
and hedgerow sheets are given in the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report (Appendix
6.1). Figure Vol 2 Ch 6 (6.3.16) shows the results of the extended Phase 1 Habitat survey.
However, each habitat type is summarized in paragraphs 6.3.17 to 6.3.24.
Grassland

6.3.17

The field vegetation is damp, neutral grassland managed as pasture. The grassland is
moderately diverse and unimproved in the sense that it is unlikely to have been ploughed
or given heavy inputs of inorganic fertilizer in the recent past. The dominant grasses are
Alopecurus pratensis (Meadow Foxtail), Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire-fog) and Poa trivialis
(Rough Meadow-grass), and the broad-leaved herbs Ranunculus acris (Meadow Buttercup)
and Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup) occur in abundance. Although ‘unimproved,
this grassland lacks the species-diversity and characteristic herbage associated with
traditionally managed flood-meadows (MG4) and is probably closer to MG6a Lolium

16 | E c o l o g y

E n v i r o n m e n t a l S t a t e m e n t | White Mills Marina
perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland, typical sub-community or MG7d Lolium
perenne leys and related grasslands, Alopecurus pratensis grassland.
6.3.18

In the grassland are shallow, seasonally-wet hollows and old channels filled with
Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup) and grasses such as Alopecurus geniculatus
(Marsh Foxtail) and Glyceria species (Sweet-grasses). This is inundation vegetation in
Phase 1 habitat terms referable to the NVC types MG13 Agrostis stoloniferaAlopecurus geniculatus grassland and OV28 Agrostis stolonifera-Ranunculus
repens community. The field is also crossed by a wet ditch (discussed in paragraph
6.3.15), and a ridge of slightly raised ground (overlaying a concrete drain), the latter
supporting drier grassland with species such as Dactylis glomerata (Cock’s-foot). Adjacent
to the river, the ground is also higher and coincides with a public footpath; the grassland
here is trampled and has a shorter sward of Lolium perenne (Perennial Rye-grass) with
Trifolium repens (White Clover). Rabbit-disturbed ground along the northern boundary
fence supports abundant Urtica dioica (Common Nettle), i.e. OV24a Urtica dioicaGalium aparine community, typical sub-community.
Hedgerow

6.3.19

The hedgerow forming the eastern site boundary adjacent to the Grendon road is trimmed
to around 2.5-3 m tall and wide, and has been laid in the past, though it is becoming leggy
at the base. It contains abundant Crataegus monogyna (Hawthorn) with decreasing
amounts of Sambucus nigra (Elder), Prunus spinosa (Blackthorn), Ulmus species (an Elm),
Ligustrum vulgare (Wild Privet), Salix viminalis (Osier), Salix cinerea (Grey Willow) and
Rosa canina (Dog-rose). There are two semi-mature Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) trees and
one mature Quercus robur (Pedunculate Oak) with a diameter at breast height of
approximately 90 cm. Although the hedge has a moderate diversity of shrub species with
a ditch and standard trees, it averaged only 4.5 species in two 30 m sections and therefore
falls short of the criteria for ‘important’ hedges under The Hedgerow Regulations 1997. The
hedgerow has ‘secondary’ value as a potential nesting site for birds, but has no ‘potential’
value in that its quality is likely to deteriorate if left alone (considering how leggy the
hedge has become)

Ditches
6.3.20

There are two ditches on site. One is a field drain which runs from the north-western
corner of the site to the eastern boundary (Target Note 4 in Appendix 6.1) It is
approximately 1.5 m wide and 10 cm deep with low, cattle-poached banks. It is strongly
dominated by Glyceria cf. notata (Plicate Sweet-grass) with small amounts of Callitriche
species (a Water-starwort). This ditch has no ‘potential’ value and is only likely to have
negligible secondary value as a foraging feature for bats (given the presence of the River
Nene at the southern edge of the site)

6.3.21

The roadside drain which runs along the eastern edge of the site (Target Note 2 in
Appendix 6.2 and Vol 2 Ch 6 (6.3.16)) is 2 m wide from bank to bank. At the time of
survey (April 2013) it was dry at both ends and wet in the central part, with around 10 cm
standing water. In the wetter parts there are patches of Typha latifolia (Bulrush) and Iris
pseudacorus (Yellow Iris) with a scatter of other wetland plants such as Angelica sylvestris
(Wild Angelica), Carex otrubae (False Fox-sedge), Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb)
and Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary-grass). However, the overall impression is of an
eutrophic ditch characterised by rough, weedy grassland along its roadside bank. This
grassland comprises a mixture of rank grass species such as Arrhenatherum elatius (False
Oat-grass), Elytrigia repens (Common Couch) and Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire-fog), and tall
forbs such as Anthriscus sylvestris (Cow Parsley), Conium maculatum (Hemlock) and
Urtica dioica (Common Nettle), i.e. MG1b Arrhenatherum elatius grassland, Urtica
dioica sub-community. This drain has no ‘potential’ or ‘secondary’ value and is
considered to only have ‘Limited Ecological Importance’.
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River Nene
6.3.22

The River Nene flows east along the southern site boundary splitting into two channels
leading up to White Mills Lock (Target Note 9). The main river and its northern spur are
approximately 10-15 m wide and apparently several metres deep in the centre. At the
river margin there is a muddy shelf just below water level and the bank rises 0.5-1 m
above this. The bank vegetation comprises coarse grassland resembling MG1b, but with
scattered wetland plants including Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb), Lycopus
europaeus (Gypsywort) and Scrophularia auriculata (Water Figwort).
The emergent
aquatic Glyceria maxima (Reed Sweet-grass) is locally dominant as a fringe along the
lower ‘shelf’ giving rise to S5 Glyceria maxima community. The far bank (of an ‘island’
between the two channels) supports Carex riparia (Greater Pond-sedge) and Epilobium
hirsutum (Great Willowherb) at the water-margin.
Adjacent Land

6.3.23

Land to the north of the site comprises a commercial property with a screening plantation
and security fence along the boundary. Grassland to the west is similar to the field
vegetation but with more Juncus species (Rushes). To the east of the Grendon road is a
drain shaded by scrub, and land between the River Nene and the lock channel supports an
area of secondary Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) woodland.
Important and Noteworthy Plant Species

6.3.24

No noteworthy or invasive plant species were recorded from the site.

Protected Species
6.3.25

The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey identified that the site had the potential to support
breeding birds, wintering birds, Badgers, Bats, Terrestrial-phase Great Crested Newts,
Otters and Water Voles.

6.3.26

Although there are records of common reptile species in the wider area, the grassland on
site was grazed so short as to make the site unsuitable for these species. As such, this
group is not considered further in this assessment.
Breeding Birds

6.3.27

All trees and scrub on site are suitable habitat for common nesting birds. However, the
grassland is permanent pasture with little cover and, as such, has low potential for groundnesting birds. The Background Data Search did not identify the area as important for
breeding birds.
Wintering Birds

6.3.28

There are several areas within 2 km of the site, although not the site itself, that are
designated due to their importance for wintering birds. Those areas specifically designated
for wintering birds and, therefore, potential impacts on both the birds and the integrity of
the sites, are detailed elsewhere in relation to the designated sites themselves. However,
the site itself was also surveyed to determine its importance for wintering birds. A survey
in February 2013 did not record any significant species, or species assemblages of
wintering birds on, or immediately adjacent, to the site (see Appendix 6.2).
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Badgers
6.3.29

The walkover survey in April 2013 did not identify any Badger setts or any signs of Badger
activity on or close to the site. In addition, further surveys of the site (i.e. those for Otters
and Wintering birds) did not record any signs of Badger activity. As such, it is Certain that
this species is absent from the investigation area. As such, it is not considered further in
this assessment
Bats

6.3.30

There are five mature trees on site, four of which have no bat roost potential. One
Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) tree in the north eastern corner of the site (Target Note 5 in
Appendix 6.1) has an open, hollow base and smaller hollows at 5 m with moderate bat
roost potential (Category 1 using the Bat Conservation Trust categories).

6.3.31

The hedgerow and woodland edge along the northern boundary provide suitable
commuting habitat for bats, and link up with the river and woodland habitats to the south
and east.
The River Nene is likely to attract insects providing additional foraging
opportunities for bats.
Great Crested Newts

6.3.32

The water bodies on site (i.e. ditches and damp areas) are not suitable for Great Crested
Newt breeding. The drains on site and to the east of the Grendon road are unsuitable due
to flow, seasonal dryness and/or connectivity with the River Nene. The only standing
water within 500 m comprises an oxbow lake and one pond to the west of the site. The
lake is separated from the site by the River Nene (a barrier to newt movements) and the
pond has been surveyed in the past (for a neighbouring quarry project), with no Great
Crested Newts found.

6.3.33

The hedgerow and adjacent woodland could constitute suitable cover for foraging and
hibernating Great Crested Newts, but the grassland is grazed low and is not conducive to
successful foraging (and does not provide any cover for terrestrial-phase newts).
Therefore, as no records of Great Crested Newt were returned from the Background Data
Search or through surveys undertaken at the nearby Earls Barton Spinney Quarry (which
surveyed the pond mentioned above), it is unlikely that Great Crested Newts are present
within 500 m of the site.

6.3.34

The lack of any suitable water bodies on site, the lack of any records of Great Crested
newts within 500 m of the site and the sub-optimal nature of the terrestrial habitats on site
mean that it is Near certain that Great Crested Newts are not present in the immediate
area. Therefore, Great Crested Newts will not be affected by the proposals. As such, this
species is not considered further in this assessment.
Otters

6.3.35

The River Nene, and the 5 km radius survey area, constitutes good Otter habitat (see
Appendix 6.3) and surveys in October 2013 identified Otter spraints (droppings) on site.
In addition, spraints were also found as further up and down the Nene within the 5 km
survey area. However, no Otter holts (below-ground resting sites) or couches (aboveground resting sites) were recorded on site or within 750 m.

6.3.36

A possible Otter holt was recorded 750 m to the west of the site, but no direct evidence of
Otter activity was recorded at this location (the feature just had the potential to support
Otters, but occupancy was not confirmed).

6.3.37

The October surveys confirmed that Otters use the River Nene for foraging and
commuting, but that the site (and an area 750 m either side of the site) is not used by
resting Otters.
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Water Voles
6.3.38

Surveys in October 2013 (see Appendix 6.3 and Figure Vol 2 Ch 6 (6.3.35) for details)
identified areas of suitable Water Vole habitat within the 2 km survey area. However,
despite a thorough search, no evidence of historic or current Water Vole activity was
recorded. Therefore, at present it is Near Certain that this species is absent from the
survey area. As such, it is not considered further in this assessment.
Summary Assessment of Nature Conservation Value

6.3.39

Table 6.8 lists the nature conservation importance assigned to the valued ecological
receptors (sites, habitats and species) acknowledged in this assessment. As mentioned in
Section 6.2.7 the value of each ecological receptor has to be assigned on a site-by-site
basis. Therefore, Table 6.8 lists the value of the ecological receptors as inferred by
general legislation but also measures their intrinsic value based on the area being affected
by the proposed development.
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Table 6.8 Summary of Ecological Receptor Value
Ecological Receptor

General UK value inferred
by Legislation and Action
Plans
International

Intrinsic value of receptor
in the context of the
development area
International

National

National

The Upper Nene Gravel Pits complex is designated as a Special
Protection Area (a European designation). As such, it is valued
at the International level. The other sites contribute to
maintaining the site’s integrity by also supporting proportions of
the wintering bird assemblage which make up the SPA. As such,
for the purpose of this impact assessment, they are also valued
at the International level
The site is designated as A Site of Special Scientific Interest

National

National

The site is designated as A Site of Special Scientific Interest

National

National

The site is designated as A Site of Special Scientific Interest

National

National

The site is designated as A Site of Special Scientific Interest

County

County

Earls Barton Quarry

County

County

Pocket Parks are created by the County Council and partner
organizations to facilitate access to the countryside.
Designated as a Local Wildlife Site.

Earls Barton Spinney Pond

County

County

Designated as a Local Wildlife Site.

Ecton Gravel Pits

County

County

Designated as a Local Wildlife Site.

Oxbow Lake

County

County

Designated as a Local Wildlife Site.

Ecton Park Spinneys

County

County

Designated as a Potential Local Wildlife Site. As such, it is
considered as a LWS for the purpose of this EcIA

Hardwater Mill Lake

County

County

Designated as a Potential Local Wildlife Site. As such, it is
considered as a LWS for the purpose of this EcIA

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Special Protection Area
(incorporating the wintering
birds which use Earls Barton
Carr, Earls Barton Lock Lake,
Grendon Lakes and Grendon
Lakes North).
Earls Barton Carr (habitats and
other receptors except wintering
birds)
Earls Barton Lock Lake (habitats
and other receptors except
wintering birds)
Grendon Lakes (habitats and
other receptors except wintering
birds)
Grendon Lakes North (habitats
and other receptors except
wintering birds)
Earls Barton Pocket Park

Comments
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Ecological Receptor

General UK value inferred
by Legislation and Action
Plans

Intrinsic value of receptor
in the context of the
development area

Comments

Unimproved and Semi-improved
neutral grassland

County

Local

Scattered Broad-leaved trees

Site

Site

Hedgerows

County

Field drains and Ditches

Important hedgerows are
recognized as of District
importance through the
Hedgerow Regulations 1997.
In addition hedgerows are
listed on the UK and
Northamptonshire BAP.
None

The grassland is essentially unimproved; in that it is unlikely to
have been ploughed or given heavy inputs of inorganic fertilizer
in the recent past. However, it lacks the species-diversity and
characteristic herbage associated with traditionally managed
flood-meadows (MG4) and is probably closer to the more
widespread and common vegetation types Mg6a and MG7d. It
is diversified by shallow, seasonally-wet hollows and old channels
supporting inundation vegetation of the NVC types MG13 and
0V28.
The grassland is an example of the Northamptonshire BAP
Priority Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing Marsh’, but in poor condition.
Therefore, it has only moderate local nature conservation value.
There are five mature trees on site, not the subject of Tree
Preservation Orders or rare in the wider landscape
The hedgerow on site does not qualify as ‘Important’ under the
Hedgerow Regulations 1997. However, hedgerows are a Priority
Habitat in the Northamptonshire BAP

Tall-ruderals

None

Watercourses – The River Nene

County

Limited Ecological
Importance
County

Breeding Birds

County to
International (dependent
upon bird species and
numbers). Key legislation
relating to birds is the
Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981. Many bird species are
listed on the UK BAP.

22 | E c o l o g y

Limited Ecological
Importance

Local

There are two ‘ditches’ on site. One is heavily cattle-poached and
the other was mainly dry at the time of survey.

Rivers are listed as a priority on the Northamptonshire
Biodiversity Action Plan
The site has limited potential for breeding birds and is likely to
only support commonly-occurring nesting birds. No significant
breeding bird assemblages were identified during the background
data search and the site is unsuitable for ground-nesting species.
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Ecological Receptor
Bats (commuting and foraging)

Bats (roosting and hibernating)

Otter

General UK value inferred
by Legislation and Action
Plans
International – bats are
listed as a European
Protected Species in the
Conservation (Natural
habitats, &c.) Regulations
1994. In addition, bat
species are listed on the UK
and Northamptonshire BAP.
International – bats are
listed as a European
Protected Species in the
Conservation (Natural
habitats, &c.) Regulations
1994. In addition, bat
species are listed on the UK
and Northamptonshire BAP.
International

Intrinsic value of receptor
in the context of the
development area
Up to County (depending on
number and species
recorded)

Comments

Up to County (depending on
number and species
recorded)

A single Ash tree on site was noted as having ‘moderate’
potential to support roosting bats (Bat Conservation Trust
Category 1 feature)

County

The Otter is a European Protected Species which has been
recorded in each English county.

The hedge, woodland and river along the site boundaries are
suitable for foraging and commuting bats.
However, it is
probable that the River Nene is a more important commuting
route within the local area and that the hedgerow is of more
importance, if used at all, to bats in the immediate vicinity of the
site.
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6.4

Identifications, Evaluation and Assessment of Effects

6.4.1

This section uses the Background Data Search and Ecological Baseline to identify all valued
ecological receptors which may be affected by proposed development. All potential
impacts on ecological and nature conservation resources are discussed, in the absence of
mitigation, and reviewed in order to design appropriate mitigation measures (see Section
6.7). These will be implemented to minimise any adverse affects and will be considered
when assessing the significance of the impacts. The significance of any impacts remaining
after mitigation (i.e. residual impacts) are described in Section 6.8.

6.4.2

In the absence of mitigation, potential impacts on ecological resources associated with
construction and operation of the marina include:
 Direct, permanent loss of habitat within the site during construction and operation of
the marina (works will only result in habitat loss, not habitat fragmentation);
 Indirect, temporary habitat loss through
construction and operation of the marina;

the displacement

of

species

during

 Disturbance of species (both on site and in neighboring designated sites) during
construction and operation of the marina due to noise and visual impacts;
 Direct injury of species during construction of the marina;
 Direct alteration of hydrological regimes (discussed in more detail in Chapter 9);
 Direct habitat degradation through environmental incidents and accidents (e.g.
spillages, emissions and release of sediment); and
 Disturbance/displacement of species within the site due to an increase in artificial
lighting;
6.4.3

Where such impacts occur, mitigation measures will be adopted to help eliminate or offset
impacts.
Statutory and Non-statutory Designated Sites

6.4.4

There are no statutory or non-statutory designated sites in, or immediately adjacent to,
the site boundary. The closest designated site to potential construction activities is Earls
Barton Carr SSSI and LWS. The LWS is located approximately 50 m to the east of the site
and separated from it by a road. Earls Barton Carr comprises one the largest areas of carr
woodland and reedbed in Northamptonshire and forms one part of the composite ‘Upper
Nene Valley Gravel Pits’ SPA and SSSI. Affects on the integrity of the SPA are detailed in
Appendix 6.2 in the ‘Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment’, and are
summarized here in Section 6.4.5 – 6.4.8.
Even in the absence of mitigation, the
proposals will not result in any direct habitat loss at Earls Barton Carr. However, it is
Probable that proposals would result in the temporary disturbance and, as such,
displacement of bird species from the south western end of the site during construction.
However, due to the size and the nature of the site (i.e. the woodland acts as a buffer and
visual screen to any activities on site) the impact would not compromise the integrity of
the site as a whole. As such, the resultant impact would only be considered significant at
the Local level.
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6.4.5

Appendix 6.2 details the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) undertaken for the Upper
Nene Gravel Pits SPA. This assessment took into account the background records for the
area, the SPA site citation and data collected for two other mineral extraction projects (i.e.
Earls Barton Western Extension and Earls Barton Spinney Quarry) whose potential Zone of
Influence covered the SPA.

6.4.6

The HRA concluded that the site is not an important resource to SPA qualifying species, nor
does it contribute to the overall integrity of the SPA. In addition, it was noted that the
proposals will not directly affect the SPA itself. As such, the impacts which will arise from
the excavation of a 2 ha area, 48 m from the SPA boundary (but possibly 1 km from
important ornithological areas) are considered Near Certain to not be significant, even in
the absence of specific mitigation. Works will result in the direct, permanent small-scale
loss of non-designated, sub-optimal habitats. In addition there will be increased noise
levels and increased human movement/presence during construction of the marina.
However, so few SPA birds use the site and the surrounding fields (as confirmed by
surveys undertaken for the other two quarries), and ample suitable foraging habitats
surround the site, that the impacts will not affect the integrity of the SPA.

6.4.7

The HRA assessed all potential impacts on the integrity of the SPA during construction and
operation of the SPA including: habitat fragmentation, disturbance of qualifying features,
killing/injuring animals, changes to local hydrology, changes to water quality and impacts
due to increased recreational pressure. Appendix 6.2 contains all the details of these
assessments and it should be noted that it was considered Near Certain that none of
these possible impacts will have any significant effect on the SPA.

6.4.8

As no significant impacts on the integrity of the SPA have been predicted or identified, no
specific mitigation measures have been proposed. However, the HRA acknowledged that
the ‘mitigation measures’ recommend in Table 6 of The Northamptonshire Minerals and
Waste Development Framework ‘Appropriate Assessment’ document have already been
incorporated into the marina scheme. As such, these are discussed further in Section 6.7
in relation to impacts concerning habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, disturbance,
killing/injury of animals

6.4.9

In the absence of mitigation, it is possible that construction of the marina could result in
direct habitat degradation of Ecton Gravel Pits LWS. Water quality could be adversely
affected due to increases in sediment or spillages of pollutants. This, in turn, could then
result in indirect impacts on species that rely on the plants and invertebrates using the
gravel pits. Given the size of the lakes, and the scale of the proposed works, these
impacts are only likely to be temporary and largely confined to the construction period.
The scale of impacts would only be significant at the Local level and, due to the fact that
the LWS is adjacent to the River Nene and no traversed by it, the probability of impacts
occurring is considered Extremely Unlikely.

6.4.10

No impacts, direct or indirect, are predicted for those designated sites not discussed in
relation to the SPA (see Tables 6.6 and 6.9). There will be no habitat loss at any of the
sites and they are far enough away from the proposed marina, or separated from the site
by significant barriers (e.g. roads and industrial areas) to not experience any ‘disturbance’
related impacts (see Appendices 6.1 and 6.2 for further details and justification).

6.4.11

In addition, the site is within an active area in terms of mineral extraction and is very small
in comparison (2 ha compared to the 153 ha Earls Barton Western Extension and 82 ha
Earls Barton Spinney schemes). As such, as the sedentary receptors will not be affected in
any way, and the mobile species will have habituated to a relatively high level of
background disturbance already, no significant cumulative impacts are predicted for any of
the designated sites (discussed further in Section 6.6)
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Habitats
6.4.12

It is Certain that approximately 2 ha of unimproved and semi-improved neutral grassland,
tall ruderals and a ditch will be directly and permanently lost during construction. The
grassland is an example of the Northamptonshire BAP Priority Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing
Marsh’, but in poor condition. Therefore, it has only moderate Local nature conservation
value. As such, the loss of these receptors is considered to be a negative impact,
significant at the Local scale.

6.4.13

It is Certain that the five trees on site will not be affected, directly or indirectly, by
proposals. As such, there will be no impact on this receptor.

6.4.14

It is Certain that the Hedgerow and associated field drain will not be affected by the
marina proposals. As such, there will be no effects on these receptors.

6.4.15

In the absence of mitigation, there is the potential for the River Nene to be adversely
affected during construction. Impacts are likely to comprise a reduction in habitat/water
quality which is temporary, will only effect areas downstream of the site and likely to be
short in duration (due to the size of the river), like a storm event. However, there is the
chance of more severe impacts if pollutants from machinery enter the watercourse. As
such, the possibility of these impacts is considered Probable and could be significant up to
the County level.
Noteworthy Plant Species

6.4.16

No statutorily protected plant species, Red List species or Invasive species have been
recorded during surveys on site. As such no impacts relating to these receptors will arise.
Protected Species
Breeding birds

6.4.17

No habitats used by breeding birds will be directly affected during construction of the
marina. However, it is Probable that birds will avoid breeding at the site during
construction and will be displaced, temporarily (1 breeding season), into the wider
landscape. However, the species using the site are likely to be common species and in
small numbers (no large areas of suitable habitat exist). In addition, ample suitable
habitat exists in the land surrounding the site. As such, the temporary impact (comprising
indirect habitat loss) is considered significant at only the Site level and would be confined
to the construction phase.
Bats

6.4.18

Features which could be used by roosting, commuting or foraging bats will not be directly
affected by the proposals. However, in the absence of mitigation, insensitively-located
lighting (or inappropriate lighting) could impede bat activity. This impact could be
permanent and would displace bats from the site. As such, if bats do use the features,
then construction and operation of the marina, although Unlikely, would have a
permanent, adverse impact which was significant at the Site level.
Otter

6.4.19

Surveys have confirmed that Otters use the River Nene for commuting and foraging.
However, there is no evidence of resting sites in close proximity to the site. As such, no
disturbance impacts are predicted. In addition, creation and operation of a marina will not
impede Otter movements up and the down the Nene (especially as Otters are already used
to some level of boating activity). However, in the absence of mitigation it is possible that
Otters could experience indirect habitat loss if water quality deteriorates and their prey
suffer. In addition, they could be displaced slightly if their prey relocates due to
construction or operation of the marina. Furthermore, Otters could be directly affected by
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pollutants entering the water during construction which could harm the health of
individuals. Even in the absence of mitigation, it is Unlikely that these impacts would
occur. However, if they did it is possible that impacts would be significant at the Local
level only
6.5

Ecosystem Services

6.5.1

The site itself, largely comprising a grass field, offers little in the way of Ecosystem
Services. However, it is possible that the field does provide a ‘Regulatory’ service in terms
of flood management. However, due to the size of the site and the nature of the
surrounding habitats, the value of this service is likely to be small. Hydrological impacts
are discussed in Chapter 9 but it should be noted that, even in the absence of mitigation,
the Environment Agency did not raise concerns regarding the loss capacity to contribute to
flood management. As such, no impacts on the ‘ecological’ (as opposed to those that
relate more to social or cultural heritage) Ecosystem Services are predicted.

6.6

Cumulative Impacts

6.6.1

As mentioned in paragraph 6.4.5, there are several mineral extraction projects planned, or
currently being implemented, around the proposed marina site. The impacts of these
schemes have been assessed individually in their respective Environmental (and
Ecological) Impact Assessments.

6.6.2

The other quarry proposals will be implemented in a phased manner, with previous stages
being restored whilst others are excavated. This will involve the gradual replacement of
sub-optimal habitat with greatly enhanced areas (as welcomed by the consultees in all
their correspondence). The cumulative impacts associated with these projects were not
considered significant ‘in-combination’, by the respective authors, due to the amount and
quality of habitat available at any one time. In addition, due to the phased nature of the
works, it is Probable that not all projects (including the marina) will be under
development at the same time and that (due to the majority of marina excavation works
taking place in the summer) any increases in noise levels will not be at their peak during
the sensitive winter period.

6.6.3

It is Probable that there will be cumulative impacts relating to increased noise levels in
the area to the west of the SPA. However, surveys of the two quarries, and the proposed
marina, have shown that these sites and the surrounding fields are not important for the
SPA qualifying species. In addition, surveys showed that the nearest ‘important’ areas of
the SPA were still 1 km away from the actual marina site. As such, this potential
cumulative impact of increased noise during construction/excavation is not considered
significant and is Highly Unlikely to have any effect on the SPA.

6.6.4

It is Near Certain that the proposals will result in a cumulative loss of grassland within
the three Zones of Influence. In the absence of mitigation or enhancement measures, this
loss of grassland, considering the quality of the grassland and the size of the areas
affected, would be considered significant at the District level.
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6.7

Mitigation and Enhancement

6.7.1

As mentioned in Section 6.4, in the absence of mitigation the following impacts could arise
due to construction and/or operation of the marina:


Loss of 2ha of unimproved and semi-improved neutral grassland, tall ruderals and a
ditch;



Reduction in water quality of the River Nene due to sediment release or pollutant
release during construction (affecting both the river itself and important receptors such
as Otters and their prey);



Disturbance and displacement of low numbers of commonly-occurring breeding bird
species;



Disturbance of bats due to inappropriate lighting of the site.

Loss of Habitat

6.7.2

It is Certain that works will result in the permanent loss of 2 ha of grassland, tall ruderals
and a ditch. However, the land within the 3 ha site boundary, but not involved in
construction of the 2 ha marina, will be enhanced for biodiversity gain (with the exception
of a small, unsurfaced access track, along the eastern edge of the site, created at the
request of the Environment Agency). This will compensate for the loss of sub-optimal
habitats and will enhance the site; making it more attractive to SPA bird species and the
local bird population. Due to the current nature of field (grazed grassland) it is felt that
the habitats would be enhanced through the marina proposals and provide the local bird
population with more feeding/nesting opportunities.

6.7.3

Enhancements have been designed with consultation comments in mind, a review of the
receptors recorded on site, a review of the Nature Improvement Area proposal, a review of
the habitats surrounding the site and a review of the Northamptonshire BAP.

6.7.4

Habitat enhancements will involve the creation of reedbeds around the marina berths.
These will shield activities within the marina and complement the restoration plans
proposed as part of the Spinney and Western Extension quarries. Indeed, the Earls Barton
Spinney Quarry Environmental Statement cites the UKBAP and lists reedbeds as a priority
habitat type. Whilst detailing the restoration plans, the Environmental Statement and
Management Plan devote a large section to the creation of reedbeds. Therefore, creation
of reedbeds at the marina will increase the amount of this priority habitat type within the
local area and expand on the areas created by the two neighboring quarries. Although the
area of reedbeds being created is not large at a landscape-scale, in combination with the
quarry restoration proposals it will contribute to ecological connectivity in the local area
and improve the area for wildlife; both are aims of the Nature Improvement Areas.
Therefore, this enhancement on site is seen as a direct, permanent, positive impact,
significant at the Local level.

6.7.5

Based on the receptors at the site, and background records detailing the species present in
the local area, creation of reedbeds was considered the most appropriate enhancement at
the marina site.

6.7.6

The marina proposals will also create an area of standing water which may be used by
birds from within the SPA. However, it is acknowledged that, in the context of the local
landscape, this area of water is small. Despite this, standing water is considered to be a
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more beneficial habitat for bird species than the closely-grazed grassland currently
present. As such, it is considered a permanent, direct positive impact at the Site level.
6.7.7

As mentioned in paragraph 6.7.4, the creation of the reedbeds and open water will
complement the restoration plans of Earls Barton Spinney and Earls Barton Western
Extension. In combination, these projects will improve the area to the west of the SPA by
creating more wetland habitats. This will actually help connect up larger areas of betterquality habitat outside the SPA. Therefore, it is Certain that the combined proposals will
result in a cumulative, direct, permanent, positive impact at the District level.

Reduction in water quality
6.7.8

During construction, a 9-10 m buffer strip will be retained between any excavations and
the River Nene during construction of the marina. This will ensure that no sediment from
the excavations enters the river. This buffer will also mean that machinery will not be
working on the banks of the River Nene for the majority of construction. Therefore, the
probability of any spills/leaks from machinery is significantly reduced. The only time
machinery will work close to the river is when the entrance to the marina is finally created,
and no machinery will be refueled adjacent to the river. These works, and all works close
to the River Nene, will be undertaken through consultation with the Environment Agency
and following best practice guidelines. Therefore, it is Probable that no impacts on water
quality during construction of the marina will arise.

6.7.9

The Northamptonshire MWDF noted that “on-site capture and treatment” measures would
be applied to the Earls Barton Quarry Western Extension to “avoid contamination of
surface and groundwater”. These measures rely on industry-standard techniques and
have not been specifically designed for that project. They would not be warranted for a
site/excavation the size of the marina, when applying the buffer zone mentioned above.
Given the nature and scale of the surrounding projects, and the fact that decrease in water
quality was not noted as a serious threat to the SPA (despite a large amount of silt
deposition directly into three lakes within the SPA as part of the Western Extension), the
small-scale excavation of the marina is not considered to have the potential to significantly
affect water quality during construction.

6.7.10

The River Nene is already used by boats. Therefore, as the marina will not be directly
introducing boats to the river (e.g. it is not a construction yard), merely giving existing
boats a place to moor overnight, there is no reason for its creation to deteriorate water
quality below existing levels during operation. Although more boats may be encouraged to
visit the area due to the presence of the marina, there is no evidence to suggest that
increased boat numbers would deteriorate water quality in the River Nene (especially when
the Environment Agency licensing and regulation of boats is considered). In addition, the
site has been designed so that the only area of hardstanding (the car park) will be located
in the northern section of the site, furthest from the river, and will be at the base of a
newly-created bund. Therefore, as water from the car park cannot enter the marina or the
river, no impacts on water quality from runoff are predicted. There will also be no
abstraction from, or discharge into, the river, further minimizing the probability of adverse
impacts on water quality due to operation of the marina. Therefore, it is Probable that no
adverse impacts on water quality will arise due to operation of the marina.

6.7.11

The measures above will ensure that Otters are not directly or indirectly affected by the
proposals. As such, it is Near Certain that there will be no significant adverse impact on
Otters due to construction or operation of the marina.

Displacement of (Common) Breeding Birds
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6.7.12

It is Probable that construction of the marina will result in a temporary (one breeding
season), direct negative impact significant at the Site level as birds are displaced.
However, the marina has been designed so that the boundary features of the site which
are used for breeding (e.g. the trees and the hedgerow) will be retained throughout the life
of the project (significantly reducing the severity of any impacts). As such, it is Probable
that breeding birds would return the site after construction phase of the project. In
addition, the creation of reedbeds will ultimately enhance the internal aspects of the site
(the land which is currently closely-grazed grassland) for breeding birds. As such, creation
of reedbeds is seen as a direct, permanent positive impact on breeding birds, significant at
the Site level.
Disturbance of Foraging and Commuting Bats

6.7.13

The features possibly used by foraging and commuting bats will not be directly or indirectly
affected by the proposals. In addition, these features will not be illuminated by the marina
(once constructed) and no uplighters will be used on site during the operational phase. As
such, it is Near Certain that commuting bats will not be affected by the marina proposals.
In addition, the creation of areas of reedbed and open water are likely to attract more
invertebrates into the area and will enhance the area for foraging bats. The increased
foraging potential is seen as a direct, positive, permanent impact for foraging bats,
significant at the Site level.
Ecosystem Services

6.7.14

The presence of a marina will enable more people to enjoy the ‘recreational’ aspects of the
natural environment around Grendon. As such, a positive impact in relation to ecosystem
services is predicted. However, the magnitude of this impact cannot be expressed using
the criteria in the CIEEM Guidelines.
Habitat Management Plan

6.7.15

A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) will be produced in consultation with the County
Ecologist and adopted to ensure the long-term management of the enhancements on the
marina site.
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6.8

Residual Effects

6.8.1

After implementation of all the mitigation measures there will still be a loss of 2 ha of
unimproved and semi-improved neutral grassland. This will be replaced with open water
and the marina berths. Around this area, the remaining c. 1 ha of spare land will be
enhanced by the creation of reedbeds. This change to the site is seen as a Certain
positive, permanent impact which is significant at the Local level.

6.8.2

Mineral extraction projects surrounding the development site are also incorporating similar
habitat enhancement measures (although on a larger scale). The Probable cumulative
effects of these enhancements are seen as a positive, permanent impact which is
significant at the District level.

6.8.3

It is Near Certain that the creation of the marina will encourage boats to stop around
Grendon. However, it is unknown if this will lead to increased recreational pressure within
the SPA or increase the total number of boats on the river at this location. It should be
noted that waterbodies of key ornithological interest are c.1 km from the marina. As such,
people moored at the marina would need to travel quite a distance from their boat to get
to any sensitive areas of the SPA. In addition, when considering areas outside of the
marina, boats already use the River Nene and this has not resulted in a noticeable increase
in recreational pressure (or ‘disturbance effects’) as boats regularly move along the river;
as evidenced by the continued use of the SPA by significant bird assemblages. It is also
predicted that use of the marina will be seasonal; with greatest use during the spring and
summer months. This would mean reduced numbers of boats and people in the winter,
when the SPA was at its most sensitive. Therefore, although this is acknowledged as an
area of uncertainty, it is considered Unlikely that the marina would result in increased
recreational pressures within the SPA.

6.8.4

As such, there will be no residual impacts on the SPA or the integrity of the SPA.
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Table 6.9. Summary of residual impacts on valued ecological receptors

Ecological Receptor

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA
(and the SPA components of the SPA
sites below) – see Appendix 6.2 for
full details
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Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor
International

Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Habitat loss

Extremely
Unlikely

None

No habitats associated with the SPA
will be directly or indirectly affected by
the proposals (either through this
project or in combination with
neighbouring projects). See Appendix
6.2 for full justification. As such, it is
Near Certain that there will be no
habitat loss within the SPA

N/a

N/a

Disturbance of
species listed on
the citation to the
detriment of the
SPA integrity

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The nearest area of importance for the
SPA is 1 km from the proposed marina
site. No significant numbers of SPA
qualifying species were recorded on
the site during surveys. Surveys
associated with two nearby quarry
extensions did not identify any areas of
importance in the area surrounding the
proposed marina site. As such, it is
Near Certain that no disturbance
impacts will arise.

N/a

N/a
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Habitat
Fragmentation

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Near Certain that movement of
SPA species around the landscape,
especially the River Nene, will not be
impeded

N/a

N/a

Increased
Recreational
Pressure

Unlikely

-ve

It is Near Certain that the creation of a
marina will encourage boats to stop
around Grendon. However, it is
unknown if it would result in more boats
on the river or increased recreational
pressure within the SPA. Due to the
distance of the main SPA areas from
the site, it is considered Unlikely that
any adverse impacts due to
recreational pressure will arise

For the life
of the
project.
More
frequent in
summer
(avoiding
the most
sensitive
period for
the SPA)

Not Significant at any
level

Changes to Water
Quality

Probable

-ve

A 9-10m buffer strip will be maintained
between the excavation area and the
River Nene. This will minimise the
chances of sediment and pollutants
entering the watercourse during
construction. As such, due to the
minimal chance of materials entering
the watercourse and the distance of the
site form the important areas of the
SPA (giving any sediment the
opportunity to disperse before reaching
the site) it is Probable that no impacts
on water quality will arise

N/a

N/a
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Earls Barton Carr SSSI and LWS

International
(considered
with the
Upper Nene
Gravel Pits
SPA)

Earls Barton Lock Lake SSSI, SPA,
LWS

International
(considered
with the
Upper Nene
Gravel Pits
SPA)
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Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Killing/injuring
species

Extremely
Unlikely

None

Surveys did not identify SPA species
using the site. As such, it is Near
Certain that no animals will be
killed/injured

N/a

N/a

Disturbance of bird
species

Probable

-ve

There will be no direct impact on the
designated site. However, it is
Probable that birds using the southwestern corner of the SPA will
experience some levels of disturbance
during construction. However, they are
likely to relocate to the remaining
(undisturbed and screened by
woodland) areas of the site. As such,
the disturbance will not affect the
integrity of the site as a whole

Temporary.
Will be
confined to
initial stages
of
construction
and likely to
only affect a
single
breeding
season

Negative at the Local
level

Loss of habitat,
disturbance of
species

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Near Certain that the SSSI will not
be directly or indirectly affected by the
marina in any way. The sites are not
linked, the designated site is screened
from the development by Earl’s Barton
Carr and impacts have been assessed
as part of the Upper Nene Valley
Gravel Pits SPA as not being
significant (see Appendix 6.2).

N/a

N/a

E n v i r o n m e n t a l S t a t e m e n t | White Mills Marina

Ecological Receptor

Grendon Lakes SSSI, SPA, LWS

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor
International
(considered
with the
Upper Nene
Gravel Pits
SPA)

Residual Impact
Impact

Loss of habitat,
disturbance of
species

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Near Certain that the SSSI will not
be directly or indirectly affected by the
marina in any way. The sites are not
linked, the designated site is screened
from the development by Earl’s Barton
Carr and impacts have been assessed
as part of the Upper Nene Valley
Gravel Pits SPA as not being
significant (see Appendix 6.2). The site
is also very close to an operational
quarry and supports recreational
activities (water sports). As such, any
ecological receptors present will be
habituated to larger levels of
disturbance than will be created by the
excavation and operation of a marina
site

N/a

N/a
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Grendon Lakes North SSSI, SPA and
LWS

International
(considered
with the
Upper Nene
Gravel Pits
SPA)

Earls Barton Pocket Park

County

Earls Barton Quarry LWS

County

Earls Barton Spinney Pond LWS

County
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Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Loss of habitat,
disturbance of
species

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Near Certain that the SSSI will not
be directly or indirectly affected by the
marina in any way. The sites are not
linked, the designated site is screened
from the development by Earl’s Barton
Carr and impacts have been assessed
as part of the Upper Nene Valley
Gravel Pits SPA as not being
significant (see Appendix 6.2). The site
is also very close to an operational
quarry and supports recreational
activities (water sports). As such, any
ecological receptors present will be
habituated to larger levels of
disturbance than will be created by the
excavation and operation of a marina
site

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The Park supports various habitats.
However, it is separated from the
marina by a road and industrial area.
As such, it is Near Certain that there
will be no direct loss of habitat and
there are no species (as part of the
designation) to disturb.

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The LWS, designated for its botanical
interest, is 2 km from the site and not
connected to it in any way. It is Near
Certain that the site will not be
impacted in any way

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The pond is 500 m from the site and
not connected to it in any way. It is
Near Certain that the site will not be
impacted in any way

N/a

N/a
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Ecton Gravel Pits
LWS

County

Oxbow Lake
LWS

County

Ecton Park Spinneys
Potential LWS

County

Hardwater Mill Lake
Potential LWS

County

Unimproved and semi-improved
neutral grassland

Local

Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Deterioration of
Habitats

Extremely
Unlikely

-ve

It is Extremely Unlikely, due to the 9-10
m buffer strip maintained between the
excavation area and the River Nene,
plus the fact that machinery will not be
working/fuelled close to the river, that
water quality in the LWS will be
affected by the proposals

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The lake is separated from the marina
site by the River Nene and is not
connected to it in any way. It is Near
Certain that the site will not be
impacted in any way

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The site comprises a small group of
woodlands. These are 2 km from the
site and will not be affected in any way

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat and
disturbance of
species (this site is
discussed further in
relation to the
Upper Nene Gravel
Pits SPA)

Extremely
Unlikely

None

The site forms part of the Upper Nene
Gravel Pits SPA. It is not connected to
the site in any way, is located over 1
km from the site and is screened form
the site by Earl’s Barton Carr. Impacts
on the receptors (birds) have been
discussed in relation to the SPA as a
whole. It is Near Certain that there will
be no significant impacts on this site

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Certain

-ve

It is Certain that c.2 ha of grassland will
be permanently lost during construction
of the marina

Permanent

Negative at the Local
level
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Standing Water

County

Reedbeds created as enhancements

County

Scattered Broad-leaved trees

Site

Hedgerow

County

Field Drain and Ditch

Limited
Ecological
Importance

Tall Ruderals

Limited
Ecological
Importance
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Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Creation of habitat

Certain

+ve

It is Certain that the marina will replace
c 2ha of the marina with an area of
standing water. This will benefit
wildfowl and foraging bats/birds as it is
a better resource than the grassland
currently present

Permanent

Positive at the Site level

Creation of habitat

Certain

+ve

It is Certain that the area around the
marina (c. 1 ha) will be enhanced for
biodiversity by the creation of
reedbeds. This will screen the marina
and also provide habitats for breeding
birds and foraging bats/birds

Permanent
(although
habitats will
take a year
to become
established)

Positive at the Local level
(considered positive at
the District level when
combined with the
enhancements discussed
in the cumulative impact
assessment)

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Certain that the five trees on site
will not be affected in any way

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Extremely
Unlikely

None

It is Near Certain that the hedgerow on
site will not be affected in any way

N/a

N/a

Loss of habitat

Near Certain

-ve

It is Near Certain that the field drain
associated with the hedgerow on site
will not be affected in any way.
However, it is also Near Certain that
the ditch running across the site will be
completely lost during construction.

Permanent

Negative at the Site level
(in combination with the
loss of grassland)

Loss of habitat

Near Certain

-ve

It is Near Certain that the tall ruderals
on site will be lost during construction

Permanent

Negative at the Site level
(in combination with the
loss of grassland)

E n v i r o n m e n t a l S t a t e m e n t | White Mills Marina

Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

The River Nene

County

Breeding Birds

Local

Bats

Otters

Up to County
(dependent on
species)

County

Residual Impact
Impact

Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Deterioration of
habitat

Probable

-ve

A 9-10m buffer strip will be maintained
between the excavation area and the
River Nene. This will minimise the
chances of sediment and pollutants
entering the watercourse during
construction. As such, it is Probable
that no impacts on water quality will
arise

N/a

N/a

Disturbance

Probable

-ve

It is Probable that construction of the
marina will result in the direct
disturbance of breeding birds.
However, there will not be any direct
loss of breeding habitats

Temporary
(1 breeding
season)

Negative at the Site Level

Creation of habitat

Near Certain

+ve

Creation of reedbeds on site will
directly benefit the local bird population

Permanent

Positive at the Site Level

Loss of roost habitat
or individual
animals

Extremely
Unlikely

None

Only one tree on site has any potential
roost features and this will not be
directly or indirectly affected in any
way.

N/a

N/a

Disruption of flight
lines & loss of
feeding habitat

Unlikely

-ve

It is Near Certain that boundary
features of the site will not be removed
or illuminated in any way. As such, no
negative impacts on flight lines or
foraging routes will arise

N/a

N/a

Creation of foraging
habitats

Probable

+ve

Creation of open water and reedbeds
will increase foraging opportunities for
bats using the site or travelling up and
down the River Nene.

Permanent

Positive at the Site level

Near Certain

None

No resting sites were found within 750
m of the site

N/a

N/a

Disturbance, loss of
holts, injury
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Ecological Receptor

Nature
Conservation
Importance of
Receptor

Residual Impact
Impact

Loss of
prey/deterioration of
health due to
impacts on water
quality
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Likelihood
impact will
occur without
mitigation

Outcome of
impact if it
occurs +ve /
-ve / none

Complexity and Magnitude / Extent
of impact plus confidence of
impacts occurring where mitigation
measures are employed

Duration of
impact

Significance of residual
impact

Unlikely

-ve

A 9-10m buffer strip will be maintained
between the excavation area and the
River Nene. This will minimise the
chances of sediment and pollutants
entering the watercourse during
construction. As such, it is Probable
that no impacts on water quality will
arise and therefore, Near Certain that
Otters won’t be affected.

N/a

N/a

E n v i r o n m e n t a l S t a t e m e n t | White Mills Marina

E c o l o g y | 41

SB Rice Consulting

White Mills Marina
Ecological Appraisal/Scoping Report
854524

JULY 2013

RSK GENERAL NOTES
Project No.:
Title:
Client:
Date:
Office:
Status:

Authors

854524
Ecological Appraisal/Scoping Report
SB Rice Consulting
10/07/13
Coventry
Rev1

Richard Finch

Technical
reviewer

Simon Boulter

Signature

Signature
Date:

02/05/13

Project
manager

Simon Boulter

Date:

10/07/13

Signature
Date:

10/07/13

RSK Environment (RSK) has prepared this report for the sole use of the client, showing reasonable skill and care, for the
intended purposes as stated in the agreement under which this work was completed. The report may not be relied upon by
any other party without the express agreement of the client and RSK. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to
the professional advice included in this report.
Where any data supplied by the client or from other sources have been used, it has been assumed that the information is
correct. No responsibility can be accepted by RSK for inaccuracies in the data supplied by any other party. The conclusions
and recommendations in this report are based on the assumption that all relevant information has been supplied by those
bodies from whom it was requested.
No part of this report may be copied or duplicated without the express permission of RSK and the party for whom it was
prepared.
Where field investigations have been carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to achieve the stated
objectives of the work.
This work has been undertaken in accordance with the quality management system of RSK Environment.

SB Rice Consulting
Grendon Marina Ecological Appraisal/Scoping Report
854524

CONTENTS
1
2

3

4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY..................................................................................................................1
INTRODUCTION ..............................................................................................................................4
2.1 Purpose of this report ...............................................................................................................4
2.2 Ecological Context....................................................................................................................4
2.3 Project Description ...................................................................................................................4
2.3.1 Construction Details .....................................................................................................5
2.4 Structure of this report..............................................................................................................5
METHODS........................................................................................................................................6
3.1 General.....................................................................................................................................6
3.2 Background Data Search .........................................................................................................6
3.2.1 General.........................................................................................................................6
3.3 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey ...........................................................................................7
3.3.1 Phase 1 Habitat Survey................................................................................................7
3.3.2 Hedgerow Survey .........................................................................................................7
3.3.3 Constraints ...................................................................................................................7
3.4 Habitat Assessment for Protected Vertebrates ........................................................................8
3.4.1 General.........................................................................................................................8
3.4.2 Badger ..........................................................................................................................8
3.4.3 Bats ..............................................................................................................................8
3.4.4 Great Crested Newts ....................................................................................................9
3.4.5 Birds .............................................................................................................................9
3.4.6 Reptiles.........................................................................................................................9
3.4.7 Otter..............................................................................................................................9
3.4.8 Water Vole..................................................................................................................10
3.4.9 Criteria for Assessment ..............................................................................................10
RESULTS .......................................................................................................................................11
4.1 Background Data Search .......................................................................................................11
4.1.1 Designated Sites ........................................................................................................11
4.1.2 Biodiversity Action Plans ............................................................................................13
4.1.3 Protected and Noteworthy Species ............................................................................13
4.2 Phase 1 Habitat Survey..........................................................................................................14
4.2.1 General.......................................................................................................................14
4.2.2 Habitats ......................................................................................................................15
4.2.3 Plant Species..............................................................................................................17
4.3 Assessment for Protected Species ........................................................................................17
4.3.1 Badgers ......................................................................................................................17
4.3.2 Bats ............................................................................................................................17
Trees 17
4.3.3 Great Crested Newt....................................................................................................17
4.3.4 Birds ...........................................................................................................................17
4.3.5 Reptiles.......................................................................................................................18
4.3.6 Otter............................................................................................................................18

SB Rice Consulting
Grendon Marina Ecological Appraisal
854524

4.3.7 Water Vole..................................................................................................................18
5 EVALUATION ................................................................................................................................19
5.1 Designated Sites ....................................................................................................................19
5.2 Habitats and Plant Species ....................................................................................................19
5.2.1 Evaluation...................................................................................................................19
5.2.2 Conclusions ................................................................................................................20
5.3 Assessment for Protected Species ........................................................................................20
5.3.1 Badger ........................................................................................................................20
5.3.2 Bats ............................................................................................................................21
5.3.3 Great Crested Newts ..................................................................................................21
5.3.4 Birds ...........................................................................................................................21
5.3.5 Reptiles.......................................................................................................................22
5.3.6 Otter............................................................................................................................22
5.3.7 Water Vole..................................................................................................................22
6 REFERENCES ...............................................................................................................................23
7 SPECIES LEGISLATION...............................................................................................................25
7.1 General...................................................................................................................................25
7.2 Non-Native Invasive Plants ....................................................................................................25
7.3 Protected Animal Species ......................................................................................................26
7.3.1 Badger ........................................................................................................................26
7.3.2 Bats and Otters...........................................................................................................26
7.3.3 Nesting Birds ..............................................................................................................27
7.3.4 Common Reptiles .......................................................................................................27
7.3.5 Great Crested Newts ..................................................................................................27
8 TARGET NOTES............................................................................................................................29
9 PLANT SPECIES LIST ..................................................................................................................32
10 FIGURES........................................................................................................................................34
APPENDIX A – 2010 PHASE 1 REPORT............................................................................................35

SB Rice Consulting
Grendon Marina Ecological Appraisal
854524

1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


This report presents the results of initial ecological surveys, carried out by RSK
Environment Limited, at the site of a proposed narrow boat marina on the River Nene
near Grendon, Northamptonshire. The purpose of the survey was to assess the
ecological value of the site, determine if the site has significantly changed since a
Phase 1 undertaken in 2010 and identify any potential impacts associated with the
marina proposal. The survey was carried out on 11th April 2013 by Richard Finch, an
Ecologist at RSK.



There are no statutory or non-statutory designated sites in, or immediately adjacent to,
the site boundary. Earls Barton Carr County Wildlife Site (CWS) is situated
approximately 50 m from the eastern edge of the site. It comprises one the largest
areas of carr woodland and reedbed in Northamptonshire and forms one part of the
composite ‘Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits’ Special Protection Area (SPA) and Site of
Special Scientific Interest (with other parts occurring further up- and down-stream). A
proposed CWS ‘Oxbow Lake’ is located nearby on the south side of the River Nene.
None of these sites will be affected by the marina proposals.



The site is approximately 3 ha and comprises a grass field to the north of the River
Nene with a hedge along the east side, and fences enclosing the western and northern
boundaries. Phase 1 habitat types recorded include unimproved neutral grassland,
ditches, swamp, scattered trees and inundation vegetation. No noteworthy or invasive
plant species were recorded from the site.



The grassland is an example of the Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)
Priority Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing Marsh’. However, it is in poor condition and,
therefore, has only moderate local nature conservation value. Hedgerows are a UK
and Northamptonshire BAP habitat. However, the hedge on site does not qualify as
‘important’ based on The Hedgerow Regulation 1997 criteria. The wider River Nene is
a Northants BAP habitat.



The construction of a marina on the site would result in the loss of moderately diverse
grassland considered to be a poor example of the Northamptonshire BAP Priority
Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing Marsh’.
Similar grassland does exist nearby, but
construction would reduce the overall extent of this habitat in the Nene river corridor.
However, creation of a marina will also result in open water habitat and the creation of
c.1 ha area of reedbed (see Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment for more
details). These habitats complement those within the SPA and those proposed as part
of neighbouring quarries’ restoration plans. Therefore, creation of these habitats is
seen as an enhancement in the context of the surrounding area. The hedgerow and
mature trees will be retained in the final development.



No Badger field signs or evidence of sett building were observed within 30m of the
proposed development site. Therefore, the proposals will not adversely affect Badgers.
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The hedge, woodland and river along the site boundaries are suitable for foraging and
commuting bats. These features will not be directly affected by the proposals. In
addition, these features will not be illuminated by the marina (once constructed). As
such, no impact on commuting bats is predicted. The creation of areas of reedbed and
open water are likely to attract more invertebrates into the area and will enhance the
area for foraging bats.



The site contains one tree with features suitable for roosting bats. However, this tree
will not be affected by the development.



There is currently no suitable reptile habitat on site. Grass should be kept short prior to
development to ensure continued unsuitability for Grass Snake and other reptiles.



There are no ponds on site and no records of Great Crested Newts found within 500 m
of the site boundary. In addition, surveys of ponds to the west of the site, undertaken in
connection with Earls Barton Spinney Quarry, did not find any Great Crested Newts.
As such, this species will not be affected by the proposals.



The main habitats on site which could be used by breeding birds (e.g. the hedgerow
and trees) will not be affected by the development in any way. However, it is
acknowledged that ground-nesting birds are present in the area. As such, topsoil
stripping will ideally take place outside of the breeding bird season (March-September
inclusive). If this is not possible, a survey will be undertaken prior to any works
beginning to determine if ground-nesting birds are on site. If any active nests are
found, works will not begin until all the young from the nest have fledged.



Impacts on wintering birds, especially those listed on the citation for the SPA, are
discussed in detail in the separate ‘Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment’.
In summary, surveys have not identified significant bird species or assemblages using
the site or the surrounding area. In addition, surveys undertaken by neighbouring
quarry proposals (Earls Barton Spinney and Earls Barton Western Extension) did not
note significant bird species in the local area. They therefore concluded that the
projects would not adversely affect the SPA. This conclusion has been reached in the
‘Statement’ for the proposed marina.



No evidence of Otter was observed from the adjacent river and lock channel and there
are no holt-building opportunities on site. However, evidence of Otter activity was noted
to the west of the site during surveys associated with the Earls Barton Spinney Quarry.
In addition, records of Otter activity on the River Nene were obtained from the
Background Data Search. As such, further surveys will be undertaken to determine
how active otters are in the immediate vicinity of the site.



No evidence of Water Vole was observed from the adjacent river and lock channel. In
addition, livestock have trampled the river bank at the site and made it unsuitable for
Water Vole burrows (significantly reducing the probability of Water Voles being present
close to the site). As such, this species will not be impacted by the proposals.



In Summary, the site has not changed in any way since the Phase 1 survey undertaken
in 2010 (included in Appendix A). Based on the information collected to date, no
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significant negative impacts on local flora or fauna are predicted due to creation of a
narrow boat marina at the site.
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2

INTRODUCTION

2.1

Purpose of this report
This report presents the results of initial ecological surveys carried, out by RSK
Environment Limited, at the site of a proposed narrow boat marina on the River Nene
near Grendon, Northamptonshire (Ordnance Survey Grid Reference SP 856 620). The
purpose of the survey was to assess the ecological value of the site, determine if the
site has significantly changed since a Phase 1 undertaken in 2010 (included in
Appendix A) and identify any potential impacts associated with the marina proposal.
The results of these initial surveys will also identify the need for any further, detailed,
surveys required as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment. The site location is
shown in Figure 1, Section Error! Reference source not found..
A preliminary ecological appraisal comprising the following was carried out:

2.2



Background Data Search (BDS);



Phase 1 Habitat Survey;



Hedgerow survey;



habitat assessment for protected species; and



non-native invasive plant survey.

Ecological Context
The site comprises a grass field to the north of the River Nene with a hedge along the
east side, and fences enclosing the western and northern boundaries. The field is
generally below the level of the White Mills lock in the south-east corner of the site.
There is similar grassland pasture extending along the river corridor to the west with
plantation woodland and commercial developments to the north. An unclassified road
between Earls Barton and Grendon runs along the east side of the site. Beyond the
road to the east, and the River Nene to the south, there are riparian/floodplain habitats
including side channels, an oxbow lake and carr woodland.

2.3

Project Description
The project involves the creation of a river-based marina near Grendon, Northants. The
site is just over 3 ha (32,483 m²) and just under 2 ha (19,153.887 m²) will be directly
involved in marina construction (including the marina, associated bunds and car park).
The remaining land will be enhanced to deliver biodiversity gain, most likely though the
creation of reedbeds. The marina will comprise 141 berths and connect directly to the
River Nene through a small access point (see Figure 1).
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2.3.1

Construction Details
Prior to creation of the marina, the land (and mineral beneath) will need to be
excavated. The works will therefore include two phases: the extraction of minerals and
construction of the marina. The site lies within a flood-plain and so it will have to be dewatered to allow both phases to progress. This constraint means that excavation will
proceed between March and October so that it is outside of the peak flooding period.
As there is only approximately 20-30,000 m³ of mineral to extract this would be dealt
with in a 4-5 month period. Therefore, if possible, the mineral will be extracted between
March/April and Aug/Sept. If the site can be kept dewatered then the marina would be
constructed during the following 6-9 month period. This means that works could be
completed by June/July the following year. If there are problems dewatering the site
during the winter then it would allowed to flood after the mineral extraction phase and
be dewatered the following spring. This would mean that marina construction would be
completed by the following autumn.

The topsoil and subsoil will be stripped from the marina footprint and stockpiled on site.
The mineral will then be extracted (to a depth of 4–5 m). The sides of the basin will be
engineered (i.e. they are higher than ground level) and so will be constructed out of
some form of retaining wall. This may be steel piles, concrete panels or stone/concrete
gabions (final design to be confirmed). Once the side structure is in place the topsoil
will be replaced in the basin and surrounding it. A vehicular access and car park will be
constructed at the northern end of the site (furthest from the river) at the same time as
the basin. A 9–10 m buffer strip of land will remain between the extraction area and the
River Nene. This will only be breached in one small place, to allow access to boats,
once the main works to the marina have been completed.

2.4

Structure of this report
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:


Section 3 describes the survey and assessment methods;



Section 4 presents the survey results;



Section 5 evaluates the results;



Section 6 lists the references;



Section 7 lists the protected species legislation;



Section 8 presents the target notes;



Section 9 gives a plant species list; and



Section 10 provides the figures.



Appendix A contains the 2010 Phase 1 survey report.
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3

METHODS

3.1

General
The surveys were carried out on 11th April 2013 by Richard Finch, assisted by Leah
Wright. Richard is a consultant ecologist with over five years experience, and a Full
Member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(CIEEM).
The weather was mild and overcast. There had recently been rain, which may have
washed away some evidence of protected species.

3.2

Background Data Search

3.2.1

General
The ecological background data search comprised a desk-based study for records of
internationally, nationally and locally important species and sites. This information can
identify potential ecological constraints to developments at an early stage can be used
in the assessment of the significance and magnitude of potential ecological impacts.
Northamptonshire Biological Records Centre was contacted for records of statutory
designated sites (those that are internationally and nationally important sites for
ecology) and non-statutory designated sites (those that are important in a local context)
within 2 km of the central grid reference of the development site. Records were also
requested of any noteworthy species within the same 2 km search area. This search
area was considered sufficient given the nature of the proposals and guidance in
CIEEM’s “Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal”. Species included in the
search parameters are:


European protected species (listed on Schedules 2 and 4 of The Conservation
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010);



nationally protected species under Schedules 1, 5 and 8 of The Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 and The Protection of Badgers Act 1992;



species listed as Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable on the IUCN
Red List



all species listed on the RSPB Birds of Conservation Concern 2002-2007 as
Red or Amber;



Nationally Rare or Nationally Scarce species;



Notable invertebrates; and



species that have Action Plans under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP)
or are Priority Species under the Local Biodiversity Action Plan.
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3.3

Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey

3.3.1

Phase 1 Habitat Survey
The habitat survey centred on the Phase 1 Habitat Survey approach (Joint Nature
Conservation Committee 2010) as extended for use in Environmental Impact
Assessments (Institute of Environmental Assessment 1995). This involves the following
elements.


Habitat mapping using a set of standard colour codes to indicate habitat types
on a Phase 1 Habitat Map.



Description of features of possible ecological or nature conservation interest in
notes relating to numbered locations on the Phase 1 Habitat Map, called ‘Target
Notes’. These are provided in Section 8

Basic Phase 1 Habitat Survey methods are described in detail in Joint Nature
Conservation Committee (JNCC 2003). Limits to the achievable reliability of the
method are discussed in Cherrill & McClean (1999). There are no firm guidelines to
specify what extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey involve, but the Institute of
Environmental Assessment (1995) suggests that it simply involves more extensive and
detailed target notes.
Plant nomenclature in this report follows Stace (2010) for native and naturalised
species of vascular plant. Introduced species and garden varieties were identified
using the relevant texts. Plant names in the text are given with scientific names first,
followed by the English name in brackets. Doubtful identifications are preceded by ‘cf.’
placed before the specific epithet where the plant is very probably the species
indicated, but it is impossible to distinguish it from similar members of the genus with
certainty.
Where possible, through surveyor experience, habitats were described using National
Vegetation Classification communities and sub-communities (Rodwell 1992-2000).

3.3.2

Hedgerow Survey
A detailed survey of the hedgerow was undertaken concurrently with the Phase 1
Habitat Survey. This involved recording numbers of woody species in two 30 m
sections and presence of Schedule 2 species and hedgerow features along the entire
length. The data were assessed against the wildlife and landscape criteria of The
Hedgerow Regulations 1997 to determine whether the hedge is ‘important’ or not.

3.3.3

Constraints
The survey was undertaken in early April when the grasses and most herbs, except a
few spring annuals, were not in flower. The conditions were therefore suboptimal for
vegetation recording although sufficient to assess the character of the habitats
recorded.
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3.4

Habitat Assessment for Protected Vertebrates

3.4.1

General
The habitat was assessed to determine whether or not it is suitable for those protected
vertebrates that occur in the region, species listed on a Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)
and rare invertebrate species. Walk-over surveys do not usually confirm species
presence or absence, but obvious signs and incidental sightings of protected species
would have been noted had they been encountered.
An assessment was made of the likelihood of species using the site or homogenous
blocks of habitat identified. Taking into consideration the geographical region and
habitat type, species and groups that might be encountered are:


Badger;



bats;



Great Crested Newt;



nesting and wintering birds;



reptiles;



Otter; and



Water Vole.

Other species listed on the UK or Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan were also
considered.
A summary of the legal protection of the relevant animals is provided in Section 7.
Details of survey methods for each species are given below. Where areas of habitat
were identified for protected species, these were noted as ‘Target Notes’ and provided
in Section 8 and shown on Figure 2.

3.4.2

Badger
An initial assessment was carried out to identify areas that might be used by Badgers
(Meles meles) for commuting, foraging and sett-building within 30 m of all areas
potentially affected by works (where access was possible).
The area was
systematically searched for signs of Badger including setts, foraging signs, paths (runs)
and latrines

3.4.3

Bats
Surveys for bats consisted of an assessment of the site for roosting, foraging and
commuting bats.
Roosting Bats
All trees on site were assessed from ground-level on their potential to support roosting
bats. This involved surveyors using binoculars and high-power torches to inspect the
trees for features which bats favour (e.g. flaking bark, woodpecker holes, rot holes,

SB Rice Consulting
Grendon Marina Ecological Appraisal
854524

cracks, splits etc.). The trees can then be categorised based on the criteria issued by
the Bat Conservation Trust.
Commuting Bats
Habitats were assessed on their suitability for roosting, foraging and commuting bats.
Although foraging requirements differ between species, good bat foraging habitat
generally includes sheltered areas and habitats with good numbers of insects, such as
woodland, scrub, hedges, watercourses, ponds, lakes and more species-rich or rough
grassland. For commuting, well-connected hedgerows, woodland edge, watercourses
and other linear features are generally considered to be of high value.

3.4.4

Great Crested Newts
The suitability and presence of aquatic and terrestrial habitat on the site and within 500
m (the distance around breeding ponds that the majority of Great Crested Newt
behaviour is focussed) was assessed, along with the habitat-connectivity between
suitable habitat areas. Factors that affect suitability include water quality, vegetation,
pond size and the presence of fish and waterfowl.

3.4.5

Birds
Habitats were assessed for their suitability for nesting or over-wintering birds, giving
consideration to factors such as cover, food, disturbance and other habitat
requirements.

3.4.6

Reptiles
The site was assessed for reptiles, with particular attention paid to those features that
provide suitable basking areas (e.g. south-facing slopes), hibernation sites (e.g. banks,
walls, piles of rotting vegetation) and opportunities for foraging (rough grassland and
scrub).
The site was assessed for its suitability for each of the four common reptile species.
The specific habitat requirements differ between species. Common Lizards (Zootoca
vivipara) use a variety of habitats from woodland glades to walls and pastures, although
one of their favoured habitats is rough grassland. Slow-worms (Anguis fragilis) use
similar habitats to Common Lizards, and are often found in rank grassland, gardens and
derelict land. Grass Snakes (Natrix natrix) have broadly similar requirements to
Common Lizards with a greater reliance on ponds and wetlands, where they prey on
Common Frogs. Adders (Vipera berus) use a range of fairly open habitats with some
cover, but are most often found in dry heath (Beebee & Griffiths 2000).

3.4.7

Otter
The survey area involved the site, 50 m along the River Nene to the west (along the
public footpath) and to the weir on the eastern side of the site (beyond which is private
land). Surveyors looked for signs of Otter activity including footprints, spraints, aboveground couches and holts.
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3.4.8

Water Vole
The same survey area used in the Otter survey was inspected for signs of Water Vole
activity. This involved assessing the banks of the river on its suitability for Water Vole
burrows and searching for characteristic signs of Water Vole activity (e.g. feeding piles,
latrines and footprints)

3.4.9

Criteria for Assessment
The scientific value of habitats for nature conservation is assessed according to widely
accepted criteria of which the most important are naturalness, extent, rarity, and
diversity. These and others are described in an extensive literature (Ratcliffe 1977,
Usher 1986). In addition, the following criteria were used.


A list of Priority Habitat types have been identified in connection with UK
implementation of the EC ‘Habitats Directive1. Other important habitats and
species are identified in National Biodiversity Action Plans (UK BAP website:
www.ukbap.org.uk) and on the Hertfordshire Biodiversity Action Plan.



Special importance attaches to ancient semi-natural habitats that depend for
their survival on traditional types of land management, especially where these
have suffered large reductions ov+er the last fifty years due to agricultural
intensification and extensification. Habitats in these categories are discussed in
Rackham (1986).

Significant species were defined as follows:

1



species protected by European directives;



species protected by The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended);



non-native invasive species listed on Schedule 9 of The Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended);



red data book species (Wigginton 1999);



species targeted in UK and Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs);
and



other species listed as scarce or notable in literature issued by conservation
organisations or learned societies e.g. vascular plant species listed in Stewart et
al. (1994).

Council Directive 92/43 EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna.
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4

RESULTS

4.1

Background Data Search

4.1.1

Designated Sites
The table below lists all the statutory and non-statutory designated sites within 2 km of
the proposed Grendon Marina (details provided by the Northamptonshire Biodiversity
Records Centre). Summaries of potential impacts are also provided:

Site Name

Designation

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits

Site of Special
Scientific
Importance (SSSI),
Special Protection
Area (SPA),
Ramsar

On Site

Within 1
km
X

The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SSSI and SPA is a nationally important site for its
breeding bird assemblage of lowland open waters and their margins (including the
largest nesting colony of grey herons Ardea cinerea in Northamptonshire), wintering
water bird species, an assemblage of over 20,000 water birds in the non-breeding
season and a rare example of wet floodplain woodland. Potential impacts are discussed
in a separate Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) report – which reached a
conclusion of no significant impacts.
Earls Barton Carr

Site of Special
Scientific Interest
(SSSI) and Local
Wildlife Site (LWS)

X

This site comprises one of the largest and most important areas of carr and reedbed in
the county. It is botanically important as well as supporting a large number of birds (in
association with the SPA). The site is located to the east of the proposed development
site and separated from it by a road. No direct or indirect impacts on the carr, or the
species it supports, are predicted (also see separate HRA report).
Earls Barton Lock Lake

LWS

X

A large flooded gravel pit, now well-vegetated and one of a group of pits which together
form a large area of aquatic habitat along the Nene valley. This site is important for birds
and is considered as part of the SPA for the purpose of impact assessment (see impact
assessment in HRA report).
Earls Barton Pocket Park

LWS

X

Since 1999 the area has become a Pocket Park with increasing levels of biodiversity
from tree and shrub planting, cultivation of a wildflower meadow and the creation of a
pond/boggy area. This site is separated from the proposed marina by a road and
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Site Name

Designation

On Site

Within 1
km

industrial area. Construction of a marina will not directly or indirectly impact the Park.
Earls Barton Quarry

LWS

A long-disused limestone quarry which now consists of a sheer rock face and a slightly
terraced slope down to a damp base. The site is designated due to botanical
components and is nearly 2 km from the proposed marina site. As such, no direct or
indirect impacts are predicted.
Earls Barton Spinney Pond

LWS

X

A small area of mineral extraction south of Earls Barton Spinney, now a well-established
pond. There are no rarities present in the pond (and no Great Crested Newts were
found in previous surveys). However, the collection of species is typical of a wellbalanced pond – a habitat which is becoming scarce in the county. The pond is c.500m
from the proposed marina site and will not be directly or indirectly impacted in any way.
Ecton Gravel pits

LWS

X

A large gravel pit complex comprising 3 good quality lakes alongside the River Nene.
Tre site is important for aquatic plants, invertebrates and birds (although not part of the
SPA). The site is nearly 1 km from the proposed marina and both abut the northern
bank of the River Nene. Due to the distance between the sites, plus measures put in
place to protect the water quality of the River Nene during construction and operation of
the marina, no direct or indirect impacts are predicted.
Ecton Park Spinneys

Potential Wildlife
Site (PWS)

A small group of woodlands within the Ecton Park Estate. No detailed surveys have
been undertaken to date, but identified as a potentially important habitat/. The PWS is
located 2 km from the proposed marina and no direct or indirect impacts are predicted.
Grendon Lakes

LWS

X

Within Grendon Lakes complex are 12 lakes, 2 of which are devoted to water sports the
remaining 10 making up some of the finest fishing water in the area. For the purpose of
this impact assessment, impacts on the integrity of the LWS are discussed in relation to
the integrity of the SPA as a whole (see HRA report).
Grendon Lakes North

LWS

X

A series of lakes which are important for aquatic plants and birds. For the purpose of
this impact assessment, impacts on the integrity of the LWS are discussed in relation to
the integrity of the SPA as a whole (see HRA report).
Oxbow Lake

LWS

X

A medium-sized Oxbow Lake formed by the cutting of around 200 m of a loop of the
River Nene. Now important of birds and invertebrates. It is separated from the site by
the River Nene and, as such, no direct impacts are predicted. Potential impacts on birds
are discussed in detail in the HRA
Hardwater Mill Lake

PWS

A large lake, situated 2 km from the marina site, which is important for aquatic
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Designation

Site Name

On Site

Within 1
km

invertebrates and birds. For the purpose of this impact assessment, impacts on the
integrity of the PWS are discussed in relation to the integrity of the SPA as a whole (see
HRA report).

4.1.2

Biodiversity Action Plans
The site is covered by the Northamptonshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP). The
following LBAP habitats are present on site:

4.1.3



floodplain grazing marsh;



hedgerows; and



rivers.

Protected and Noteworthy Species
Records of protected and noteworthy species from a search area with a radius of 2 km
of the site’s centre were obtained form the Biological Records Centre. Further
information regarding the relevant legislation is included in full in the Background Data
Search included in Section 9. The most noteworthy/protected species are listed in Table
1.
Table 1. Protected/Noteworthy species records.
Species

Location

Toad

Doddington Road, Earls Barton

Grass Snake

Various locations around the site

Slow-worm

Ecton Sewerage Farm

Water Vole

River Nene

Otter

Earls Barton

Badger

Not recorded

Kingfisher

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Garganey

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Little Ringed Plover

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Brambling

Earls Barton Gravel Pits
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Mediterranean Gull

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Black-tailed Godwit

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Common Scoter

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Whimbrel

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Ruff

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Green Sandpiper

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Greenshank

Earls Barton Gravel Pits

Barn Owl

Cogenhoe Road, Near Grendon

Hobby

Earls Barton Mill and Gravel Pits

Cetti’s Warbler

Earls Barton Lock Lake

Peregrine

Earls Barton Lock Lake

As can be seen from Table 1, the majority of protected species records were located
within Earls Barton Gravel Pit. This is part of the Upper Nene Valley SPA and these
species are considered further in the separate ‘Statement to Inform an Appropriate
Assessment’. No records of protected or noteworthy species using the site were
returned in the background data search.

4.2

Phase 1 Habitat Survey

4.2.1

General
The site comprises a grass field to the north of the River Nene with a hedge along the
east side, and fences enclosing the western and northern boundaries. The following
Phase 1 habitat types were recorded from the site:


unimproved and semi-improved neutral grassland;



scattered broad-leaved trees;



a hedgerow;



ditches;



inundation vegetation;



tall ruderal;



a river; and



marginal and inundation vegetation.
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Additional habitats recorded from the immediate surroundings include broad-leaved
semi-natural and plantation woodland, and scrub.
4.2.2

Habitats

4.2.2.1 Grassland
The field vegetation is damp, neutral grassland managed as pasture. The grassland is
moderately diverse and unimproved in the sense that it is unlikely to have been
ploughed or given heavy inputs of inorganic fertilizer in the recent past. The dominant
grasses are Alopecurus pratensis (Meadow Foxtail), Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire-fog) and
Poa trivialis (Rough Meadow-grass), and the broad-leaved herbs Ranunculus acris
(Meadow Buttercup) and Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup) occur in abundance.
Other grasses and forbs that are occasional or frequent include Cardamine pratensis
(Cuckooflower), Deschampsia cespitosa (Tufted Hair-grass), Festuca rubra (Red
Fescue), Juncus species (Rushes), Senecio jacobaea (Common Ragwort) and
Taraxacum sect. Ruderalia (Common Dandelion).
Although ‘unimproved, this
grassland lacks the species-diversity and characteristic herbage associated with
traditionally managed flood-meadows (MG4) and is probably closer to MG6a Lolium
perenne-Cynosurus cristatus grassland, typical sub-community or MG7d Lolium
perenne leys and related grasslands, Alopecurus pratensis grassland. There are
shallow, seasonally-wet hollows and old channels filled with Ranunculus repens
(Creeping Buttercup) and grasses such as Alopecurus geniculatus (Marsh Foxtail) and
Glyceria species (Sweet-grasses). This is inundation vegetation in Phase 1 habitat
terms referable to the NVC types MG13 Agrostis stolonifera-Alopecurus
geniculatus grassland and OV28 Agrostis stolonifera-Ranunculus repens
community. The field is also crossed by a wet ditch at Target Note 4, and a ridge of
slightly raised ground (overlaying a concrete drain), the latter supporting drier grassland
with species such as Dactylis glomerata (Cock’s-foot). Adjacent to the river, the ground
is also higher and coincides with a public footpath; the grassland here is trampled and
has a shorter sward of Lolium perenne (Perennial Rye-grass) with Trifolium repens
(White Clover). Rabbit-disturbed ground along the northern boundary fence supports
abundant Urtica dioica (Common Nettle), i.e. OV24a Urtica dioica-Galium aparine
community, typical sub-community.
There are two mature Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) trees at the field edge at Target Note 5.
4.2.2.2 Hedgerow
The hedgerow forming the eastern site boundary adjacent to the Grendon road is
trimmed to around 2.5-3 m tall and wide, and has been laid in the past, though it is
becoming leggy at the base. It contains abundant Crataegus monogyna (Hawthorn)
with decreasing amounts of Sambucus nigra (Elder), Prunus spinosa (Blackthorn),
Ulmus species (an Elm), Ligustrum vulgare (Wild Privet), Salix viminalis (Osier), Salix
cinerea (Grey Willow) and Rosa canina (Dog-rose). There are two semi-mature
Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) trees and one mature Quercus robur (Pedunculate Oak) with a
diameter at breast height of approximately 90 cm. The field-layer beneath the hedge
was open at the time of survey, comprising bare ground and herbs including abundant
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Urtica dioica (Common Nettle) and occasional to frequent Arum maculatum (Lordsand-Ladies) and Ficaria verna (Lesser Celandine). There is a drain along the east
side of the hedge, described in Target Note 2. Although the hedge has a moderate
diversity of shrub species with a ditch and standard trees, it averaged only 4.5 species
in two 30 m sections and therefore falls short of the criteria for ‘important’ hedges under
The Hedgerow Regulations 1997.
4.2.2.3 Ditches
The field drain at Target Note 4 is approximately 1.5 m wide and 10 cm deep with low,
cattle-poached banks. It is strongly dominated by Glyceria cf. notata (Plicate Sweetgrass) with small amounts of Callitriche species (a Water-starwort).
The roadside drain at Target Note 2 is 2 m wide from bank to bank. At the time of
survey it was dry at both ends and wet in the central part with around 10 cm standing
water. In the wetter parts there are patches of Typha latifolia (Bulrush) and Iris
pseudacorus (Yellow Iris) with a scatter of other wetland plants such as Angelica
sylvestris (Wild Angelica), Carex otrubae (False Fox-sedge), Epilobium hirsutum (Great
Willowherb) and Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary-grass). However, the overall
impression is of an eutrophic ditch characterised by rough, weedy grassland along its
roadside bank. This grassland comprises a mixture of rank grass species such as
Arrhenatherum elatius (False Oat-grass), Elytrigia repens (Common Couch) and Holcus
lanatus (Yorkshire-fog), and tall forbs such as Anthriscus sylvestris (Cow Parsley),
Conium maculatum (Hemlock) and Urtica dioica (Common Nettle), i.e. MG1b
Arrhenatherum elatius grassland, Urtica dioica sub-community.
4.2.2.4 River Nene
The River Nene flows east along the southern site boundary splitting into two channels
leading up to White Mills Lock (Target Note 9). The main river and its northern spur are
approximately 10-15 m wide and apparently several metres deep in the centre. At the
river margin there is a muddy shelf just below water level and the bank rises 0.5-1 m
above this. The bank vegetation comprises coarse grassland resembling MG1b, but
with scattered wetland plants including Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb), Lycopus
europaeus (Gypsywort) and Scrophularia auriculata (Water Figwort). The emergent
aquatic Glyceria maxima (Reed Sweet-grass) is locally dominant as a fringe along the
lower ‘shelf’ giving rise to S5 Glyceria maxima community. The far bank (of an
‘island’ between the two channels) supports Carex riparia (Greater Pond-sedge) and
Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb) at the water-margin.
4.2.2.5 Adjacent Land
Land to the north comprises a commercial property with a screening plantation and
security fence along the boundary (Target Note 6). Grassland to the west is similar to
the field vegetation but with more Juncus species (Rushes). To the east of the
Grendon road is a drain shaded by scrub (Target Note 10), and land between the River
Nene and the lock channel supports an area of secondary Fraxinus excelsior (Ash)
woodland.
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4.2.3

Plant Species
No noteworthy or invasive plant species were recorded from the site.

4.3

Assessment for Protected Species

4.3.1

Badgers
The site is suitable for Badger foraging but no field signs were recorded. The
grassland, hedgerow and habitats east of the Grendon road were thoroughly searched
for Badger setts and none were found. The plantation running along the northern
boundary of the site, though not comprising the site, could not be accessed. However,
the southerly aspect of the bank it was on meant that the whole bank was visible. No
setts or signs of Badger activity were recorded during the survey.

4.3.2

Bats
Trees
There are five mature trees on site, four of which have no bat roost potential. One
Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) tree at Target Note 5 has an open, hollow base and smaller
hollows at 5 m with moderate bat roost potential (Category 1 using the Bat
Conservation Trust categories).
Foraging
The hedgerow and woodland edge along the northern boundary provide suitable
commuting habitat for bats, and link up with the river and woodland habitats to the
south and east. The River Nene is likely to attract insects providing additional foraging
opportunities for bats.

4.3.3

Great Crested Newt
There are no water bodies on site suitable for Great Crested Newt breeding. The
hedgerow and adjacent woodland could provide suitable cover for foraging and
hibernating Great Crested Newts, but the grassland is grazed low and is not conducive
to successful foraging (and does not provide and cover for terrestrial-phase newts).
The drains on site and to the east of the Grendon road (Target Note 10) are unsuitable
due to flow, seasonal dryness and/or connectivity with the River Nene. The only
standing water within 500 m comprises an oxbow lake and one pond to the west of the
site. The lake is separated from the site by the River Nene and the pond has been
surveyed in the past, with no Great Crested Newts found.
No records of Great Crested Newt were returned from the back ground data search or
through surveys undertaken at the nearby Earls Barton Spinney Quarry (which
surveyed the pond mentioned above).

4.3.4

Birds
All trees and scrub are suitable habitat for nesting birds. The grassland is permanent
pasture with little cover and, therefore, has low potential for ground-nesting birds. A
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wintering bird survey has been undertaken at the site and this is detailed in the
Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment document. The survey did not identify
any important wintering birds on site and, through a review of extensive background
literature, did not consider the site or immediate surroundings to be important for
breeding or wintering birds.

4.3.5

Reptiles
The grassland is grazed to a low height and forms a sharp contrast with the boundary
hedgerow, woodland and river bank. This means that the site has very little potential for
common reptiles. It is acknowledged that there are background data records of Grass
Snake in the area. However, there is no suitable habitat for them on site.

4.3.6

Otter
There are recent records of Otter from the River Nene, but no evidence of footprints,
feeding or resting was observed during the survey. In addition, there are no suitable
Otter holt locations on the site.

4.3.7

Water Vole
No evidence of Water Vole was found on the site or along the River Nene in the vicinity
of the site. The section or river bank along one edge of the site was not considered
suitable for burrowing as it had been heavily poached by livestock.
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5

EVALUATION

5.1

Designated Sites
There are no statutory or non-statutory designated sites in, or immediately adjacent to,
the site boundary. However, Earls Barton Carr LWS is located approximately 50 m
downstream of the site (separated from the site by a road). The site comprises one the
largest areas of carr woodland and reedbed in Northamptonshire and forms one part of
the composite ‘Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits’ SPA and SSSI. Affects on the SPA are
detailed in the ‘Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment’ (the report produced to
inform the Habitat Regulations Assessment). However, it should be noted that creation
of the marina will have no direct or indirect impacts on the integrity of the LWS. The
proposals will not result in the loss of any habitats within the LWS and will not affect
groundwater movements in the vicinity of the LWS. The next closest non-statutory site
is the ‘Oxbow Lake’ LWS. However, this is on the south side of the River Nene and will
not be directly affected by the proposals in any way.
Potential impacts on the designated sites have been summarised in Section 4.1.1. The
majority of the sites within 2 km of the proposed marina site are designated due to their
importance to the local, and international, bird populations. They either support the
SPA as ancillary sites or actually constitute a small part of the overall SPA. As such,
when discussing the integrity of the sites listed in Section 4.1.1, it is appropriate to
discuss the integrity of the SPA as a whole. This has been done in the ‘Statement to
Inform an Appropriate Assessment’. This report looked at all the potential impacts, and
their potential pathways, which could affect the integrity of the SPA. After reviewing a
number of potential impacts, and taking into consideration the nature of the proposals
and the surrounding land-use (either agricultural or large-scale mineral extraction), it
was concluded that construction and operation of the marina would not have an impact
on the habitats or species that comprise the SPA. As such, it can be reasonably
concluded that impacts will not be significant to affect any of the smaller sites which
constitute (or support) the SPA.
None of the non-statutory sites are directly connected to the proposed marina site and
none will be directly affected by the proposed works. In addition, measures have been
put in place to avoid any deterioration of water quality in the River Nene and to
minimise disturbance to the local bird assemblage; thereby reducing the potential for
indirect impacts. These points, in combination with the findings of the ‘Statement to
Inform an Appropriate Assessment’, indicate that none of the designated sites within 2
km of the proposed marina will be adversely affected in any way.

5.2

Habitats and Plant Species

5.2.1

Evaluation
The main part of the site comprises damp pasture beside the River Nene. The
grassland is essentially unimproved; in that it is unlikely to have been ploughed or given
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heavy inputs of inorganic fertilizer in the recent past. However, it lacks the speciesdiversity and characteristic herbage associated with traditionally managed floodmeadows (MG4) and is probably closer to the more widespread and common
vegetation types Mg6a and MG7d. It is diversified by shallow, seasonally-wet hollows
and old channels supporting inundation vegetation of the NVC types MG13 and 0V28.
Similar grassland fields exist to the west of the site and most likely occur in other similar
situations along the River Nene.
The grassland is an example of the Northamptonshire BAP Priority Habitat ‘Floodplain
Grazing Marsh’, but in poor condition. Therefore, it has only moderate local nature
conservation value. The river bank is un-fenced and therefore grazed and poached by
livestock with a narrow fringe of rough grassland, common wetland plants and Glyceria
maxima (Reed Sweet-grass) swamp. This vegetation is typical of nutrient-rich lowland
rivers and has limited botanical interest. The wider Nene habitat is covered by the local
BAP for ‘Rivers’.
The boundary hedgerow has a moderate diversity of shrub species with a ditch and
standard trees, although it averaged only 4.5 woody species in two 30 m sections and
has a species-poor ground flora. It falls short of the criteria for ‘important’ hedges under
The Hedgerow Regulations 1997 but is nonetheless a Priority Habitat in
Northamptonshire and the UK.
Three mature trees with diameters at breast height >50 cm exist on site; one Quercus
robur (Pedunculate Oak) in the hedge and two Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) along the
northern field edge.
No noteworthy or invasive species were recorded from the site.

5.2.2

Conclusions
The construction of a marina on the site would result in the loss of moderately diverse
grassland considered to be a poor example of the Northamptonshire BAP Priority
Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing Marsh’.
Similar grassland does exist nearby, but
construction would reduce the overall extent of this habitat in the Nene river corridor.
However, creation of a marina will also result in open water habitat and the creation of
c.1 ha area of reedbed (see Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment for more
details). These habitats complement those within the SPA and those proposed as part
of neighbouring quarries’ restoration plans. The hedgerow and mature trees will be
retained in the final development. Therefore, the overall affect of the development on
habitats is not seen as significant.

5.3

Assessment for Protected Species

5.3.1

Badger
No evidence of sett-building was found on the site and there was no evidence of use of
the site for commuting or foraging by Badgers.
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Though the site itself and the surrounding countryside are suitable for Badger, no field
signs or evidence of sett building were observed within 30m of the proposed
development site. Therefore, there will be no impacts on this species. However, a
survey will be undertaken immediately prior to construction, to identify if Badgers have
moved into the area in the intervening period.

5.3.2

Bats
The hedge, woodland and river along the site boundaries are suitable for foraging and
commuting bats. However, these features will not be directly affected by the proposals.
In addition, these features will not be illuminated by the marina (once constructed). As
such, no impact on commuting bats is predicted. The creation of areas of reedbed and
open water are likely to attract more invertebrates into the area and will enhance the
area for foraging bats.
A Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) tree at Target Note 5 has hollows associated with stem
decay, which have moderate bat roosting potential. However, this tree will not be
removed as part of the proposals, and the features will not be illuminated. As such,
even if the tree is used by roosting bats, no impacts are predicted.

5.3.3

Great Crested Newts
There are no water bodies on site suitable for Great Crested Newt breeding. The
hedgerow and adjacent woodland could provide suitable cover for foraging and
hibernating Great Crested Newts, but the grassland is grazed low. The drains on site
and to the east of the Grendon road (Target Note 10) are unsuitable due to flow,
seasonal dryness and/or connectivity with the River Nene.
The only water bodies within 500m of the site are an oxbow lake to the south and one
pond to the west. The lake is separated from the site by the Nene. This acts as a
barrier to newt movements. Therefore any newts using the lake will not be affected by
marina proposals on the other side of the Nene. The pond to the west was surveyed as
part of the Earls Barton Spinney Quarry and not found to support Great Crested Newts.
As such, no impacts on Great Crested Newts will arise due to construction or operation
of a marina at this location.

5.3.4

Birds
Impacts and mitigation for wintering and nesting birds is discussed in more detail in the
Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment. In short, surveys of the site and a
review of background information (Environmental Statements for the Earls Barton
Spinney and Western Extension quarries) have not noted any significant birds (or bird
assemblages) on the site or the surrounding area. This is not surprising given the size
of the site, surrounding land-uses and the habitats present. As such, no negative
impacts on wintering birds are expected due to construction or operation of the marina.
The main habitats on site which could be used for breeding (e.g. the hedgerow and
trees) will not be affected by the development in any way. However, it is acknowledged
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that ground-nesting birds are present in the wider area. As such, topsoil stripping will
ideally take place outside of the breeding bird season (March-September inclusive). If
this is not possible, a survey will be undertaken prior to any works beginning to
determine if ground-nesting birds are on site. If any active nests are found, works will
not begin until all the young from the nest have fledged.
The marina will result in the creation of an area of open water and an area (c. 1ha) of
reedbed. These are considered to enhance the site for the local bird population.

5.3.5

Reptiles
There is currently no suitable reptile habitat on site. As such, construction and
operation of a marina will not affect the local reptile population. However, grass should
be kept short prior to development to ensure continued unsuitability for Grass Snake
and other reptiles.

5.3.6

Otter
No evidence of Otter was observed from the adjacent river and lock channel. In
addition, there are no holt-building opportunities on site. However, evidence of Otter
activity was noted to the west of the site during surveys associated with the Earls
Barton Spinney Quarry. In addition, records for the River Nene were obtained from the
Background Data Search. Therefore, given the nature of the proposals and the potential
Zone of Influence in relation to Otters, further surveys will be undertaken to determine
how active otters are in the vicinity of the site.

5.3.7

Water Vole
No evidence of Water Vole was observed from the adjacent river and lock channel.
Therefore, this species will not be affected by the marina proposals.
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SPECIES LEGISLATION

7.1

General
This section briefly describes the legal protection afforded to the protected species
referred to in this report. It is for information only and is not intended to be
comprehensive or to replace specialised legal advice. It is not intended to replace the
text of the legislation, but summarises the salient points.

7.2

Non-Native Invasive Plants
Table 1 below details relevant legislation relating to the control of invasive species. All
works involving invasive species must be carried out in accordance with this legislation.
Table 1: Legislation Relevant to the Control of Invasive Species.

Legislation

Description

Wildlife and
Countryside Act
1981

States, “if any person plants or otherwise causes to grow in the wild
any plant which is included in Part II of Schedule 9, he shall be
guilty of an offence.” Fallopia japonica (Japanese Knotweed) is one
of the plants listed in the Schedule. Cotoneaster simonsii
(Himalayan Cotoneaster) was included in April 2010.

Environmental
Protection Act
1990

Contains a number of legal provisions concerning “controlled
waste”. Any soil contaminated with invasive species or plant
material discarded or that is intended to be discard is likely to be
classified as controlled waste.

Environmental
Protection (Duty
of Care)
Regulations
1991

Material containing invasive species is classed as ‘controlled waste’
and as such must be disposed of safely at a licensed landfill site
according to the Environmental Protection Act (Duty of Care)
Regulations 1991

Hazardous
Waste
Regulations
2005

Contain provisions about the handling and movement of hazardous
waste. Untreated invasive species are not classed as hazardous
waste, but material containing invasive species that have been
treated with certain herbicides, may be classified as hazardous
waste.

Waste
Management
Licensing
Regulations
1994

Requires that waste (such as invasive plants) is recovered or
disposed of “without endangering human health and without using
processes or methods which could harm the environment and in
particular without – risk to water, air, soil, plants or animals; or
causing nuisance though noise or odours; or adversely affecting the
countryside or places of special interest”

The Landfill
(England and
Wales)
Regulations
2002

Landfill operators must be licensed to receive invasive species
waste as well as have the capacity to deal with it.
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The control of
Pesticides
Regulations
2006

Requires any person who uses a pesticide to take all reasonable
precautions to protect the health of human beings, creatures and
plants, safeguard the environment and in particular avoid the
pollution of water.

7.3

Protected Animal Species

7.3.1

Badger
Badgers are protected in Britain under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 and
Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
The legislation affords protection to Badgers and Badger setts, and makes it a criminal
offence to:

7.3.2



wilfully kill, injure, take, possess or cruelly ill-treat a Badger, or to attempt to do
so;



interfere with a sett by damaging or destroying it;



to obstruct access to, or any entrance of, a Badger sett; or



to disturb a Badger when it is occupying a sett.

Bats and Otters
All species of British bat and the Otter are protected by The Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 (as amended), extended by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.
This legislation makes it an offence to:


intentionally kill, injure or take;



possess or control;



intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to a breeding site
or resting place; and



intentionally or recklessly disturb whilst the animal occupies a breeding site or
resting place.

Both receptors are also European Protected Species listed on The Conservation
(Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended). This legislation makes it an
offence to:


deliberately capture, injure or kill;



deliberately disturb, including in particular any disturbance which is likely (a) to
impair their ability - (i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture
their young; or (ii) hibernate or migrate, where relevant; or (b) to affect
significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which they
belong.



damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place; and



possess, control, transport, sell, exchange, or offer for sale or exchange.
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7.3.3

Nesting Birds

7.3.3.1 Birds General Protection
All species of bird are protected under Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended). The protection was extended by the CRoW Act.


The legislation makes it an offence to intentionally:



kill, injure or take any wild bird;



take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or
being built; or



take or destroy an egg of any wild bird.

7.3.3.2 Birds (Specially Protected Species)
Certain species of bird are listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended) and receive protection under Sections 1(4) and 1(5) of the Act. The
protection was extended by the CRoW Act. The legislation confers special penalties
where the above mentioned offences are committed for any such bird and also make it
an offence to intentionally or recklessly:

7.3.4



disturb any such bird, whilst building its nest or it is in or near a nest containing
dependant young; or



disturb the dependant young of such a bird.

Common Reptiles
Lacerta vivipara (Common Lizard), Natrix natrix (Grass Snake), Anguis fragilis (Slowworm), and Vipera berus (Adder) are listed under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), in respect of Section 9(5) and part of Section 9(1).
This protection was extended by the CRoW Act.
Under the above legislation it is an offence to:

7.3.5



intentionally or deliberately kill or injure any individual of such a species; or



sell or attempt to sell any part of the species alive or dead.

Great Crested Newts
Triturus cristatus (Great Crested Newt) is listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), and receives full protection under Section 9. This
species is also listed as a European Protected Species on Schedule 2 of the
Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc.) Regulations 1994 which gives it full protection
under Regulation 39. Protection was extended by the Countryside and Rights of Way
Act 2000 (the CRoW Act).
Under the above legislation it is an offence to:


kill, injure or take an individual of such a species;



possess any part of such species either alive or dead;
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intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to any place or
structure used by such species for shelter, rest, protection or breeding;



intentionally or recklessly disturb such a species whilst using any place of
shelter or protection; or



sell or attempt to sell any such species.

The Great Crested Newt is included as a Priority Species in the UK Biodiversity Action
Plan (UKBAP) and also as a species of principal importance for the conservation of
biological diversity in England under Section 74 of the CRoW Act.
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TARGET NOTES
Target Note 1. A hedgerow along the eastern site boundary adjacent to the Grendon
road. The hedge is trimmed to around 2.5-3 m tall and wide, and has been laid in the
past, though it is becoming leggy at the base. It contains abundant Crataegus
monogyna (Hawthorn) with decreasing amounts of Sambucus nigra (Elder), Prunus
spinosa (Blackthorn), Ulmus species (an Elm), Ligustrum vulgare (Wild Privet), Salix
viminalis (Osier), Salix cinerea (Grey Willow) and Rosa canina (Dog-rose). There are
two semi-mature Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) trees and one mature Quercus robur
(Pedunculate Oak) with a diameter at breast height of approximately 90 cm (all with no
bat roost potential). The field-layer beneath the hedge was open at the time of survey,
comprising bare ground and herbs including abundant Urtica dioica (Common Nettle),
and occasional to frequent Arum maculatum (Lords-and-Ladies) and Ficaria verna
(Lesser Celandine). There is a drain along the east side of the hedge, described in
Target Note 2.

Target Note 2. A roadside drain approximately 2 m wide from bank to bank. At the
time of survey it was dry at both ends and wet in the central part with around 10 cm
standing water. In the wetter parts there are patches of Typha latifolia (Bulrush) and Iris
pseudacorus (Yellow Iris) with a scatter of other wetland plants such as Angelica
sylvestris (Wild Angelica), Carex otrubae (False Fox-sedge), Epilobium hirsutum (Great
Willowherb) and Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary-grass). However, the overall
impression is of an eutrophic ditch characterised by rough, weedy grassland along its
roadside bank. This grassland comprises a mixture of rank grass species such as
Arrhenatherum elatius (False Oat-grass), Elytrigia repens (Common Couch) and Holcus
lanatus (Yorkshire-fog), and tall forbs such as Anthriscus sylvestris (Cow Parsley),
Conium maculatum (Hemlock) and Urtica dioica (Common Nettle).

Target Note 3. Damp, neutral grassland adjacent to the River Nene managed as
pasture. The grassland is moderately diverse and unimproved in the sense that it is
unlikely to have been ploughed or given heavy inputs of inorganic fertilizer in the recent
past. However, it lacks the species-diversity and many of the key species associated
with traditionally managed flood-meadows (MG4).
The dominant grasses are
Alopecurus pratensis (Meadow Foxtail), Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire-fog) and Poa trivialis
(Rough Meadow-grass), and the broad-leaved herbs Ranunculus acris (Meadow
Buttercup) and Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup) occur in abundance. Other
grasses and forbs that are occasional or frequent include Cardamine pratensis
(Cuckooflower), Deschampsia cespitosa (Tufted Hair-grass), Festuca rubra (Red
Fescue), Juncus species (Rushes), Senecio jacobaea (Common Ragwort) and
Taraxacum sect. Ruderalia (Common Dandelion). There are shallow, seasonally-wet
hollows and old channels filled with Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup) and
grasses such as Alopecurus geniculatus (Marsh Foxtail) and Glyceria species (Sweetgrasses). The field is also crossed by a wet ditch at Target Note 4, and a ridge of
slightly raised ground (overlaying a concrete drain), the latter supporting drier grassland
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with species such as Dactylis glomerata (Cock’s-foot). Adjacent to the river, the ground
is also raised and coincides with a public footpath; the grassland here is trampled and
has a shorter sward of Lolium perenne (Perennial Rye-grass) with Trifolium repens
(White Clover).

Target Note 4. A field drain approximately 1.5 m wide and 10 cm deep. The channel
has low, cattle-poached banks and is strongly dominated by Glyceria cf. notata (Plicate
Sweet-grass) with small amounts of Callitriche species (a Water-starwort).

Target Note 5. Two mature Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) tree at the field edge. The larger
of the trees has a dbh of approximately 90 cm and no bat potential. The smaller tree
(dbh 75 cm) has an open, hollow base and smaller hollows at 5 m; it has moderate bat
roost potential.

Target Note 6. Plantation woodland screening an adjacent commercial property. It is
dominated by semi-mature Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) and Populus species (Grey or
White Poplar) trees up to 25 m high.

Target Note 7. Rabbit holes and scrapes along the bottom of the boundary security
fence, and in the bank described in Target Note 6.

Target Note 8. A mature Quercus robur (Pedunculate Oak) tree along the boundary
fence in the corner of the survey site. It has a dbh of approximately 80 cm and no bat
roost potential. Mature plantation woodland to the north-west is dominated by Populus
×canadensis (Hybrid Black-poplar).

Target Note 9. The River Nene flows east along the southern site boundary splitting
into two channels leading up to White Mills Lock. The main river and its northern spur
are approximately 10-15 m wide and apparently several metres deep in the centre. At
the river margin there is a muddy shelf just below water level and the bank rises 0.5-1
m above this. The bank vegetation comprises coarse grassland resembling MG1b, but
with scattered wetland plants including Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb), Lycopus
europaeus (Gypsywort) and Scrophularia auriculata (Water Figwort). The emergent
aquatic Glyceria maxima (Reed Sweet-grass) is locally dominant as a fringe along the
lower ‘shelf’. The far bank (of an ‘island’ between the two channels) supports Carex
riparia (Greater Pond-sedge) and Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb) at the watermargin, and an area of secondary Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) woodland.

Target Note 10. A 5-6 m wide drain along the east side of the Grendon road. It
receives water from the ditch at Target Note 2 via a culvert under the road. The drain is
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heavily shaded by scrub (except where recent vegetation clearance has been
undertaken), contains litter and fly-tipping and the water quality appears poor.

Target Note 11. Water discharging from the White Mills Lock rejoins the main River
Nene east of the Grendon Road. Land either side of the channel is ungrazed so that
the banks support tall, weedy vegetation. A stand of emergent Phragmites australis
(Common Reed) occurs at the water-margin close to the road bridge.
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PLANT SPECIES LIST
Table 9.1. Species list for Grendon Marina.

Species
Woody species
Crataegus monogyna (Hawthorn)
Fraxinus excelsior (Ash)
Hedera helix (Ivy)
Ligustrum vulgare (Wild Privet)
Malus species (an Apple)
Prunus spinosa (Blackthorn)
Quercus robur (Pedunculate Oak)
Rosa canina (Dog-rose)
Rubus fruticosus agg. (Bramble)
Salix cinerea (Grey Willow)
Salix viminalis (Osier)
Sambucus nigra (Elder)
Ulmus species (an Elm)

R
R
-

A
R
O
O
R
O
R
R
F
R
O
F
LF

Field Layer
Achillea millefolium (Yarrow)
Agrostis stolonifera (Creeping Bent)
Alliaria petiolata (Garlic Mustard)
Alopecurus geniculatus (Marsh Foxtail)
Alopecurus pratensis (Meadow Foxtail)
Angelica sylvestris (Wild Angelica)
Anthriscus sylvestris (Cow Parsley)
Arctium minus (Lesser Burdock)
Arrhenatherum elatius (False Oat-grass)
Arum maculatum (Lords-and-Ladies)
Barbarea vulgaris (Winter-cress)
Bellis perennis (Daisy)
Callitriche species (a Water-starwort)
Cardamine hirsuta (Hairy Bitter-cress)
Cardamine pratensis (Cuckooflower)
Carex otrubae (False Fox-sedge)
Cerastium fontanum (Common Mouse-ear)
Cirsium arvense (Creeping Thistle)
Cirsium vulgare (Spear Thistle)
Conium maculatum (Hemlock)
Cynoglossum officinale (Hound’s-tongue)
Dactylis glomerata (Cock’s-foot)
Deschampsia cespitosa (Tufted Hair-grass)
Dipsacus fullonum (Teasel)
Elytrigia repens (Common Couch)

F
LF
LF
A
R
R
R
F
R
O
F
R
R
F
F
R
LF

O
O
O
F
O
F
F
R
O
O
R
F
O
O
F
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DAFOR
Main field and riverside
Hedge and ditch

Species
Epilobium hirsutum (Great Willowherb)
Erophila verna (Common Whitlowgrass)
Festuca rubra (Red Fescue)
Ficaria verna (Lesser Celandine)
Galium aparine (Cleavers)
Glyceria cf. declinata (Small Sweet-grass)
Glyceria maxima (Reed Sweet-grass)
Glyceria cf. notata (Plicate Sweet-grass)
Heracleum sphondylium (Hogweed)
Holcus lanatus (Yorkshire-fog)
Iris pseudacorus (Yellow Iris)
Juncus articulatus (Jointed Rush)
Juncus effusus (Soft-rush)
Juncus inflexus (Hard Rush)
Lamium album (White Dead-nettle)
Lamium purpureum (Red Dead-nettle)
Lolium perenne (Perennial Rye-grass)
Lycopus europaeus (Gypsywort)
Myosotis scorpioides (Water Forget-me-not)
Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary-grass)
Poa annua (Annual Meadow-grass)
Poa pratensis (Smooth Meadow-grass)
Poa trivialis (Rough Meadow-grass)
Ranunculus acris (Meadow Buttercup)
Ranunculus repens (Creeping Buttercup)
Reseda luteola (Weld)
Rumex obtusifolius (Broad-leaved Dock)
Rumex sanguineus (Wood Dock)
Scrophularia auriculata (Water Figwort)
Senecio jacobaea (Common Ragwort)
Sonchus oleraceus (Smooth Sow-thistle)
Stellaria media (Common Chickweed)
Taraxacum sect. Ruderalia (Common
Dandelion)
Trifolium repens (White Clover)
Urtica dioica (Common Nettle)
Verbascum thapsus (Great Mullein)
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DAFOR
Main field and riverside
Hedge and ditch
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FIGURES
Figure 1 – Site Location Plan
Figure 2 – Phase 1 Habitat Survey Map
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1.0 Introduction
The ERAs Consultancy was commissioned to survey land beside the River Nene
on the road from Earls Barton to Grendon. It is proposed that the land will be
excavated and a marina created.
2.0 Site Description
2.1 The survey site consists of a relatively flat, grass field, bordering the River Nene
with two fenced boundaries and one hedgerow. The soil is shallow over river
gravel. Much of the field is below the level of the White Mills Lock which is on
the south-eastern corner of the site. A diagonal embankment across the field
covers a redundant culvert. A low-level power line also crosses the site. The
site is located at Ordnance Survey grid reference: SP 856621.
3.0 Survey Methods and Constraints
3.1 The survey took place on the afternoon of 7 June 2010. The weather was warm
but overcast with occasional drizzle.
3.2 The field survey involved walking over the study area to search for plants and
animals and to assess the habitat types. The habitat survey followed the
methodology set out in JNCC guidelines (1990 (v.2007)).
3.3 The survey for the presence of animals with statutory protection followed best
practice guidelines and involved looking for signs such as suitability of habitat,
paths made, droppings and physical presence.
4.0 Statutory and Voluntary Wildlife Designations
There are no statutory wildlife designations within or immediately adjacent to the
study site under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) (as amended) or
under International legislation, such as The Habitats Directive, embodied in the
Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994. Earls Barton Carr,
which is <150m downstream of the survey site, on the same side of the river, is a
County Wildlife Site (CWS) and part of the larger ‘Upper Nene Valley Gravel
Pits’ Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The SSSI is in several sections
extending for 35 km, upstream and downstream of the survey site. See Appendix
4. The next closest wildlife site is the proposed CWS diagonally across the river
called ‘Oxbow Lake’. A location plan for the statutory and non-statutory sites
can be found in Appendix 5.
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The UK’s Biodiversity Action Plans list species and habitats of concern, which do
not necessarily have Statutory Protection, but are regarded as requiring positive
management to enhance populations or protect habitats. See Appendix 3 for the
Northamptonshire BAP List.
Statutory and non-statutory sites in the river valley within 2 km of survey site
Site name
Site status
Grid ref to centre of site
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Site of Special Scientific Sections of site spread over
Pits (UNVPG)- Appendix 4 Interest (SSSI)
35km of river corridor
Earls Barton
Pocket Park
SP 854625
Earls Barton Carr
Local Wildlife Site (LWS) SP 863624
/UNVGP SSSI
Earls Barton Lock Lake
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 868626
SSSI
Ecton Gravel Pits
Local Wildlife Site
SP 839617
Grendon Lakes
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 865619
SSSI
Hardwater Mill Lake
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 866632
SSSI
Oxbow Lake
Potential Wildlife Site
SP 855618
5.0 Flora – Habitat Summary
The walk-over survey identified the broad characterisation of the habitats found
within the study area. The following notes summarise the main habitat types.
Plant identification follows Clapham, Tutin and Moore, 1987.
Plant lists are given in Appendix 1. No WCA (1981) Schedule 8 plant species are
known to occur on this site. None of the plants listed in Appendix 3, as being
key species in the Norfolk Biodiversity Action plan, occur on the site.
5.1 Hedgerow and Trees
Hedgerow:
The hedgerow boundary of the field against the road to Grendon is tall and unmanaged. Nine species of tree or shrub were recorded in the hedge but only 6
were found in any one 30m section. However, the hedge is associated with a
ditch, hedgerow trees and has less than 10% of gaps. The hedge meets the
criteria as an ‘important’ hedgerow under the terms of The Hedgerow Regulations
1997. If it is intended that the hedge should be removed completely or in part
then application will need to be made to the Planning Authority for permission to
do so.
Trees:
Within the hedgerow are two mature ash trees and a mature oak tree. Just inside
the northern boundary of the field are a row of 3 mature lime trees.
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5.2 Grassland
The field is a moderately diverse neutral grassland which is grazed. It is typical
of the unimproved pastures in the river valley. Plant species such as hairy sedge,
ragged robin and ladies’ smock, which occur in small quantities, reflect the damp
nature of the situation. The soil is shallow over river gravels and the ground water
levels are likely to be high in winter.
5.3 Wetland
The survey site is crossed by a shallow drainage ditch which is linked to the ditch
between the boundary hedgerow and the road. The ditch across the field is damp
but does not have standing water. Plant species such as marsh foxtail, Alopecurus
geniculatus and floating sweet-grass, Glyceria fluitans agg. are locally abundant
in the field ditch. The roadside ditch carries a flow of water after rain as the road
is on a south-facing slope because the river comes close to the edge of the valley
here. Water from the roadside ditch is culverted under the road to a 4m wide ditch
parallel to the east side of the road and deeply shaded. The water from here
empties into the river (see photo 4). The southern boundary of the site borders the
River Nene and the channel leading to White Mills Lock.
5.4 Land adjacent to the survey site.
To the north of the site is a small haulage/manufacturing business screened by
mature plantings of shrubs and trees. There is also a mature plantation of poplars.
To the west is a similar pasture separated from the site by fencing. To the south is
the River Nene and the lock channel. To the east the site is bordered by the road
from Earls Barton with a sports field and mature gravel pits beyond.
6.0 Fauna
6.1 Mammals
Surveys were targeted at those mammal species having statutory protection under
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)
Regulations 1994; Badger Protection Act 1992; those listed in the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan; and in national and local Red Data lists. See Appendix 2
for the Norfolk list. The aim was to use survey techniques to identify the presence
or likely occurrence of protected species.
6.1.1 Bats
All species of bat and their roosts are protected under Section 9 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (Schedule 5). Roost sites are protected at all times
irrespective of whether bats are present. There are flight records for noctule and
roost records for daubenton, pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats for this 10 km
square.
The survey site has no buildings on it. Of the 5 mature trees present on the
margins only one of the two ash trees on the northern boundary has dead wood
that could have bat roost potential.
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It is likely that bats in the area will feed around the site and use the river as a
feeding corridor (daubentons bats) and field boundaries as highways (other
species).
Species
Ash tree – northern boundary

Description
Mature c. 17m high.
93cm
diameter. Good condition
Ash tree - northern boundary
Mature c. 17m high.
90cm
diameter. Trunk hollow at base
Ash tree – northern part of Mature c. 15m high.
52cm
hedge
diameter.
Oak tree – in hedge
Mature c. 15m high.
82 cm
diameter. Minor dead wood
Ash tree – in southern part of Mature c. 15m high.
34 cm
hedge
diameter. Some ivy on trunk

Bat roost potential
No
bat
roost
potential
Medium bat roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential

6.1.2 Badger
The badger is protected by the Protection of Badger Act 1992 although it is the
sett rather than the animal itself that carries the protection. The boundaries of the
site were checked for evidence of badger activity. Evidence of feeding in the
grassland was checked for but none was found.
6.1.3 Water-vole
The bank of the River Nene and the channel leading to the lock were both checked
for evidence of water-vole. No runs, holes, feeding lawns or droppings were
found. Mink predate water-vole on rivers and streams and they have been
eliminated from many watercourses. Otter is now being seen on all parts of the
Nene, and with increasing numbers should replace the mink. However the return
of the water-vole will depend on animals being available to re-colonise.
6.1.4 Otter
No evidence of otter feeding or playing on the river bank was found; there are
recent records of otter along the Nene. Males, particularly, will range long
distances. Animals will have to leave the channel and cross the road here, because
of the obstruction caused by the weir and lock, but no paths were noted.
6.2 Amphibians
Natural England advises that all water bodies within 500m of a development site
be checked for great crested newts. Great crested newts are protected under
European legislation because of their scarcity there. However, despite the
population declining here they are still widespread in England.
There are no ponds on the site and the river is unsuitable for newts. A wet ditch
on the east side of the road, which collects water from both roadside ditches and
from the field drain, was checked. It had no potential for newts. The data from
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the Biological Records Centre for sites in the river valley had no great crested
newt records.
6.3 Reptiles
The commoner reptiles such as common lizard, slow-worm, grass-snake and
adder are protected by law from being killed or injured. The site does not have
potential habitat for reptiles as the grass is grazed short and there is no
scrub/grassland interface. The data from the records centre records grass snake
in the area but while the grass is kept short there is no potential for them on this
site.
6.4 Birds
The hedgerow beside the road is likely to be used by birds for roosting, feeding
and nesting. The hedgerow is quite tall, broad and dense with two ash and an oak
tree. Chaffinch, robin and wood pigeon were noted.
6.5 Non-protected species present
The field contained mole hills and runs of field vole.
7.0 Discussion
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The grassland in the field is moderately diverse and is similar to other
pastures along the River Nene. The loss of this area of grassland will not
have a significant impact on the total habitat in the river corridor.
The roadside hedge meets the criteria as an ‘important’ hedgerow under
the terms of The Hedgerow Regulations 1997. Permission from the Local
Authority will be needed if all or part of the hedge was to be removed. It
is also a BAP habitat identified as having importance in the county.
The 5 mature trees, 3 in the hedgerow and the two at the northern end of
the site contribute to the wildlife in the area and should be retained if
possible.
The creation of a marina on the site will result in an open water habitat
additional to those of the former gravel pits notified as SSSI upstream and
downstream of the site.
Grass snake records occur in the vicinity. The short grazed grass offers no
cover for them but needs to be kept short.

8.0 Recommendations
•
•

•

Retain the road-side hedge if possible.
If the largest ash is removed on health and safety grounds it is recommended
that parts of the trunk and some of the minor branches, cut into lengths be
retained in a corner of the site as a wood pile to give cover for nesting wrens,
stoats and weasels.
Use low level lighting in the vicinity of the river and the hedgerow so that the
flight pattern of bats along the river and the hedge will not be disrupted.
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•
•

Keep the grass short prior to digging out the marina otherwise grass snake are
likely to become established. It is illegal to kill reptiles.
Plant native tree and shrub species as part of the landscaping when the marina
is developed.
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APPENDIX 1 - Plant species
A= abundant, D = dominant, F = frequent, L = local/locally, O = occasional, R = rare
Grassland
Scientific name
Alopecurus geniculatus
Alopecurus pratensis
Bromus sp.
Carex hirta
Carex otrubae
Creeping bent-grass
Cynosurus cristatus
Dactylis glomerata
Deschampsia cespitosa
Festuca rubra
Glyceria fluitans
Holcus lanatus
Juncus effusus
Juncus inflexus
Lolium perenne
Poa pratensis
Poa trivialis

Common name
Marsh foxtail
Meadow foxtail
Brome
Hairy sedge
False fox sedge
Agrostis stolonifera
Crested dogstail
Cock’s-foot
Tufted hair-grass
Red fescue
Floating sweetgrrass
Yorkshire fog
Soft rush
Hard rush
Ryegrass
Smooth meadow-grass
Rough meadow-grass

Frequency
L

Anthriscus sylvestris
Cardamine pretense
Carduus acanthoides
Cerastium fontanum
Cirsium arvense
Lychnis flos cuculi
Ranunculus acris
Ranunculus repens
Rumex crispus
Rumex obtusifolius
Traxacum officinale
Trifolium dubium
Trifolium pretense
Trifolium repens

Cow parsley
Cuckoo flower
Welted thistle
Mouse-ear chickweed
Creeping thistle
Ragged robin
Meadow buttercup
Creeping buttercup
Curled dock
Broad-leaved dock
Dandelion
Yellow trefoil
Red clover
White clover

L
O
L
F
L
O
A
L
O
O
O
L
O
A

L
LA
O
O-A
O-F
O
O-LF
O-A
L
A
L
LF
O-LA
LF
A

Left Bank of River Nene and Channel to White Mills Lock, marginals and aquatics
Scientific name
Common name
Frequency
Algae
A
Carex otrubae
False fox sedge
O
Epilobium hirsutum
Greater willow-herb
LA
Glyceria maxima (bank & channel)
Reed sweet-grass
D
Juncus effusus
Soft rush
O
Lemna minor
Duckweed
LF
Lycopus europaeus
Gipsy-wort
O
Numphar lutea
Yellow water-lily
A
Scrophularia auriculata
Water figwort
O
Stachys palustris
Marsh woundwort
O
Urtica dioica
Stinging nettle
L
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Right bank – Channel to White Mills Lock
Carex riparia
Greater pond-sedge
Epilobium hirsutum
Greater willow-herb
Hedgerow
Scientific name
Crataegus monogyna
Fraxinus excelsior
Humulus lupulus
Ligustrum vulgare
Malus sylvestris
Rhamnus catharticus
Rosa canina
Salix viminalis
Sambucus nigra
Ulmus sp.

Common name
Hawthorn
Ash coppice
Hop
Wild privet
Crab apple
Purging buckthorn
Dog rose
Osier
Elder
Elm suckers

Fraxinus excelsior
Quercus robur

Ash trees
Pedunculate oak

Ditch by road
Scientific name
Angelica sylvestris
Epilobium hirsutum
Filipendula vulgaris
Iris pseudacorus
Phalaris arundinacea

Common name
Wild angelica
Greater willow-herb
Meadow-sweet
Yellow flag iris
Reed canary-grass

D
LA

Frequency
D
O
LF
R
O
O
O
O
O
LA
x2
x1

Frequency
O
LF-A
LA
x 1 patch
LA
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APPENDIX 2

Protected and notable species records within the search area
which is outlined in red on the Location Plan (Appendix 5)
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APPENDIX 3
The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan lists the following habitats and species as
being important in the county.
Habitat

Projects within habitats

Woodland

Lowland mixed deciduous woodland
Lowland wood pasture and parkland
Wet woodland
Lowland dry acid grassland
Lowland calcareous grassland
Lowland heathland
Lowland neutral grassland
Quarries and gullets
Ancient/species rich hedgerows

Dry grassland and Heath

Farmland
Rivers and wetland

Towns and villages

Flood plain grazing marsh
Lowland fen
Ponds
Reedbed
Open mosaic habitats on previously
developed land
Traditional orchards

Group

Name

Lichens

Physia clementii

Invertebrates

Amphibians

Black hairstreak
Concolorous moth
Lime bark beetle
Barn owl
Grey partridge
Nightingale
Brown hare
Common dormouse
Harvest mouse
Otter
Pipistrelle bat
Watervole
Palmate newt

Crustaceans

White-clawed crayfish

Higher plants

Black poplar
Plot’s elm

Birds

Mammals
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APPENDIX 4

Statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites in the Nene Valley
within 2 kilometres of the survey site
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APPENDIX 5

LOCATION PLAN
Boundary of search area shown in red
Survey site marked with ‘S’
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Photo 1: Site looking into north-west corner from beside lock. Note line
of culvert and low-level power line.

Photo 2: Diverse hedge and 3 trees on eastern boundary
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Photo 3: Looking east along the bank of the River Nene where it divides.
Lock channel to left, weir to right.

Photo 4: Water from both roadside and field ditches collects in this ditch to the
east of the road before emptying into the river
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NATURA 2000
STANDARD DATA FORM
FOR SPECIAL PROTECTION AREAS (SPA)
FOR SITES ELIGIBLE FOR IDENTIFICATION AS SITES OF COMMUNITY IMPORTANCE (SCI)
AND
FOR SPECIAL AREAS OF CONSERVATION (SAC)

1. Site identification:
1.1 Type

1.2 Site code

A

1.3 Compilation date

UK9020296

1.4 Update

201104

1.5 Relationship with other Natura 2000 sites

1.6 Respondent(s)
1.7 Site name

International Designations, JNCC, Peterborough

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits

1.8 Site indication and designation classification dates
date site proposed as eligible as SCI
date confirmed as SCI
date site classified as SPA
date site designated as SAC

201104

2. Site location:
2.1 Site centre location
longitude
00 34 56 W

latitude
52 20 04 N

2.2 Site area (ha)

2.3 Site length (km)

1357.67

2.5 Administrative region
NUTS
code
UKF23

Region name

%
cover

Northamptonshire

100.0%

2.6 Biogeographic region
X
Alpine

Atlantic

Boreal

Continental

Macaronesia

Mediterranean

3. Ecological information:
3.1 Annex I habitats
Habitat types present on the site and the site assessment for them:
Annex I habitat

% cover

Representati
vity

Relative
surface

Conservation
status

Global
assessment

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form

Produced by JNCC, 10/08/11

Page 1 of 3

UK SPA data form

3.2 Annex I birds and regularly occurring migratory birds not listed on Annex I
Population
Resident
Code

Species name

A056
A050
A053
A051
A059
A061
A021
A125
A017

Anas clypeata
Anas penelope
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas strepera
Aythya ferina
Aythya fuligula
Botaurus stellaris
Fulica atra
Phalacrocorax carbo
Pluvialis apricaria [Northwestern Europe breeding]
Podiceps cristatus
Vanellus vanellus

A140
A005
A142

Site assessment

Migratory
Breed

Winter

Stage

Population

Conservation

Isolation

178 I
5001 I
2312 I
773 I
625 I
1187 I
2I
2323 I
285 I

C
C
C
B
C
C
B
C
C

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

5790 I

B

C

288 I
3349 I

C
C

C
C

4. Site description:
4.1 General site character
Habitat classes

% cover

Marine areas. Sea inlets
Tidal rivers. Estuaries. Mud flats. Sand flats. Lagoons (including saltwork basins)
Salt marshes. Salt pastures. Salt steppes
Coastal sand dunes. Sand beaches. Machair
Shingle. Sea cliffs. Islets
Inland water bodies (standing water, running water)
Bogs. Marshes. Water fringed vegetation. Fens
Heath. Scrub. Maquis and garrigue. Phygrana
Dry grassland. Steppes
Humid grassland. Mesophile grassland
Alpine and sub-alpine grassland
Improved grassland
Other arable land
Broad-leaved deciduous woodland
Coniferous woodland
Evergreen woodland
Mixed woodland
Non-forest areas cultivated with woody plants (including orchards, groves, vineyards, dehesas)
Inland rocks. Screes. Sands. Permanent snow and ice
Other land (including towns, villages, roads, waste places, mines, industrial sites)
Total habitat cover

49.0
19.0

27.0
5.0

100%

4.1 Other site characteristics
Soil & geology:
Alluvium, Basic, Neutral

Geomorphology & landscape:
Floodplain

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form
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4.2 Quality and importance
ARTICLE 4.1 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC)
Over winter the area regularly supports:
Botaurus stellaris
(Europe - breeding)

2% of the GB population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

Pluvialis apricaria [North-western Europe breeding]

2.3% of the GB population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

ARTICLE 4.2 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC)
Over winter the area regularly supports:
Anas strepera
(North-western Europe)

2% of the population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

ARTICLE 4.2 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC): AN INTERNATIONALLY IMPORTANT ASSEMBLAGE
OF BIRDS
In the non-breeding season the area regularly supports:
23821 waterfowl 5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04
Including:
Anas clypeata , Anas penelope , Anas platyrhynchos , Anas strepera , Aythya ferina , Aythya fuligula ,
Botaurus stellaris , Fulica atra , Phalacrocorax carbo , Pluvialis apricaria [North-western Europe breeding], Podiceps cristatus , Vanellus vanellus .

4.3 Vulnerability
The threat from potential development pressures in the urban fringe area is largely addressed by the relevant
provisions of the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010.
Issues such as arresting (or locally reversing) vegetation succession will be addressed via management plans.
The main threat to the site it that of human recreational pressure. The intensity and location of recreational
activities taking place just prior to SSSI notification on 24 November 2005 was considered compatible with
maintaining favorable population levels. This is managed through voluntary agreements assisted by powers
within Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as amended and The Conservation of Habitats & Species
Regulations 2010.
The development of future recreational opportunities is to be addressed through valley-wide tourism and
recreational strategies to provide a coordinated approach; including the development of access management
plans for key sites and that appropriate planning policies are incorporated within strategic planning documents
to ensure developments take account of direct and indirect recreational disturbance. Natural England intend to
support and work in partnership with the following initiatives: The Wildlife Trust's Nene Valley Vision,
RSPB Futurescapes and River Nene Regional Park projects.

5. Site protection status and relation with CORINE biotopes:
5.1 Designation types at national and regional level
Code
UK04 (SSSI/ASSI)

% cover
100.00

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form

Produced by JNCC, 10/08/11
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

Objectives of this Report
This report has been produced to accompany proposals for the creation of a riverbased narrow boat marina at Grendon, Northants. The proposed site for the marina is
not part of any designated site (either statutory or non-statutory). However, the site is
located 48 m from the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area (SPA).
To this end, as part of the planning consent process, a Habitat Regulations Assessment
(HRA) needs to be undertaken. The purpose of this is to determine if the development
proposals will significantly affect the integrity of the SPA.

The first stage of the HRA involved a ‘screening’ exercise. This was undertaken in
October 2012. The results of the screening were then discussed in a meeting with
Northamptonshire County Council (the competent authority) on 1st March 2013. The
competent authority concluded that the potential for the SPA to be affected by the
proposals could not be discounted based on the information provided. Therefore, more
information regarding the nature of the proposals, and the potential impacts on the
SPA, was required. The ‘scope’ of this additional information was confirmed during the
March meeting. As such, this document represents a ‘Statement to Inform an
Appropriate Assessment’ – the final stage of the HRA.

This statement has been produced following European Commission guidance:


Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites.
Methodological guidance on the provisions of Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC.

In addition to the above guidance, the following sources of information have been used
to produce this statement:


Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Development Framework (MWDF)
“Appropriate Assessment”;



Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Development Framework (MWDF)
“Locations for Minerals Development – Development Plan Document”;



HRA Screening Response for this project, issued on 15th January 2013;



The Environmental Statement and Consultation Responses for the “Earls
Barton Western Extension” (a quarry proposal to the south of the River Nene
and the proposed marina site); and



The Environmental Statement and Consultation Responses for the “Earls
Barton Spinney Quarry” (a quarry proposal to the west of the proposed marina
site).
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The above sources provided secondary data which was used alongside primary data,
collected during a wintering bird survey and a Phase 1 survey, to guide this statement.

1.2

Description of the Project
The project involves the creation of a river-based marina near Grendon, Northants. The
site is just over 3 ha (32,483 m²) and just under 2 ha (19,153.887 m²) will be directly
involved in marina construction (including the marina, associated bunds and car park).
The remaining land will be enhanced to deliver biodiversity gain. The marina will
comprise 141 berths and connect directly to the River Nene through a small access
point (see Figure 1).

1.2.1

Construction Details
Prior to creation of the marina, the land (and mineral beneath) will need to be
excavated. The works will therefore include two phases: the extraction of minerals and
construction of the marina. The site lies within a flood-plain and so it will have to be dewatered to allow both phases to progress. This constraint means that excavation will
proceed between March and October so that it is outside of the peak flooding period.
As there is only approximately 20-30,000 m³ of mineral to extract this would be dealt
with in a 4-5 month period. Therefore, if possible, the mineral will be extracted between
March/April and Aug/Sept. If the site can be kept dewatered then the marina would be
constructed during the following 6-9 month period. This means that works could be
completed by June/July the following year. If there are problems dewatering the site
during the winter then it would be allowed to flood after the mineral extraction phase
and be dewatered the following spring. This would mean that marina construction
would be completed by the following autumn.

The topsoil and subsoil will be stripped from the marina footprint and stockpiled on site.
The mineral will then be extracted (to a depth of 4–5 m). The sides of the basin will be
engineered (i.e. they are higher than ground level) and so will be constructed out of
some form of retaining wall. This may be steel piles, concrete panels or stone/concrete
gabions (final design to be confirmed). Once the side structure is in place the topsoil
will be replaced in the basin and surrounding it. A vehicular access and car park will be
constructed at the northern end of the site (furthest from the river) at the same time as
the basin. A 9–10 m buffer strip of land will remain between the extraction area and the
River Nene. This will only be breached in one small place, to allow access to boats,
once the main works to the marina have been completed.
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2

DESCRIPTION OF THE NATURA 2000 SITE
The site which is the subject of this HRA is the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA.
This 1382.41 ha chain of both active and exhausted sand and gravel pits extends for
approximately 35 km along the alluvial deposits of the River Nene flood-plain from
Clifford Hill on the southern outskirts of Northampton, downstream to Thorpe Waterville,
north of Thrapston. The pits form an extensive series of shallow and deep open waters
which occur in association with a wide range of marginal features, such as sparselyvegetated islands, gravel bars and shorelines, and habitats including reedswamp,
marsh, wet-ditches, rush pasture, rough grassland and scattered shrub. This range of
habitat, and the varied topography of the lagoons, provides valuable resting and feeding
conditions for major concentrations of wintering waterbirds, especially ducks and
waders. Species such as golden plover Pluvialis apricaria and lapwing Vanellus
vanellus also spend time feeding and roosting on surrounding agricultural land outside
the SPA.

2.1.1

Qualifying Species and Assemblages
The site is designated due to its European ornithological importance, particularly as
wintering habitat for wildfowl and wading birds:

2.1.2



2% of the Great Britain populations of Bittern Botaurus stellaris and Golden
plover Pluvialis apricaria;



used regularly by 2% or more of the biogeographical populations of Gadwell
Anas strepera; and



used regularly by over 20,000 waterbirds in any season of various species
including Wigeon Anas Penelope, Crested Grebe Podiceps cristatus and Coot
Fulica atra.

Vulnerability
The threat from potential development pressures in the urban fringe area is largely
addressed by the relevant provisions of the Conservation of Habitats & Species
Regulations 2010.

Issues such as arresting (or locally reversing) vegetation succession will be addressed
through management plans.

The main threat to the site is that of human recreational pressure. The intensity and
location of recreational activities taking place just prior to Site of Special Scientific
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Interest notification on 24 November 2005 was considered compatible with maintaining
favourable population levels. This is managed through voluntary agreements assisted
by powers within The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and The
Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010.

The development of future recreational opportunities is to be addressed through valleywide tourism and recreational strategies to provide a coordinated approach; this
includes the development of access management plans for key sites and that
appropriate planning policies are incorporated within strategic planning documents to
ensure developments take account of direct and indirect recreational disturbance.
Natural England intend to support and work in partnership with the following initiatives:
The Wildlife Trust's Nene Valley Vision, RSPB Futurescapes and River Nene Regional
Park projects.

2.1.3

Conservation Objectives
The summarised objectives below have been extracted from Northamptonshire’s
MWDF Appropriate Assessment document:


maintain populations of key wintering waterbird species at, or above, 5 year
average populations present at notification (see Section 2.1.1 above); and



maintain assemblages of over 20,000 waterbirds in any season.
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THE PROPOSED MARINA SITE

3.1

Phase 1 Results – Description of Site
The site was initially surveyed on 7th June 2010 by Karen Buckley (CEnv, MIEEM) of
ERAs consultancy. The site was then revisited by Richard Finch on 11th April 2013 to
determine if the site had changed significantly in the intervening three years. In addition
to the site visits, records were requested from the Northamptonshire Biological Records
Centre to put the results of the survey into the context of the surrounding area. The site
comprises grassland bound by a hedgerow, two fenced boundaries and the River Nene.
The hedgerow is unmanaged and supports mature trees (only one of which contained
features which could support roosting bats). The grassland is an example of the
Northamptonshire BAP Priority Habitat ‘Floodplain Grazing Marsh’, but in poor
condition. As such, it has only moderate local nature conservation value and is typical
of the pastures in the river valley. The soil is shallow over river granules and the
ground water levels are likely to be high in winter. No signs of any protected mammals
or amphibians were recorded on the site, despite all suitable features being assessed
and surveyed. Common bird species (Chaffinch, Robin and Wood Pigeon) were noted
during the survey and the hedgerow was identified as a suitable nesting location.

To the north of the site is a small haulage/manufacturing business screened by mature
plantings of shrubs and trees. Beyond this is the A45. To the west is a similar pasture
separated from the site by fencing. To the south are the River Nene and the lock
channel. The east of the site is bordered by Station Road, with a sports field and
mature (some operational) gravel pits beyond. The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Special Protection Area (SPA) is located 48 m to the east of the site, across Station
Road.

3.2

2013 Wintering Bird Survey Visit
A paired wintering bird survey was undertaken on 22nd February to inform this
statement. The survey established a baseline dataset of wintering birds using the
proposed site of the marina, land surrounding the marina, areas of the SPA near to the
site and land surrounding the SPA near to the site.

The survey comprised a visit by two surveyors. One surveyor walked the footpath
along the River Nene to survey the birds using the proposed marina site and its
surroundings. At the same time a second surveyor walked footpaths in the western end
of the SPA to record birds using the SPA and land surrounding the SPA. The survey
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was undertaken simultaneously so a direct comparison could be made between the bird
assemblages using the SPA and those using the proposed site.

All bird species seen or heard using these areas, or flying over the areas, were
recorded. Particular attention was paid to species that use the SPA (wetland birds)
especially those that form the SPA designation.

Each parcel of land surveyed was given a unique identity and all birds using each
parcel of land were recorded on a map. Flight lines of birds were also mapped. These
areas and flight lines are shown in Figure 1.

3.2.1

Results of the 2013 Survey
The site (survey areas A – M) - Very few birds were recorded using the proposed
marina site during the survey. On the site there were common species such as Wood
Pigeon, Goldfinch and Dunnock. Redwing, Fieldfare, Black-headed Gull, Cormorant
and Sparrowhawk were recorded flying over the site only. Mute Swan (2), Moorhen (2),
Little Grebe (2) and Mallard (2) were recorded using the River Nene adjacent to the
site. Lapwing flocks were seen flying over the site, heading both towards and away
from the SPA; none were recorded using the site or the surrounding fields. Mallard
(2312 individuals are noted on the SPA citation) and Cormorant (285 individuals are
noted on the citation) are qualifying species for the SPA.

The SPA and its surrounding fields (survey areas N-T) - As could be expected, more
wetland species and a higher number of birds were using the area of the SPA.
Noteworthy bird species included:
O – Gadwall (42), Coot (51), Mute Swan (20), Tufted Duck (55), Cormorant (8 –
breeding), Black-headed Gull (80), Pochard (32), Goldeneye (2), Mallard (10), Great
Crested Grebe (2), Little Grebe (3), Heron (1).
P – Mute Swan (53).
Q – Cormorant (4 – in a tree), Black-headed Gull (41), Common Gull (6).
R – Lapwing (6), Mute Swan (1), Black-headed Gull (4).
T – Common Snipe (1).

Although qualifying species for the SPA were noted during the survey, they were not
noted in significant quantities. This could be due to the operational quarries within the
SPA at this location. However, the birds present did not appear to be ‘disturbed’ by the
quarry workings.
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3.2.2

Results of the Earls Barton Western Extension Bird Surveys
The Earls Barton Western Extension Environmental Statement was reviewed to identify
appropriate background records and put the results of the 2013 surveys into context.

The Earls Barton Western Extension involves a 153 ha site to the south of the River
Nene (abutting it in places) which comprises arable fields and existing waterbodies.
The latter actually form part of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA. The Extension
does not involve the proposed marina site, but is very close to it and contains similar
habitats. This project is labelled as MA5 in the Northamptonshire MWDF “Locations for
Minerals Development – Development Plan Document” and will result in the extraction
of 3 million tonnes of sand and gravel, plus the deposition of silt into the existing lakes.
This project received planning permission in 2009.

The main impacts predicted for this development related to the deposition of silt within
three waterbodies inside the SPA boundary. This could have led to a reduction in
foraging habitat (due to a change in depth profiles caused by the additional silt) and
therefore a reduction in the number of over-wintering birds using the waterbodies. As
such, detailed impact models were created by White Young Green in 2007 to inform the
Environmental Statement and Appropriate Assessment. The assessment concentrated
on Gadwell, Golden Plover and the waterbird assemblage in total. It should be noted
that Bittern was excluded from the survey scope (agreed by Natural England) as these
had not been recorded in the waterbodies being affected (e.g. those lakes closest to the
proposed marina site). In addition, BTO/WWT/JNCC/RSPB Wetland Bird Survey
(WeBS) for the SPA was analysed to identify what species used the three lakes being
affected. This review identified that only a relatively small proportion of the SPA
species (typically 5% or less) actually used those particular lakes (the ones closest to
the marina). Overall, the assessment concluded that a 10-year siltation plan, directly
affecting waterbodies used by SPA species, would result in either insignificant impacts;
or perhaps even slightly positive impacts.

In the Environmental Statement, the authors also concluded that “The waterbodies
within the proposed main extension area are not considered to provide suitable habitat
for wintering waterfowl and none of the species for which the SPA was designated are
thought likely to depend on usage of these areas”.

The Environmental Statement also discussed impacts due to the loss of terrestrial
habitat in Section 6.5.1. The authors note that some of the species for which the SPA
is designated often utilise surrounding agricultural land for foraging. The examples they
cite are Golden Plover (not recorded on the marina site) and Mute Swan (not recorded
on the marina site – only in the River Nene near the site). The authors then quote the
work of Brayshaw (March 2004) and say that:
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“mute swan numbers are distributed throughout the entire Earls Barton complex, with
only Clifford Hill gravel pits and Stanwick gravel pits holding more than 50 birds at any
one time. Given this distribution away from the Earls Barton extension area (N.B. and
therefore away from the proposed marina site), it is considered extremely unlikely that
the arable land within the proposed extension area (N.B. land similar in places to that
found on the marina site – but on a much larger scale) will be of significant importance
as a foraging area for internationally or nationally important numbers of Mute Swan.
Abundant alternative foraging areas exist within 2km of the site”.

The authors draw similar conclusions when discussing Golden Plover. They note three
areas which support significant numbers of the species; Clifford Hill gravel pits, Earls
Barton gravel pits (central) and Stanwick gravel pits. However, it is noted that abundant
suitable foraging habitat exists within 2 km of the site and therefore “it is considered
unlikely that the arable land within the proposed extension area plays a significant role
in supporting the conservation status of Golden Plover”.

When discussing the other species mentioned on the SPA citation, the authors state
“with the exception of Wigeon, the other bird species present in either internationally or
nationally important numbers within the SPA are associated with wetlands, usage of
arable land is not significant to their conservation status”. In conclusion, the authors
assessed the terrestrial habitats within the quarry extension as being of only Local
value in terms of its contribution to the ecological integrity of the SPA (as secondary
habitats for waterbirds).

In summary, the authors of the Environmental Statement and Appropriate Assessment
documents concluded that the area involved in the extension (very close to the marina
site) did not support important numbers of birds or important bird species. In addition,
direct impacts on waterbodies within the SPA boundary, and a loss of 100+ha of
terrestrial habitat, were not seen as important impacts on the integrity of the SPA. It
should be noted that the conclusions above relate to the negligible importance of a
153 ha site (although some of this comprised waterbodies) to foraging birds. The
proposed marina site is only 3 ha, with only 2 ha actually being lost to the marina.

Consultation Comments Received for the Earls Barton Western Extension

The Wildlife Trust – On the 7th February 2008, the Wildlife Trust wrote to say that it had
no objections to the 153 ha quarry extension. Obviously, the quarry extension had a
large scope for restoration and enhancement as the phased extraction progressed.
This could mean that, at the end of the quarry’s operational life, the site would have
been enhanced beyond its initial state; despite the perceived disturbance of active
quarrying and the temporary habitat loss associated with the 10 year extraction.
Interestingly, of the four conditions listed by the Wildlife Trust, only one condition
mentions restoration in relation to the loss of terrestrial ‘wildlife habits’ outside the SPA.
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The other three conditions relate to the silt deposition in the three SPA waterbodies.
This could be taken to show the reduced value/importance of land outside the SPA for
the SPA’s bird assemblage.

Natural England – Natural England initially objected to the scheme in a letter dated 17th
January 2006. However, this was due to a lack of information regarding the silt
deposition. Once that information was provided, Natural England removed their
objection on 7th February 2008. No comments were made regarding the loss of
terrestrial habitat or disturbance during the operation of the quarry. It could be
concluded that these potential impacts, following the implementation of suitable
mitigation measures, were considered negligible.

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) – The RSPB initially objected to
the proposals. However, it conditionally withdrew its objections in February 2008, but
did state that more information was required regarding restoration proposals. It did
support the principle of enhancements for wetland wildlife. No mention of disturbance
or habitat loss is mentioned.

3.2.3

Results of the Earls Barton Spinney Quarry Bird Surveys
The Earls Barton Spinney Quarry Environmental Statement was reviewed to identify
appropriate background records and put the results of the 2013 surveys into context.

The Earls Barton Spinney Quarry is an 82 ha application area, with 46 ha earmarked for
mineral extraction. This area contains an estimated 1,099,000 tonnes of sand and
gravel and will take 6.5 years to excavate. The site lies to the immediate west of the
marina and comprises similar habitats to the marina site.

The Environmental Statement for the Quarry contains a section which amounts to a
Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment. In this the authors discuss the
background to the SPA and extensively list the habitat requirements of the species
listed on the citation. In Section 8.30 they discuss the SPA citation noting that “species
such as Golden Plover and Lapwing also spend time feeding and roosting on
surrounding agricultural land outside the SPA.” However, they also note that the
habitats on their 82 ha site are ‘well represented locally’ and are of only ‘some’ value to
over-wintering species.

Surveys undertaken during the winter 2006/2007 recorded only ‘occasional’ use of the
Spinney site by Lapwing and Golden Plover; whilst acknowledging that some passage
through the site took place. They concluded that the temporary loss of habitats within
the large site would not result in a significant impact on these species or the integrity of
the SPA. In Section 8.34 the authors go on to state:
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“Gravel extraction, followed by restoration and habitat creation, has occurred
extensively in the local area to the east of the site, including Earls Barton Quarry. The
value of these areas to overwintering bird species is high. As extensive use of the local
area for gravel extraction has occurred, there has been an increase in the areas of
open water and marginal wetland habitats available. The proposals for the Earls Barton
Spinney Quarry will lead to an increase in high quality wetland habitat, enhancing the
existing network of wetlands within the complex of existing gravel pits in the Upper
Nene Valley.”

In summary, after a comprehensive survey (methods agreed with Natural England), the
site was not considered important for over-wintering wildfowl. As such, no impacts on
the SPA were predicted due to the extraction of over one million tonnes of gravel and
sand. The Statement does mention ‘disturbance’ of species during operation of the
quarry, but discounts these immediately due to the distance of the quarry from the SPA
(300 m).

A final important note from the authors is that, despite being 300 m from the boundary
of the SPA, the main areas of ornithological interest were located 1 km further to the
east. This finding complements what was concluded in the Earls Barton Western
Extension Environmental Statement. This noted that the three waterbodies closest to
the extension and marina sites (i.e. within 1 km of the Spinney site) were not significant
for overwintering birds. As such, it can be concluded that the closest ornithological area
of interest is actually nearly 1 km from the marina site (despite the marina being located
only 48 m from the SPA boundary).

Consultation Comments Received for the Earls Barton Spinney Quarry

The Wildlife Trust – The Wildlife Trust raised no objections to the scheme in a letter
dated 26th October 2007. Comments were made regarding the restoration proposals,
but there was no mention of impacts relating to habitat loss or disturbance.

Natural England – In a letter dated 18th October 2007, Natural England raised no
objections to the scheme. The letter states that ‘Natural England has no objection to
the proposal because it is considered that, either alone or in combination with other
plans or projects, it would not be likely to have a significant effect on the internationally
important interest features of the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA’. Comments were
made, however, on then appropriateness of restoration plans.

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) – The RSPB cited Natural
England’s response and raised no objections to the scheme.

SB Rice Consulting
Habitats Regulations Assessment – Grendon Marina
854524

10

3.3

Ornithological Value of the Marina Site and Surrounding Area
Section 3 has presented the results of a wintering bird survey at the proposed Grendon
Marina site. In addition, it has put these results into context, and supported the
findings, by comparing them to results obtained for surrounding quarry sites. The 3 ha
marina site was not found to support significant bird species or significant bird
assemblages. In addition, it was not considered to be a significant resource for the
local bird population or the assemblage using the SPA. Therefore, the site is not
considered essential to the integrity of the SPA in any way. This was not unexpected
due to the size of the site, the habitats present and the abundance of comparable or
better quality habitats in the surrounding area.

Detailed surveys and background searches for the neighbouring Earls Barton Quarry
Western Extension (153 ha) and Earls Barton Quarry Spinney (82 ha) support the
above conclusion. These sites contained comparable/similar habitats to the marina
site, but on a much larger scale, and neither was considered important for the local bird
population (or the assemblage using the SPA). Even the nearest waterbodies to the
proposed marina site, which are within the SPA, were not considered to be of significant
value to the SPA species. This assumption was echoed in the 2013 surveys. In fact,
both Environmental Statements concluded that the main areas of ornithological interest
within the SPA, which contributed significantly to the integrity of the SPA, were
approximately 1 km to the east of the proposed marina site.
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4

ASSESSMENT

4.1

Potential Impacts
This section of the report looks at the possible direct and indirect impacts on the SPA
(and the qualifying features of the SPA) due to construction and operation of the
marina.

The Northamptonshire MWDF ‘Appropriate Assessment’ document took the SPA’s
conservation objectives into account when determining the potential impacts on
ecological receptors. Although the impacts relate to mineral extraction operations,
several are still relevant to the creation of the marina. The Appropriate Assessment
document contained the following “likely effects” which are discussed further, and
added to, in the remainder of this section:

4.1.1



fragmentation of SPA and connecting habitat areas;



disturbance to wintering and breeding birds which may result in a decrease in
populations over time; and



changes in water quality (biological and chemical) as well as water balance
which could affect both the habitat/community structure (species composition)
and function of the SPA site.

Significance of Impacts in the Absence of Mitigation
As discussed in Section 3, the site is not considered to be an important resource to
SPA qualifying species, nor contribute to the overall integrity of the SPA. In addition,
the proposals will not directly affect the SPA itself. As such, the impacts which will arise
from the excavation of a 2 ha area, 48 m from the SPA boundary (but possibly 1 km
from important ornithological areas) are not considered significant, even in the absence
of mitigation. Works will result in small-scale loss of non-designated sub-optimal
habitats, increased noise levels and increased human movement/presence during
construction of the marina. However, so few SPA birds are present on the site and the
surrounding fields (as confirmed by the other two quarries), and ample suitable foraging
habitats surround the site, that the impacts will not affect the integrity of the SPA.

The Northamptonshire MWDF ‘Appropriate Assessment’ document acknowledges that
site-specific HRAs will be needed for all the quarrying projects it lists. However, Table 6
in the document contains mitigation measures that would (in theory) reduce the
significance of potential impacts from ‘Very High’ to ‘Negligible’ (as seen for the Earls
Barton Western Extension). These measures were listed as part of the initial site
selections for the Minerals Development Plan and contain common avoidance
measures and standard industry best-practise techniques/materials. As such, many of
these measures have already been adopted into the design and construction method
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for the marina. Therefore, the remainder of this section details potential impacts which
could arise due to construction of the Grendon Marina and the measures which have
already been adopted (where necessary) to either avoid them or reduce them to an
acceptable level.

4.1.2

Habitat Loss
The proposed marina is located 48 m from the closest part of the SPA (woodland to the
west of Station Road). However, as the field is separated from the SPA by Station
Road, the proposals will not result in the direct loss of any habitats within the SPA. In
addition, the site does not support the main habitats for site designation (e.g. large
areas of standing water or wet floodplain woodland). Therefore, the site does not
contribute to the integrity of the SPA, does not act as a significant buffer to protect the
SPA and does not have the potential to develop into habitats which could complement
those within the SPA.

Surveys have shown that the site does not constitute a significant ‘supporting habitat’
for birds in the SPA. Very few birds have been recorded foraging on the site, with the
majority either flying over the site or commuting along the River Nene. This could be
due to the type and quality of the habitats present, the abundance of more suitable
habitats within and around the SPA, the concentrations of birds at features 1 km away
from the site or the disturbance caused by people and dogs using the footpath along
the River Nene. The surrounding land-uses of this field (operational facilities and
quarries – see ‘disturbance’ section) could also have contributed to the low numbers of
birds recorded at the site. However, the fact that few significant birds/bird assemblages
were recorded during the Spinney Quarry and western Extension surveys implies that
the whole area outside the SPA (i.e. an agricultural area without waterbodies and
wetlands) is not in regular use by SPA bird species.

When reviewed against the Spinney Quarry and Western Extension proposals, the loss
of 2 ha of sub-optimal foraging habitat (which has not been shown to support important
bird species) is not considered to constitute a significant negative impact. It will not
directly affect the integrity of the SPA and not affect the conservation status of bird
species outside the SPA. The other quarry proposals will also be implemented in a
phased manner, with previous stages being restored whilst others are excavated. This
will involve the gradual replacement of sub-optimal habitat with greatly enhanced areas
(as welcomed by the consultees in all their correspondence). The cumulative impacts
associated with these projects were not considered significant ‘in-combination’, by the
respective authors, due to the amount and quality of habitat available at any one time.
As such, the loss of a further 2 ha, and the enhancements incorporated into the marina
project (discussed below), are not considered to constitute a significant impact.
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Habitat Enhancements

The land within the 3 ha site boundary, but not involved in construction of the 2 ha
marina, will be enhanced for biodiversity gain. This will compensate for the loss of suboptimal habitats and will enhance the site to be more attractive to the SPA bird species.
The exact proposals will be refined through consultation with the Local Planning
Authority and a review of the Local Biodiversity Action Plan. However, due to the
current nature of field (grazed grassland) it is felt that the habitats could be enhanced
through the marina proposals and provide the local bird population with more
feeding/nesting opportunities.

Habitat enhancements are likely to be achieved through the creation of reedbeds
around the marina berths. This will shield activities within the marina and complement
the restoration plans proposed as part of the Spinney and Western Extension quarries.
Indeed, the Earls Barton Spinney Quarry Environmental Statement cites the UKBAP
and lists reedbeds as a priority habitat type. Whilst detailing the restoration plans, the
Environmental Statement and Management Plan devote a large section to the creation
of reedbeds. Therefore, creation of reedbeds at the marina will increase the amount of
this priority habitat type within the local area and expand on the areas created by the
two neighbouring quarries. The marina proposals will also create a large area of
standing water which may be used by birds from within the SPA. Therefore, in terms of
habitats for qualifying species, the proposals could be seen as a positive impact,
significant at the Local level.

4.1.3

Habitat Fragmentation
The site is located outside of the SPA and, as such, its loss will not result in the
fragmentation of habitats within the SPA. In addition, surveys of the site have shown
that it is not important for birds outside the SPA (i.e. it does not act as secondary,
supporting habitat). Therefore, the conversion of 2 ha of grassland into a marina, and
the creation of c. 1 ha of reedbed will not fragment habitats that contribute to the
integrity of the SPA.

It should also be noted that works will not impede bird movements over the site (birds
were recorded in passage during the 2013 surveys) or along the River Nene.
Therefore, movement of bird species at the marina location will not be restricted. The
creation of the reedbeds and open water will also complement the restoration plans of
Earls Barton Spinney and Earls Barton Western Extension. In combination, these
projects will improve the area to the west of the SPA by creating more wetland habitats.
This will actually help connect up larger areas of better-quality habitat outside the SPA.
These measures are seen as delivering biodiversity gain by increasing habitat
connectivity in the area.

SB Rice Consulting
Habitats Regulations Assessment – Grendon Marina
854524

14

4.1.4

Disturbance of Qualifying Species
As mentioned, the site is not part of the SPA. The site is located to the west of the
SPA, with woodland (Earls Barton Carr) separating the site from the SPA wetlands.
The 700+ m distance between the nearest wetlands within the SPA (which have been
confirmed as not being the main area of ornithological interest in the area), coupled with
the fact that there is no line of sight between the marina and the wetlands (due to the
woodland), means that any birds within the SPA will not be disturbed by construction or
operational activities at the marina.

The site, immediate surroundings and the areas to the west and south (involved in the
other two quarry proposals) do not support significant numbers of important bird
species. This could be because of existing levels of disturbance at the site. Abutting
the northern end of the site is a haulage/manufacturing business. Directly north of this
is the A45. To the east of the site (within 500 m) is the operational Hanson Quarry
(“Land West of Earls Barton Quarry”). This is situated between the site and the majority
of the SPA. Therefore, there are no significant bird assemblages at the site that could
experience ‘disturbance’ due to construction or operation of the marina.

As detailed above, there are no significant assemblages of birds on site, or in the
closest wetlands of the SPA. Therefore, it is near certain that no disturbance impacts
are predicted due to the works. In order to completely ensure that no impacts arise,
works will be timed to further mitigate any potential impacts. The SPA is designated for
its wintering bird assemblage. As mentioned in Section 1.2.1, the main excavations at
the site (the most invasive stage of the works) will take place between March and
September (i.e. outside the wintering bird season). Therefore, there will be no
disturbance of the qualifying species during construction (given the timing of works).

When the marina is operational, given the nature/speed of narrow boating, the distance
of the site from the nearest wetlands of ornithological interest (c.1 km) and the fact that
many of the wetlands within the SPA are below the level of the site (due to them being
former quarries) no significant disturbance impacts are predicted for birds within the
SPA.

4.1.5

Killing/Injuring Animals
Based on the 2013 survey results, and the surveys conducted as part of the
neighbouring two quarry proposals, it is concluded that the site does not support
significant numbers of wild birds or SPA bird species. Therefore, the probability of any
animals being killed or injured is very low. However, in acknowledgement of the
presence of ground-nesting birds within the SPA, a search for nests within the field will
be undertaken immediately prior to any excavations taking place. If nests are found
then works will not proceed until the young have fledged.
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4.1.6

Changes to Hydrology and Water Quality
During Construction
The marina will be 700 m from the nearest wetland area and over 1 km from confirmed
wetlands of ornithological importance. In addition, references to the SPA say that the
waterbodies are reliant on sporadic flooding (rather than constant water levels in the
river or groundwater supplies). Therefore, excavation of the small marina is highly
unlikely to directly affect the main sources of water to the SPA. However, the marina
will be linked to the River Nene which does form part of the SPA. The Environment
Agency concluded that the marina will not increase the capacity of the river around the
site, and will therefore not affect the local hydrology e.g. neighbouring fields may still
seasonally flood. However, the increased area of standing water may benefit the local
bird population. Therefore, no significant affects on hydrology, and therefore ecology,
are predicted (a separate Flood Risk Assessment exists, which has been agreed in
principle with the Environment Agency, and should be read in conjunction with this
report).

A 9-10 m buffer strip will be retained between any excavations and the River Nene
during construction of the marina. This will ensure that no sediment from the
excavations enters the river. This buffer will also mean that machinery will not be
working on the banks of the River Nene for the majority of construction. Therefore, the
probability of any spills/leaks from machinery is significantly reduced. The only time
machinery will work close to the river is when the entrance to the marina is finally
created, and no machinery will be refuelled adjacent to the river. These works, and all
works close to the River Nene, will be undertaken through consultation with the
Environment Agency and following best practice guidelines. Therefore, no impacts on
water quality during construction of the marina are predicted.

The Northamptonshire MWDF noted that “on-site capture and treatment” measures
would be applied to the Earls Barton Quarry Western Extension to “avoid contamination
of surface and groundwater”. These measures rely on industry-standard techniques
and have not been specifically designed for that project. They would not be warranted
for a site/excavation the size of the marina, when applying the buffer zone mentioned
above. Given the nature and scale of the surrounding projects, and the fact that
decrease in water quality was not noted as a serious threat to the SPA (despite a large
amount of silt deposition directly into three lakes within the SPA as part of the Western
Extension), the small-scale excavation of the marina is not considered to have the
potential to significantly affect water quality during construction.

During Operation

The River Nene is already used by boats. Therefore, as the marina will not be directly
introducing boats to the river (e.g. it is not a construction yard), merely giving existing
boats a place to moor overnight, there is no reason for its creation to deteriorate water
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quality below existing levels. Although more boats may be encouraged to visit the area
due to the presence of the marina, there is no evidence to suggest that increased boat
numbers would deteriorate water quality around the SPA (especially when the
Environment Agency licensing and regulation of boats is considered). In addition, the
only area of hardstanding will be the car park in the northern section of the site (furthest
from the river) which will be at the base of a newly-created bund. Therefore, as water
from the car park cannot enter the marina or the river, no impacts on water quality from
runoff are predicted. There will also be no abstraction from, or discharge into, the river,
further reducing the probability of adverse impacts on water quality due to operation of
the marina.

4.1.7

Increased Recreational Pressure
The marina will encourage boats to stop around Grendon. However, it is unknown if
this will lead to increased recreational pressure within the SPA. It should be noted that
waterbodies of key ornithological interest are c.1 km from the marina. As such, people
moored at the marina would need to travel quite a distance from their boat to get to any
sensitive areas of the SPA. In addition, when considering areas outside of the marina,
boats already use the River Nene and this has not resulted in a noticeable increase in
recreational pressure (or ‘disturbance effects’ as boats regularly move along the river);
as evidenced by the continued use of the SPA by significant bird assemblages. It is
also predicted that use of the marina will be seasonal; with greatest use during the
spring and summer months. This would mean reduced numbers of boats and people in
the winter, when the SPA was at its most sensitive. Therefore, although this is
acknowledged as an area of uncertainty, it is considered unlikely that the marina would
result in increased recreational pressures within the SPA.

Users of the marina, when moored, are likely to remain on their boats and restrict
activities to the River Nene. They will be transitory (unlike occupants of a new housing
development) and unlikely to contribute to the recreational pressures already
experienced by the SPA.

4.2

Addressing Comments Received in the Screening Response
1.) The Screening Report only considers potential impacts of the proposal on the
designated SPA site and fails to properly consider the potential for SPA birds to be
affected. Survey results from the 2013 survey, coupled with a desk-based review,
have taken into account birds within the SPA and qualifying species using areas
outside of the SPA.
2.) The Screening Report only considers potential impacts of the proposal alone and
does not assess the likely impacts in combination or cumulative effects with other
projects. This document has used information contained in the Environmental
Statements for two neighbouring projects (Earls Barton Quarry Western Extension
and Earls Barton Spinney), plus information about local projects contained in two of
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Northamptonshire’s MWDF, to inform assessments regarding potential cumulative
impacts. No significant negative impacts are predicted. In fact, the restoration and
enhancement plans for the quarries and the marina will greatly enhance the area to
the west of the SPA.
3.) Table 6 in Northamptonshire’s MWDF ‘Appropriate Assessment’ provides a
summary of potentially adverse impacts arising from development. This table has
been used to identify impacts, assess their significance and determine the
appropriateness of proposed mitigation measures.
4.) It is not currently possible to agree with the conclusion that excavation of the marina
is unlikely to directly affect the main sources of water to the SPA. More information
has now been provided in Section 4.1.6 to assist in the assessment of this potential
impact. This draws on the results of surveys, a review of the neighbouring quarries’
Environmental Statements and the tables within Northamptonshire’s MWDF
‘Appropriate Assessment’.
5.) A general increase in ambient noise throughout operational life of the potential
development may have an adverse impact on sensitive species. Surveys have
shown that sensitive species do not use the marina site, land to the south or west or
the nearest wetlands within the SPA. As such, there are no species to ‘disturb’ and
so no impacts on the SPA’s integrity are predicted.
6.) The MWDF AA identifies and assesses the potential for significant adverse impacts
from visual disturbance during the operational or development stages of the
development. Section 4.1.4 assesses the potential for visual disturbance to SPA
species (both within the SPA and on the fields surrounding the marina). There is no
line of sight between the marina and the nearest SPA waterbodies (due to Earls
Barton Carr). Therefore, birds within the SPA will not be disturbed by movements
at the marina during construction or operation. Surveys have not identified
sensitive species using the marina site or surrounding fields (as corroborated by the
Environmental Statements for neighbouring fields). As such, there are no
significant assemblages to be ‘disturbed’ by the marina.
7.) It is not possible to rule out increased recreational pressures. This is an area of
uncertainty. However, impacts arising from recreational activities have been
discussed in Section 4.1.7 and it is reasonable to assume that, given the distance
of the marina from the SPA waterbodies (especially the main sensitive ones),
pressures will not increase. However, this cannot be measured or predicted in any
quantifiable way. The only thing that can be quantified is the finite number of boats
that the marina can accommodate at any one time.

4.3

Changes to the Natura 2000 Site as a Result of the Project
As described above, based on the results of bird surveys at the site and the
surrounding area, the location of the site in relation to the SPA (separated from it by
Earls Barton Carr), the nature of the proposals, the quality of the habitats on site, the
size of the site (the marina will be accommodated within 2 ha), the surrounding landuses and the timing of works, no direct or indirect negative impacts on the qualifying
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features of the SPA (or the integrity of the SPA) are predicted during construction or
operation. In fact, the restoration and enhancement plans for the quarries and the
marina will greatly enhance the area to the west of the SPA for the qualifying bird
species.
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5

CONCLUSION
This report has been produced as a Statement to Inform an Appropriate Assessment in
association with proposals to construct a river-based marina at Grendon, Northants.
The need for a ‘Statement’ was identified as the proposals were considered to have the
potential to adversely affect the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA. The SPA is a
large site (1382.41 ha) spread over 35 km and comprises a series of gravel pits and wet
woodlands. The land which would be excavated to accommodate the marina is not part
of the SPA or directly connected to it. This document has examined the possible direct
and indirect impacts that could arise from a development close to the SPA (both during
the construction and operational phases). It has considered the nature of the proposals,
pathways for impacts and the significance of any impacts which could arise.

An assessment of the likelihood and severity of impacts has concluded that the creation
of the marina will not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. This conclusion is based
on the results of a wintering bird survey, the information contained in the Environmental
Statements for two neighbouring projects (Earls Barton Quarry Western Extension and
Earls Barton Spinney) and the information contained in two of Northamptonshire’s
MWDF documents about local projects. We believe that this document contains
sufficient detail and information for the Local Planning Authority to reach the same
conclusion.
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1.0 Introduction
The ERAs Consultancy was commissioned to survey land beside the River Nene
on the road from Earls Barton to Grendon. It is proposed that the land will be
excavated and a marina created.
2.0 Site Description
2.1 The survey site consists of a relatively flat, grass field, bordering the River Nene
with two fenced boundaries and one hedgerow. The soil is shallow over river
gravel. Much of the field is below the level of the White Mills Lock which is on
the south-eastern corner of the site. A diagonal embankment across the field
covers a redundant culvert. A low-level power line also crosses the site. The
site is located at Ordnance Survey grid reference: SP 856621.
3.0 Survey Methods and Constraints
3.1 The survey took place on the afternoon of 7 June 2010. The weather was warm
but overcast with occasional drizzle.
3.2 The field survey involved walking over the study area to search for plants and
animals and to assess the habitat types. The habitat survey followed the
methodology set out in JNCC guidelines (1990 (v.2007)).
3.3 The survey for the presence of animals with statutory protection followed best
practice guidelines and involved looking for signs such as suitability of habitat,
paths made, droppings and physical presence.
4.0 Statutory and Voluntary Wildlife Designations
There are no statutory wildlife designations within or immediately adjacent to the
study site under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) (as amended) or
under International legislation, such as The Habitats Directive, embodied in the
Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994. Earls Barton Carr,
which is <150m downstream of the survey site, on the same side of the river, is a
County Wildlife Site (CWS) and part of the larger ‘Upper Nene Valley Gravel
Pits’ Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The SSSI is in several sections
extending for 35 km, upstream and downstream of the survey site. See Appendix
4. The next closest wildlife site is the proposed CWS diagonally across the river
called ‘Oxbow Lake’. A location plan for the statutory and non-statutory sites
can be found in Appendix 5.
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The UK’s Biodiversity Action Plans list species and habitats of concern, which do
not necessarily have Statutory Protection, but are regarded as requiring positive
management to enhance populations or protect habitats. See Appendix 3 for the
Northamptonshire BAP List.
Statutory and non-statutory sites in the river valley within 2 km of survey site
Site name
Site status
Grid ref to centre of site
Upper Nene Valley Gravel Site of Special Scientific Sections of site spread over
Pits (UNVPG)- Appendix 4 Interest (SSSI)
35km of river corridor
Earls Barton
Pocket Park
SP 854625
Earls Barton Carr
Local Wildlife Site (LWS) SP 863624
/UNVGP SSSI
Earls Barton Lock Lake
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 868626
SSSI
Ecton Gravel Pits
Local Wildlife Site
SP 839617
Grendon Lakes
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 865619
SSSI
Hardwater Mill Lake
Local Wildlife Site/UNVGP SP 866632
SSSI
Oxbow Lake
Potential Wildlife Site
SP 855618
5.0 Flora – Habitat Summary
The walk-over survey identified the broad characterisation of the habitats found
within the study area. The following notes summarise the main habitat types.
Plant identification follows Clapham, Tutin and Moore, 1987.
Plant lists are given in Appendix 1. No WCA (1981) Schedule 8 plant species are
known to occur on this site. None of the plants listed in Appendix 3, as being
key species in the Norfolk Biodiversity Action plan, occur on the site.
5.1 Hedgerow and Trees
Hedgerow:
The hedgerow boundary of the field against the road to Grendon is tall and unmanaged. Nine species of tree or shrub were recorded in the hedge but only 6
were found in any one 30m section. However, the hedge is associated with a
ditch, hedgerow trees and has less than 10% of gaps. The hedge meets the
criteria as an ‘important’ hedgerow under the terms of The Hedgerow Regulations
1997. If it is intended that the hedge should be removed completely or in part
then application will need to be made to the Planning Authority for permission to
do so.
Trees:
Within the hedgerow are two mature ash trees and a mature oak tree. Just inside
the northern boundary of the field are a row of 3 mature lime trees.
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5.2 Grassland
The field is a moderately diverse neutral grassland which is grazed. It is typical
of the unimproved pastures in the river valley. Plant species such as hairy sedge,
ragged robin and ladies’ smock, which occur in small quantities, reflect the damp
nature of the situation. The soil is shallow over river gravels and the ground water
levels are likely to be high in winter.
5.3 Wetland
The survey site is crossed by a shallow drainage ditch which is linked to the ditch
between the boundary hedgerow and the road. The ditch across the field is damp
but does not have standing water. Plant species such as marsh foxtail, Alopecurus
geniculatus and floating sweet-grass, Glyceria fluitans agg. are locally abundant
in the field ditch. The roadside ditch carries a flow of water after rain as the road
is on a south-facing slope because the river comes close to the edge of the valley
here. Water from the roadside ditch is culverted under the road to a 4m wide ditch
parallel to the east side of the road and deeply shaded. The water from here
empties into the river (see photo 4). The southern boundary of the site borders the
River Nene and the channel leading to White Mills Lock.
5.4 Land adjacent to the survey site.
To the north of the site is a small haulage/manufacturing business screened by
mature plantings of shrubs and trees. There is also a mature plantation of poplars.
To the west is a similar pasture separated from the site by fencing. To the south is
the River Nene and the lock channel. To the east the site is bordered by the road
from Earls Barton with a sports field and mature gravel pits beyond.
6.0 Fauna
6.1 Mammals
Surveys were targeted at those mammal species having statutory protection under
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)
Regulations 1994; Badger Protection Act 1992; those listed in the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan; and in national and local Red Data lists. See Appendix 2
for the Norfolk list. The aim was to use survey techniques to identify the presence
or likely occurrence of protected species.
6.1.1 Bats
All species of bat and their roosts are protected under Section 9 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (Schedule 5). Roost sites are protected at all times
irrespective of whether bats are present. There are flight records for noctule and
roost records for daubenton, pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats for this 10 km
square.
The survey site has no buildings on it. Of the 5 mature trees present on the
margins only one of the two ash trees on the northern boundary has dead wood
that could have bat roost potential.
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It is likely that bats in the area will feed around the site and use the river as a
feeding corridor (daubentons bats) and field boundaries as highways (other
species).
Species
Ash tree – northern boundary

Description
Mature c. 17m high.
93cm
diameter. Good condition
Ash tree - northern boundary
Mature c. 17m high.
90cm
diameter. Trunk hollow at base
Ash tree – northern part of Mature c. 15m high.
52cm
hedge
diameter.
Oak tree – in hedge
Mature c. 15m high.
82 cm
diameter. Minor dead wood
Ash tree – in southern part of Mature c. 15m high.
34 cm
hedge
diameter. Some ivy on trunk

Bat roost potential
No
bat
roost
potential
Medium bat roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential
No
bat
roost
potential

6.1.2 Badger
The badger is protected by the Protection of Badger Act 1992 although it is the
sett rather than the animal itself that carries the protection. The boundaries of the
site were checked for evidence of badger activity. Evidence of feeding in the
grassland was checked for but none was found.
6.1.3 Water-vole
The bank of the River Nene and the channel leading to the lock were both checked
for evidence of water-vole. No runs, holes, feeding lawns or droppings were
found. Mink predate water-vole on rivers and streams and they have been
eliminated from many watercourses. Otter is now being seen on all parts of the
Nene, and with increasing numbers should replace the mink. However the return
of the water-vole will depend on animals being available to re-colonise.
6.1.4 Otter
No evidence of otter feeding or playing on the river bank was found; there are
recent records of otter along the Nene. Males, particularly, will range long
distances. Animals will have to leave the channel and cross the road here, because
of the obstruction caused by the weir and lock, but no paths were noted.
6.2 Amphibians
Natural England advises that all water bodies within 500m of a development site
be checked for great crested newts. Great crested newts are protected under
European legislation because of their scarcity there. However, despite the
population declining here they are still widespread in England.
There are no ponds on the site and the river is unsuitable for newts. A wet ditch
on the east side of the road, which collects water from both roadside ditches and
from the field drain, was checked. It had no potential for newts. The data from
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the Biological Records Centre for sites in the river valley had no great crested
newt records.
6.3 Reptiles
The commoner reptiles such as common lizard, slow-worm, grass-snake and
adder are protected by law from being killed or injured. The site does not have
potential habitat for reptiles as the grass is grazed short and there is no
scrub/grassland interface. The data from the records centre records grass snake
in the area but while the grass is kept short there is no potential for them on this
site.
6.4 Birds
The hedgerow beside the road is likely to be used by birds for roosting, feeding
and nesting. The hedgerow is quite tall, broad and dense with two ash and an oak
tree. Chaffinch, robin and wood pigeon were noted.
6.5 Non-protected species present
The field contained mole hills and runs of field vole.
7.0 Discussion
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The grassland in the field is moderately diverse and is similar to other
pastures along the River Nene. The loss of this area of grassland will not
have a significant impact on the total habitat in the river corridor.
The roadside hedge meets the criteria as an ‘important’ hedgerow under
the terms of The Hedgerow Regulations 1997. Permission from the Local
Authority will be needed if all or part of the hedge was to be removed. It
is also a BAP habitat identified as having importance in the county.
The 5 mature trees, 3 in the hedgerow and the two at the northern end of
the site contribute to the wildlife in the area and should be retained if
possible.
The creation of a marina on the site will result in an open water habitat
additional to those of the former gravel pits notified as SSSI upstream and
downstream of the site.
Grass snake records occur in the vicinity. The short grazed grass offers no
cover for them but needs to be kept short.

8.0 Recommendations
•
•

•

Retain the road-side hedge if possible.
If the largest ash is removed on health and safety grounds it is recommended
that parts of the trunk and some of the minor branches, cut into lengths be
retained in a corner of the site as a wood pile to give cover for nesting wrens,
stoats and weasels.
Use low level lighting in the vicinity of the river and the hedgerow so that the
flight pattern of bats along the river and the hedge will not be disrupted.
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•
•

Keep the grass short prior to digging out the marina otherwise grass snake are
likely to become established. It is illegal to kill reptiles.
Plant native tree and shrub species as part of the landscaping when the marina
is developed.
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APPENDIX 1 - Plant species
A= abundant, D = dominant, F = frequent, L = local/locally, O = occasional, R = rare
Grassland
Scientific name
Alopecurus geniculatus
Alopecurus pratensis
Bromus sp.
Carex hirta
Carex otrubae
Creeping bent-grass
Cynosurus cristatus
Dactylis glomerata
Deschampsia cespitosa
Festuca rubra
Glyceria fluitans
Holcus lanatus
Juncus effusus
Juncus inflexus
Lolium perenne
Poa pratensis
Poa trivialis

Common name
Marsh foxtail
Meadow foxtail
Brome
Hairy sedge
False fox sedge
Agrostis stolonifera
Crested dogstail
Cock’s-foot
Tufted hair-grass
Red fescue
Floating sweetgrrass
Yorkshire fog
Soft rush
Hard rush
Ryegrass
Smooth meadow-grass
Rough meadow-grass

Frequency
L

Anthriscus sylvestris
Cardamine pretense
Carduus acanthoides
Cerastium fontanum
Cirsium arvense
Lychnis flos cuculi
Ranunculus acris
Ranunculus repens
Rumex crispus
Rumex obtusifolius
Traxacum officinale
Trifolium dubium
Trifolium pretense
Trifolium repens

Cow parsley
Cuckoo flower
Welted thistle
Mouse-ear chickweed
Creeping thistle
Ragged robin
Meadow buttercup
Creeping buttercup
Curled dock
Broad-leaved dock
Dandelion
Yellow trefoil
Red clover
White clover

L
O
L
F
L
O
A
L
O
O
O
L
O
A

L
LA
O
O-A
O-F
O
O-LF
O-A
L
A
L
LF
O-LA
LF
A

Left Bank of River Nene and Channel to White Mills Lock, marginals and aquatics
Scientific name
Common name
Frequency
Algae
A
Carex otrubae
False fox sedge
O
Epilobium hirsutum
Greater willow-herb
LA
Glyceria maxima (bank & channel)
Reed sweet-grass
D
Juncus effusus
Soft rush
O
Lemna minor
Duckweed
LF
Lycopus europaeus
Gipsy-wort
O
Numphar lutea
Yellow water-lily
A
Scrophularia auriculata
Water figwort
O
Stachys palustris
Marsh woundwort
O
Urtica dioica
Stinging nettle
L
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Right bank – Channel to White Mills Lock
Carex riparia
Greater pond-sedge
Epilobium hirsutum
Greater willow-herb
Hedgerow
Scientific name
Crataegus monogyna
Fraxinus excelsior
Humulus lupulus
Ligustrum vulgare
Malus sylvestris
Rhamnus catharticus
Rosa canina
Salix viminalis
Sambucus nigra
Ulmus sp.

Common name
Hawthorn
Ash coppice
Hop
Wild privet
Crab apple
Purging buckthorn
Dog rose
Osier
Elder
Elm suckers

Fraxinus excelsior
Quercus robur

Ash trees
Pedunculate oak

Ditch by road
Scientific name
Angelica sylvestris
Epilobium hirsutum
Filipendula vulgaris
Iris pseudacorus
Phalaris arundinacea

Common name
Wild angelica
Greater willow-herb
Meadow-sweet
Yellow flag iris
Reed canary-grass

D
LA

Frequency
D
O
LF
R
O
O
O
O
O
LA
x2
x1

Frequency
O
LF-A
LA
x 1 patch
LA
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APPENDIX 2

Protected and notable species records within the search area
which is outlined in red on the Location Plan (Appendix 5)
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APPENDIX 3
The Northamptonshire Biodiversity Action Plan lists the following habitats and species as
being important in the county.
Habitat

Projects within habitats

Woodland

Lowland mixed deciduous woodland
Lowland wood pasture and parkland
Wet woodland
Lowland dry acid grassland
Lowland calcareous grassland
Lowland heathland
Lowland neutral grassland
Quarries and gullets
Ancient/species rich hedgerows

Dry grassland and Heath

Farmland
Rivers and wetland

Towns and villages

Flood plain grazing marsh
Lowland fen
Ponds
Reedbed
Open mosaic habitats on previously
developed land
Traditional orchards

Group

Name

Lichens

Physia clementii

Invertebrates

Amphibians

Black hairstreak
Concolorous moth
Lime bark beetle
Barn owl
Grey partridge
Nightingale
Brown hare
Common dormouse
Harvest mouse
Otter
Pipistrelle bat
Watervole
Palmate newt

Crustaceans

White-clawed crayfish

Higher plants

Black poplar
Plot’s elm

Birds

Mammals
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APPENDIX 4

Statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites in the Nene Valley
within 2 kilometres of the survey site
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APPENDIX 5

LOCATION PLAN
Boundary of search area shown in red
Survey site marked with ‘S’

________________________________________________________________________
ERAs Consultancy
June 2010

Land beside the River Nene, Grendon, Northants
________________________________________________________________________

Photo 1: Site looking into north-west corner from beside lock. Note line
of culvert and low-level power line.

Photo 2: Diverse hedge and 3 trees on eastern boundary
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Photo 3: Looking east along the bank of the River Nene where it divides.
Lock channel to left, weir to right.

Photo 4: Water from both roadside and field ditches collects in this ditch to the
east of the road before emptying into the river
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APPENDIX B – NATURA 2000 SITE
CITATION

SB Rice Consulting
Habitats Regulations Assessment – Grendon Marina
854524

22

UK SPA data form

NATURA 2000
STANDARD DATA FORM
FOR SPECIAL PROTECTION AREAS (SPA)
FOR SITES ELIGIBLE FOR IDENTIFICATION AS SITES OF COMMUNITY IMPORTANCE (SCI)
AND
FOR SPECIAL AREAS OF CONSERVATION (SAC)

1. Site identification:
1.1 Type

1.2 Site code

A

1.3 Compilation date

UK9020296

1.4 Update

201104

1.5 Relationship with other Natura 2000 sites

1.6 Respondent(s)
1.7 Site name

International Designations, JNCC, Peterborough

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits

1.8 Site indication and designation classification dates
date site proposed as eligible as SCI
date confirmed as SCI
date site classified as SPA
date site designated as SAC

201104

2. Site location:
2.1 Site centre location
longitude
00 34 56 W

latitude
52 20 04 N

2.2 Site area (ha)

2.3 Site length (km)

1357.67

2.5 Administrative region
NUTS
code
UKF23

Region name

%
cover

Northamptonshire

100.0%

2.6 Biogeographic region
X
Alpine

Atlantic

Boreal

Continental

Macaronesia

Mediterranean

3. Ecological information:
3.1 Annex I habitats
Habitat types present on the site and the site assessment for them:
Annex I habitat

% cover

Representati
vity

Relative
surface

Conservation
status

Global
assessment

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form

Produced by JNCC, 10/08/11

Page 1 of 3

UK SPA data form

3.2 Annex I birds and regularly occurring migratory birds not listed on Annex I
Population
Resident
Code

Species name

A056
A050
A053
A051
A059
A061
A021
A125
A017

Anas clypeata
Anas penelope
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas strepera
Aythya ferina
Aythya fuligula
Botaurus stellaris
Fulica atra
Phalacrocorax carbo
Pluvialis apricaria [Northwestern Europe breeding]
Podiceps cristatus
Vanellus vanellus

A140
A005
A142

Site assessment

Migratory
Breed

Winter

Stage

Population

Conservation

Isolation

178 I
5001 I
2312 I
773 I
625 I
1187 I
2I
2323 I
285 I

C
C
C
B
C
C
B
C
C

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

5790 I

B

C

288 I
3349 I

C
C

C
C

4. Site description:
4.1 General site character
Habitat classes

% cover

Marine areas. Sea inlets
Tidal rivers. Estuaries. Mud flats. Sand flats. Lagoons (including saltwork basins)
Salt marshes. Salt pastures. Salt steppes
Coastal sand dunes. Sand beaches. Machair
Shingle. Sea cliffs. Islets
Inland water bodies (standing water, running water)
Bogs. Marshes. Water fringed vegetation. Fens
Heath. Scrub. Maquis and garrigue. Phygrana
Dry grassland. Steppes
Humid grassland. Mesophile grassland
Alpine and sub-alpine grassland
Improved grassland
Other arable land
Broad-leaved deciduous woodland
Coniferous woodland
Evergreen woodland
Mixed woodland
Non-forest areas cultivated with woody plants (including orchards, groves, vineyards, dehesas)
Inland rocks. Screes. Sands. Permanent snow and ice
Other land (including towns, villages, roads, waste places, mines, industrial sites)
Total habitat cover

49.0
19.0

27.0
5.0

100%

4.1 Other site characteristics
Soil & geology:
Alluvium, Basic, Neutral

Geomorphology & landscape:
Floodplain

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form

Produced by JNCC, 10/08/11

Page 2 of 3

Global

UK SPA data form

4.2 Quality and importance
ARTICLE 4.1 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC)
Over winter the area regularly supports:
Botaurus stellaris
(Europe - breeding)

2% of the GB population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

Pluvialis apricaria [North-western Europe breeding]

2.3% of the GB population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

ARTICLE 4.2 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC)
Over winter the area regularly supports:
Anas strepera
(North-western Europe)

2% of the population
5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04

ARTICLE 4.2 QUALIFICATION (79/409/EEC): AN INTERNATIONALLY IMPORTANT ASSEMBLAGE
OF BIRDS
In the non-breeding season the area regularly supports:
23821 waterfowl 5-year peak mean 1999/2000 – 2003/04
Including:
Anas clypeata , Anas penelope , Anas platyrhynchos , Anas strepera , Aythya ferina , Aythya fuligula ,
Botaurus stellaris , Fulica atra , Phalacrocorax carbo , Pluvialis apricaria [North-western Europe breeding], Podiceps cristatus , Vanellus vanellus .

4.3 Vulnerability
The threat from potential development pressures in the urban fringe area is largely addressed by the relevant
provisions of the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010.
Issues such as arresting (or locally reversing) vegetation succession will be addressed via management plans.
The main threat to the site it that of human recreational pressure. The intensity and location of recreational
activities taking place just prior to SSSI notification on 24 November 2005 was considered compatible with
maintaining favorable population levels. This is managed through voluntary agreements assisted by powers
within Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as amended and The Conservation of Habitats & Species
Regulations 2010.
The development of future recreational opportunities is to be addressed through valley-wide tourism and
recreational strategies to provide a coordinated approach; including the development of access management
plans for key sites and that appropriate planning policies are incorporated within strategic planning documents
to ensure developments take account of direct and indirect recreational disturbance. Natural England intend to
support and work in partnership with the following initiatives: The Wildlife Trust's Nene Valley Vision,
RSPB Futurescapes and River Nene Regional Park projects.

5. Site protection status and relation with CORINE biotopes:
5.1 Designation types at national and regional level
Code
UK04 (SSSI/ASSI)

% cover
100.00

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits
Standard Natura 2000 Data Form

Produced by JNCC, 10/08/11

Page 3 of 3

8

APPENDIX C – FIGURES

SB Rice Consulting
Habitats Regulations Assessment – Grendon Marina
854524

23

.75
47

n
tio
sta
0
47.
5

47
.7
5

.75

0
48.0

4
47.9

48

.25
46

co
nc
re
te

2
48.8

47.96

7
47.9

46.25

5
47.9
7
47.9

6
47.9

wall

POST

6
47.9

47
.4
6

.0
47

0

47
.0
0

47
.25

5
.7
46

46

.5 0

fe
nc
e
po
st
+w
ire

.45
47

47.50

l
wal

47
.4
2

47
.25

.58
47

47
.4
7

m
et
al
se
47
cu
.3
47
rit
7
.2
y
5
fe
nc
e

47
.4
1

50
47.

7.
82

47
.2
9

47
.5
6

25
47.

47 fen
ce
.6
2

m
et
al
se
cu
rit
y
47
.6
3

50

46.
50

9
47.8

46.2

46.
2
25
46.

.0 0

5

46
.5
0

46.
50

46.50

46.50

72

47

47
.6
3

46.85

46.68

12m

46.62
47.68

12m

46.76

47.74

46.62
12m

46.64

46.70
47.80

47.77

5
.7

46

.0

0

47.83

47
.5

0

47.80

60

5

47

47
.

47.88

47

.7

47
.7
1

46.72

47
.75

47
.2
5

66

46.71

er
riv

47
.

46.65
46.69

46.82

21
m

47
.5
9

12m

46.66

46.69

21m

64

2,890.151 m2

46.75

46.90

12m

47
.

46.62

1

46.73

46.66

47
.7
8

47.92
46.79

72

47.78

5
.7

47

47.79

.60
47

5

47
.

47.86

47
.7
2

.7
46

.
46

75

46.76

62
47.

47
.7
7

46.89

46.75

63

46.84

47.87

0

.2

5

47

.0

46.98

47
.7
5

riv
er

1

47.02

47
.8

47
.5
0

47

47.96
47.93

2.000

47.03

KEY

Gabion basket
(or similar)

47
.7
5

.5

0

47

47

47.76
0
.5
47
47.88
5
47.78
47.7

47.76

47.94
48.03
3
47.9 8.12
4

ko.....kerb outlet
tic....telecom inspection cover
gu.....gully
catv...cable tv
wm.....water meter
sv.....stop valve
fh.....fire hydrant
wsv....water stop valve
gsv....gas stop valve
lp.....lamp post

+47.950 (highest exist ground level
+47.360 (water level varies)

2.500

47.26

47.85

5
.2
47

48
.

0
85
.8 47.
47

00

+46.160 (lowest exist ground level)
+44.860 (marina bed level TBC)

er
riv

tp.....telegraph pole
ep.....electricity pole
tl.....traffic light
sp.....sign post
gp.....gate post
mh.....manhole
bol....bollard
inv....invert
mp.....marker post

Sheet pile

47
.

SURVEY STATIONS

8

48 1 47.
. 0 76
0
47

Marina footprint
= 17,762sqm
(including bunds &
building)

Perimeter
boardwalk

Jetty
walkway

46.98

6
7.7
47.774

= 32,483sqm

2.000

.25

nce
wire fe
post+

47.00

47.90

52
47.

.7 2

Name
1
2
3
4

= 2,890sqm
2,176m3

2.000

Perimeter
boardwalk

Northing
262261.233
262203.173
262053.708
262068.822

Height
47.554
47.498
47.987
48.400

C

Clay bund
(or similar)

1:2

+47.950 (highest exist ground level
+47.360 (water level varies)

1:3

B

Overhead cables removed to reflect existing site.

DJJ

27.07.12

A

Approximate areas & volumes of build up & dig added.

DJJ

19.06.12

Edited

Date

Rev

2.500

1
1:

= 14,555sqm
22,515m3

Easting
485675.412
485715.242
485726.671
485765.500

D

2.000

Jetty
walkway

Marina basin

0
47.6

47.
00
46.93

Bunds/build up

54
47.

8
.6
47

46.79

47
.6
2

47
.8
4

46.80

46.86

Site area

262000N

46.70

47.92

Typical areas & volumes

.59
47

0

47.85

46.77

47
.6

46.83

47
.

46.83

46.78

485800E

46.75

46.73

46.72

47
.6
0

47.80
46.72

262000N

47
.6

4
.6
47

46.61

5
.7
47

46.61

46.63

.7

5

.
47

ga
te

.
46

46.25

47
46 46.
.5 59
6

46.00

5

.50
46

47.94

4
47.9

8
47.9

1
48.7

2
48.7

wa
ll

ge
brid48.78

0
48.8

47
.7
5

7
48.4

.49
5 48
48.3

48.77

2
48.8

47
.4
2

.49
47

2
8.2
74
48.1

lock

48.92

lock
.94
48.1147

46.25

4
47
.25 7.44

55
47.

7
47.9

9
47.9

ge
brid
gate

c

4

BOX

2
48.8

fence

4
47.7

ge
hed

9 e
46.6
fenc

ier
barr

1
47.0

wire
post+

8
47.5

47.50

7
.5.85
4747

5

.75

7

46.79

4
47.5

7
47.4

47.25

46.7

4
47.9

8 BOL
47.8

gate
lock

BOL oncrete

BOL
BOL
6
BOL
47.9

BOL BOL

0
47.0

6
46.4

46.64

8
47.3

5
47.4

road

50

5
46.6

46.73

ion
stat

3
47.3

46.

46.58

1
47.4

2
47.3

0
46.5

46.63

3
47.3

in
dra

46.66

.25

4 6.50
4

0
47.4

0 477.005
47.3
4 6.7

46.67

8
47.3

1
47.3

7
46.6

7
46.6

46.74

0
47.4

e

.50
46

g
hed

47.03

1
47.4

6
0
46.5 46.5

46.76

47.40
3
47.3

0
46.6

er
riv

47.72

547.76
.7
47

BOLBOL

4
47.9

.00
48

47
.9

46.63

46.62

drain

46.64

46.65

47.39

pet
para

46.70

5
47.3
34
47.
4
0
47.2 47.5

97
47.

4
47.9

47.68

47.59

WL

3

47

47
.7
5

.50

4

BOL

47.98

POST

7
47.9
7
47.9

o
BOL c
8
.97
7.9

47
.7
5

46.58

12m

48.00

ign

47.94 47
.94

0
48.0

46.69

25
47
48.18
48.
47.73
.31
e 48 48.25
c
47.50
n
0
.8
fe
1
47
9
47.73
47.
50
48.36
47.84
47.71
48.
5
48.54
47.7
gate
48.60
48.11
48.05 SP
e
47.85 47.94
48.92 48.88 .75
c
n
47.91
6
47.93 ICfe
48
47.9 48.02
47.92 48.04

47.63

47.89

5

47.99

47.66

.25
47
47

47.85

48.01s
.97 te
47 cre BOL

.97
BOL 47 4
7.9
6
47
.95

BOL
47.36

47.85

0
.0
47

12m

47.85

48.
00

5
.7
46

46.50

47.75

.95
47

5
.7
47

47.73

4

46.75
47.00
47.25
47.50

47.58

47.83

47.53

.92
47

.50

n

47.50

46.58

46.75

46.50
46.54

5
.00
47
5
47.2

46.45 6.7

46.44

47.85

47

47.7
6

46.63

46.62

0
.5
46

5
7.2

47.76

46.57
46.64

46.50

46.48

47.77

47.08 47.03

47.63

7
47.

47.57

46.65

14,460.685 m2

e
6
enc
46.5
ire f
t+w
pos

0

4

46.54
46.51

46.67

0
46.6

.0
47
46.58

47.05

land drain

47.56

4

47.49

12m

46.64

12m

18m

46.61

46.59

46.99

47.52

46.51

46.62

21m

21m

7.50

.75
46

46.50

46.52

12m

1
46.5

18m

12m

46.58

47.00

47.01

47.25

46.54

46.59

46.75

47.00

46.64

12m

46.61

1
46.5

0

46.50

46.52

47.00

47.05

46.58

46.55

46.5

46.54
46.54

46.58

47.02

47.08

46.75

46.63

46.51

12m
46.52

46.64

47.47

21m

46.50

12m

46.58
46.65

46.25

46.64

46.63

46.66

18m

46.55

46.75

46.66

46.58

46.58

46.49 18m
46.58

34
47.

46.48

46.69

46.47

12m

47.18

18m

46.50

46.52

46.57

47.14

.50
18m
46

46.42

46.51

0
46.6

46.58

7
47.2

46.58

46.23

46.50

46.49

46.42

46.58

47.0021m

46.62
18m

25

46.61

46.47

concrete

47.0021m

land drain

47.23

46.

46.17
46.55

21m

46.75

47.00

46.46

46.24

262100N

47.33
47.38
46.39
46.16 46.16

46.27

46.56

47.14

GY

46.59

50
46.

46.58

0
46.6

47.11

46.43
12m

46.37

46.42

46.75

46.50
46.55

5
47.3

47.25

18m

46.61

46.69
46.64

12m

4

46.67

25
46.

46.68

46.50

46.56

46.52
46.44

47.08

46.44

GY

47.42

21m

47.00

12m

46.50
46.61

46.62

46.51

46.42

46.71

47.33
46.22

46.50

46.36
46.12

46.40

21m

46.75

12m

46.62

47.15

46.55

46.50

46.75

46.32

46.71

46.29
46.39
46.34
46.42 46.12
46.48

46.50

18m

land drain

2
47.

53
46.

46.66

46.53

46.63

47.10

3
46.5

46.75

46.71

46.71

46.75

46.31

46.32

21m

18m

46.56

47.26

46.14

21m

50
46.

18m

47.00
47.0747.0
0

rier
bar

46.75 46.75

12m

47.05

24
47.

46.77

47.00
47.00

47.08

.58
46

47.09

47.00

.58
46

land drain

47.05

5

46.46

21m

46.50

46.46

46.51

0
46.5

46.58

34
47.

6
47.3

46.75

47.00

47.04

46.59

d
roa

46.68

46.22 46.2
46.36

18m

46.52

12m

46.21

.50
46

46.64

0
46.5

46.75

46.66

18m

12m

46.72

46.36
21m

18m

46.36

21m

46.62

46.45

46.53
12m

tion
sta

46.59

46.75

12m

12m

46.61

0

21m

46.43
46.63

in
dra

ce
fen

46.65

e
dg
he

4

46.51

46.28

0
6.5

.5

46.36

46.20

46.47

18m

12m

12m

46

18m

46.42

46.16

46.37

21m

46.50

46.59

.41
47

.51
46

12m

46.65

12m

46.59
46.59

rier
bar
46.33

18m

46.30
46.52

46.35

46.31

21m

46.48

18m

46.31

46.49

50
21.m
46

46.45

concrete culvert

tl
46.10
47.59

46.49

46.33

46.32

12m

46.53

21m

18m

46.47 12m

46.61

262100N

.25
47 46.75

0
.5
46

18m

12m

12m

.40
47

18m

46.62

46.62

e
.51 +wir
46
t
pos

46.31

46.44

overhead power line
s

46.48
46.45

47.35

46.26

18m

18m

46.46

12m

t
a1pe
p4a7r.4

46.62

.36
47

.48
46

18m

18m

12m

45.65

46.50

0
6.5

46.36

12m

46.59

48
46.

4

46.52

46.60

.25
46

12m

46.61

15
47.

46.29

46.52

50
6..5
446
0

46.60

47.47
47.58

46.54

18m 46.43

18m

46.57

.36
47

5
46.3
14
46.
14 6.35
4
46.

27
46.

18m

46.44

46.53
46.45
12m

46.59

27
46.

12m

12m

1

5

18m

46.61

12m

5
46.6

46.6

18m

overhead power line
s

46.72

.25 50
46 46.

54
46.

18m

46.42

12m

7.4
.25 4
47

in
dra

fe
nc
e

.45
47

18m

46.35

18m

46.57

47.38

46.45

46.52

46.60

nce
wire fe
post+

34
47.

.39
47

54
46.

po
st
+w
ire

d

.48

46.74

roa
.47
47

46

46.53

18m

18m

12m
12m

46.60

.48

46.69

.33
47

36 7 .25
47.
4

46

46.49
18m

46.57

12m

47.41

18m

46.19

GY
47.35

GY
47.25

18m

5
46.2

46.60

46.60

25
46.

46.48

18m

12m

46.49

141 TOTAL

m

46.58

47.37

46.50

18m

18
46.58

12m

12m

18m

18m

12m

46.67

0

46.55

46.60

46.65

46.54
46.42

18m 46.46

46.61

46.67

46.24

46.43

12m

12m

18m

46.50

46.5

12m

46.62

46.50

18m

12m

47.33

18m 46.28

18m

46.59

12m

ion

.42

46.50

46.66

46.48
46.53

46.47

46.56

47.53
47.42

47.54

18m

18m

12m

46.32

18m

46.54

12m

INV

46.22

46.55

12m

46.62

5

46.2

18m

46.38

18m

46.62

18m

46.46

brick arch culvert

46.04 INV
45.88

18m

12m

46.60

46.60

.46
46

.46
46

46.63

46.41

46.42

18m

46.57

12m

47.
20
47.
38

46
46
.28 46.19 .26
46
46.39

18m

4

2m 0

416.5

46.54

INV

t
sta

47

e
dg
he

49
46.66 46.2446. 46.75

33
47.

.38
47

9

46.52

46.52

46.56

46.62
46.73

38
47.

6.4

46.09

INV

INV

46.06

46.07 INV

46.69

in
dra

46.67

46.41

.39
47

46.69

46.67

34
47.

drain

46.55

ge
ver

7
46.6

46.59 46.63
46.15

46.62

46.61

INV

4
ce
.49
en
46
ef
wir
st+
po

.50

46.56

46.65

46.55
4
46.49 46.6

gate

46.50

46

46.57

64
46.5

46.44

18m

46.41

45.99
5
46.3

6.50

46.09 INV
8
46.3
INV46.12
1
.4
6
4

46.49
9
46.4 46.10
746.48 46.58
46.4
46.52
INV
46.22 INV
INV
.40
46.39
7
6
.5
4
6
4
46.10
INV 46.35
86.50
3
INV
4
18m
46.54
0
5
3 6.
ford
.5 4
46.2
46.5
46
9
46.06
.25 6.46 46.4 46
46.44
6
m
4
4
8
.5
4
INV
4
46.5 1
46.45
50
46.59
6.

46.61

46.28

6.55
46.49 .50 4
46 .25
INV
4
6
4
46.05
46.5
25 46.46
INV 46.

9
46.5

46.54

46.46 46.51 46.52

46.41

47.46

46.58 46.3
46.25
1
INV 46.08
INV
46.47
INV
46.49
46.05
INV
46.03
46.25
46.00 INV 45.96
1
INV
.5
6
4
46.35
46.34
45.97
18m
46.42
45.96 INV
.30
46.32

in
18m
dra

46.50

46.48

drain

46.49

46.62

46.63

INV46.21

0
.5
46

46.49

46.70

46.67 .50
46

46.49

46.74

4
.7
46

INV46.2646.50

46.52

46.50
46.42

46.56

46.66

46.46

46.40
46.40

46
.7
5

INV
45.94

268.682 m2

50
46.

46.80

46.82

46.16 INV
46.61

46.41

46.39

46.51

46.17 INV

.48
46

46.40

46.55
46.56

46.76

2
262200N

46.39

46.73

46.77

5
46.48

46.62

00

46.49

46.62

46.2

47.

46.64

46.67

.38
47

47.10

46.48

46.75

drain

36
47.

46.53

46.65

46.50
4466.2.255
46.25

INV
46.14

46.47

47.15

.00
47

46.68

46.49

50

46.46

46.58

46.70

36
47.

50

46.

47.25

3
.9
46

46
.7
5

.48
46

46.42

47.31

04
7.
447.04

5
.7
46

50
46.

47
.

.50
46

46.57

46.50

1
.7
46

.25.00 .75 .50
47 47 46 46

46.68

75

5
.7
46

94
6.
446.94

.36

.65
46

46.59

46.82

47.25

4
.2
47

46.05

46.84

.
46

47.31
GY

INV

46.67

1
.5
47
4
.4
47

46.64

46.60

47.01

47.34

262200N

46.62

46.65

0
.0
47

47.44

.65
46

47.30

40
47.

.74
46

47.00

47.17

74
46.

57 Car spaces
1,391.887 m2
46.74

47.27

in
dra

78
46.

46.75

6.75

5
47.4

47

50
46.

4

.50
47

46.76
47.17

44
47.

.30
47

46.92

0
47.5

78
46.

47.16

47.17

43
47.

5
46.7

47
.3
4

48
47.

0

46.93
46.97

47.27

46.44

46.80

0
.0
47

S

.5
47

4
46.9

46.96

47.22

INV

4
46.9

47.16

47.16

.43
47

ge
hed

E

INV

46.60

nce

46.92

W

5
46.7

.
25
46.97

N

.41
47

.00
47

fe
ire
t+w
pos

47.03

1
47.0

47

47.03

01
47.

47.75 4

h
pat

.56
47

47.17

47
.5
0

.49
47

1
47.2

21
47.

47.62 INV
46.99

48.11

27
47.
47.10
47.08

47.61

47.20

.58
47

47.25

.48
47

.59
47

25

47.15

47.13
47.10

47.19

1

7.

47.21

47.61 47.22

47.73

te
ga4

.62
47

47.30
47.26

d
roa

47.39

.53
47
.58
.55
47
47

.62
47

.60
47

47.61

+46.160 (lowest exist ground level)
2.151

+44.860 (marina bed level TBC)

3.801

Sheet pile

Description

GJP MARINA DEVELOPMENTS LTD
Great Haywood Marina, Mill lane, Great Haywood.
Staffordshire, ST18 ORQ

485600E

Tel:
Fax:
Email:
Web:

01889 883 714
01889 883 715
info@gjpmarinas.co.uk
www.gjpmarinas.co.uk

5.452

CLIENT
PROJECT

Typical Section Options Thru New Bund & Jetty
Scale 1:100

DRAWING

J & D SKINNER
PASTURES FARM PROPOSED MARINA
Grendon, Northamptonshire. NN7 1JD.
PROPOSED MARINA SITE LAYOUT PLAN

(Survey & levels from Shyres Rural Ltd drawing no. SRL.26.10 Feb 2010)
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

SCALE
1:500@A1

DRAWN
DJJ

DATE
03/04/12

DRG. NO.

6108-01

All dimensions to be checked on site before work is commenced. Do not scale from this
drawing. This drawing is copyright and must not be reproduced without consent.

REV

B

SB Rice Consulting
White Mills Marina

Otter and Water Vole Survey Report
854542

NOVEMBER 2013

RSK GENERAL NOTES
Project No.:

854542

Title:

White Mills Marina Otter and Water Vole Survey Report

Client:

SB Rice Consulting

Date:

12 November 2013

Office:

Coventry

Status:

Issued

Author

Jan Skuriat

Technical reviewer

Simon Boulter

]
Date:

12.11.2013

Date:

Project manager

Simon Boulter

Quality reviewer
[optional]

Date:

13.11.2013

Date:

13.11.2013

RSK has prepared this report for the sole use of the client, showing reasonable skill and care, for the intended purposes as
stated in the agreement under which this work was completed. The report may not be relied upon by any other party without
the express agreement of the client and RSK. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice
included in this report.
Where any data supplied by the client or from other sources have been used, it has been assumed that the information is
correct. No responsibility can be accepted by RSK for inaccuracies in the data supplied by any other party. The conclusions
and recommendations in this report are based on the assumption that all relevant information has been supplied by those
bodies from whom it was requested.
No part of this report may be copied or duplicated without the express permission of RSK and the party for whom it was
prepared.
Where field investigations have been carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to achieve the stated
objectives of the work.
This work has been undertaken in accordance with the quality management system of RSK.

Grendon Marina Otter Survey
854542

CONTENTS
1
2

3

4

5

6
7
8

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY..................................................................................................................2
INTRODUCTION ..............................................................................................................................3
2.1 Purpose of this Report..............................................................................................................3
2.1.1 Personnel .....................................................................................................................3
2.2 Ecological Context....................................................................................................................3
2.3 Structure of the Report .............................................................................................................3
METHODS........................................................................................................................................4
3.1 Otter 4
3.1.1 Evidence of Otter..........................................................................................................4
3.2 Water Vole................................................................................................................................4
3.2.1 Habitat Assessment......................................................................................................4
3.2.2 Evidence of Water Vole................................................................................................5
3.3 Camera Traps...........................................................................................................................5
RESULTS .........................................................................................................................................6
4.1 Otter 6
4.1.1 Evidence of Otter..........................................................................................................6
4.2 Water Vole................................................................................................................................6
4.2.1 Evidence of Water Vole................................................................................................6
4.3 Camera Traps...........................................................................................................................7
EVALUATION ..................................................................................................................................8
5.1 Otter 8
5.2 Water Vole................................................................................................................................8
REFERENCES .................................................................................................................................9
APPENDIX A..................................................................................................................................10
7.1 Animal Notes ..........................................................................................................................10
APPENDIX B..................................................................................................................................12
Otter 12
Water Vole ......................................................................................................................................13

Grendon Marina – Otter and Water Vole Survey
854524

1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. This report details Otter and Water Vole surveys carried out at the proposed site
of a new marina near Grendon in Northamptonshire (Figure 1).
2. Surveys were commissioned to support the planning application for a new
narrow boat marina on the River Nene. Earlier scoping surveys, coupled with a
review of impact assessments for nearby mineral extraction schemes, identified
Otters and Water Vole as potential ecological receptors which could be affected
by the proposals if present near the site.
3. The surveys were conducted by Jan Skuriat and Jessie Hine of RSK
Environment on 15th and the 22nd of October 2013.
4. The site comprises a grazed grassland field with one hedge (eastern boundary)
and the River Nene along the southern boundary. The survey area included the
field and extended up to 2 km upstream and downstream for the Water Vole
survey and 5 km for the Otter survey. Habitats surrounding the River Nene
include arable and pastoral land, caravan parks, scrub, plantations and active
and disused gravel pits.
5. Detailed Otter survey, following methods included in the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges, comprised a search for signs of Otter activity along the
main watercourse (Nene), 5 km up and downstream of the proposed site
(survey area can be seen on Figure 2).
6. Detailed Water Vole survey included a systematic search of all of the suitable
habitat – in this case 2 km up and 2 km down the Nene from the proposed site.
7. Two camera traps were set on the River Nene and left for one week before
being checked for photographs of Otters or Water Vole.
8. Two Otter spraints were found on site (Animal Note 1 and 2). A possible holt at
Animal Note 3 was found (off site 750m to the west), but no direct evidence of
Otters (hair, droppings or footprints) was seen at this location. Further spraint
was found at Animal Note 4 and 5. These findings are displayed on Figure 1
and detailed in Appendix A (Animal Notes).
9. No evidence of Water Vole was found despite suitable habitat being present.
Therefore, this species will not be affected by the proposals
10. The level of Otter evidence found is consistent with there being a population of
Otters present on the River Nene, and it is likely that more than one individual is
present. This confirms assumptions made through some of the neighbouring
Environmental Impact Assessments. However, despite Otters using the River
Nene for foraging and commuting, no Otter holts or resting places were found
on site or in the immediate vicinity. As such, no significant impacts on Otters are
predicted.
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2

INTRODUCTION

2.1

Purpose of this Report
RSK were commissioned to prepare this report in support of a planning application for a
new narrow boat marina on the River Nene near Grendon, Northamptonshire

2.1.1

Personnel
The surveys were conducted by Jan Skuriat and Jessie Hine of RSK Environment on
15th and the 22nd of October 2013. Jan Skuriat is a Principal Ecologist with 12 years
experience of ecological surveys, including many surveys for Otter and Water Vole.
Jan is also a full member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental
Management.

2.2

Ecological Context
The site comprises a grazed grassland field with one hedge (marking the eastern
boundary) and the River Nene along the southern boundary. The survey area included
the field and also extended up to 2 km upstream and downstream for the Water Vole
survey and 5 km for the Otter survey. Habitats surrounding the River Nene include
arable and pastoral land, caravan parks, scrub, plantations and active and disused
gravel pits. There are few roads in the area, but the Nene Valley Way provided a useful
access route for survey.

2.3

Structure of the Report
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:


Section 3 describes the survey and assessment methods;



Section 4 presents the survey results;



Section 5 gives an evaluation of the results;



Section 6 lists the references;



Appendix A provides Animal Notes; and



Appendix B provides legal context

.
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3

METHODS

3.1

Otter

3.1.1

Evidence of Otter
Initially watercourses, areas of wetland and adjacent habitat were assessed on their
suitability for Otters. This included an assessment of water depth, water quality,
vegetation and cover.
Detailed survey followed methods in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. It
comprised a search for signs of Otter activity along the main watercourse (Nene), 5 km
up and downstream of the proposed site (survey area can be seen on Figure 2),
specifically checking under any bridges that could be accessed. Evidence recorded
would include spraint (droppings), footprints, slides, paths, feeding remains, holts
(underground resting places) or couches (temporary resting places). Evidence was
recorded as Animal Notes, presented here in Appendix A and Figure 3.

3.2

Water Vole

3.2.1

Habitat Assessment
Habitat was assessed for Water Voles according to subjective criteria, which were then
used to categorize habitat according to suitability for the species. The following habitat
factors are taken into consideration:


water quality;



water-level regime;



channel dimensions;



bank type and material;



vegetation for cover and food sources;



shading;



predation and competition; and



habitat management.

Classification of habitat suitability was made as follows:


Excellent – ideal or optimal habitat with good cover, food sources and other
elements that would allow a population of Water Voles to thrive throughout the
year.



Suitable – habitat that has all the elements required for Water Voles certainly in
the summer, and probably through most winters.
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Marginal – habitat that has some of the habitat features that are suitable for
Water Vole, but with some constraints so that suitability throughout the year is
not certain.

 Unsuitable – habitat lacking one or more crucial element for use by Water Voles.
This category does not necessarily preclude the habitat being used by
commuting Water Voles, but it would not be able to support a resident
population.

3.2.2

Evidence of Water Vole
Survey for evidence of Water Vole activity followed standard methods adapted from
Strachan (1998). All of the suitable habitat – in this case 2 km up and 2 km down the
Nene from the proposed site, were systematically and thoroughly searched for signs of
the species. In addition, if Water Vole signs had been seen during the Otter survey
(which extended a further 3 km past the extent of the Water Vole survey area) then they
would have been recorded. Water Vole survey involved an intensive search of the
bank-side and water-edge habitat, searching for Water Vole field signs including:


burrows;



feeding platforms and evidence of feeding;



food remains;



latrines; and



footprints.

Had evidence been seen it would have been recorded as Animal Notes (Appendix A)
and to Figure 3.

3.3

Camera Traps
Motion-activated camera traps were set at two locations to capture nocturnal movement
of animals along the river. Cameras were set to photograph between dusk and dawn
and were left for 1 week, then retrieved and checked. Locations of camera traps are
given on Figure 2.
Though primarily placed to photograph Otters, the cameras were set to be able to
record any passage of animals along the river. Other species that might be expected
include wildfowl, American Mink, Brown Rat and Water Vole.
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4

RESULTS

4.1

Otter

4.1.1

Evidence of Otter
The habitats in the survey area include the River Nene, streams, ditches, redundant mill
leats, disused quarries and active gravel workings. To further put the area into context,
the surrounding landscape comprises arable and pastoral land, together with
plantations of (mainly) Populus (Poplar) cultivars. The water is generally clean with no
obvious signs of pollution. There is course fishing on the River Nene, which indicates
that there are likely to be good numbers of fish present, many of which would be
suitable prey for Otters. Plantations, overgrown disused gravel pits and riparian and
pond-side trees could provide cover for holts in the wider area, though a frequentlyused footpath and dog walkers make the presence of holts less likely along the Nene.
The site itself, and the immediate surroundings (within 50 m), did not contain any
suitable holt locations.
Evidence of Otter activity was found on site, and both up and down the River Nene, with
two spraints found on site (Animal Note 1 and 2). A possible holt at Animal Note 3 was
found approximately 750 m from site, but no direct evidence of Otters (hair, droppings
or footprints) was seen at this location. A large stone was placed near the hole, at a
prominent location, which would normally be used by marking Otters to spraint on if
they were present; no spraints were left on the stone. Further spraint was found at
Animal Note 4 and 5. These findings are displayed on Figure 1 and detailed in
Appendix A (Animal Notes).

4.2

Water Vole

4.2.1

Evidence of Water Vole
The section of the River Nene in the survey area is largely canalised with a narrow
band of tall, lush emergent vegetation suitable as food for Water Vole. The water
seems clear and free of any obvious pollution. The banks are mainly earth with few
sections (i.e. through locks) that are piled or defended; so much of its length is suitable
for Water Vole to dig burrows in.
The banks are grazed on at least one side by cattle, so there is an element of trampling/
poaching of the marginal vegetation. This makes the habitat here less suitable for
Water Voles. There are, however, refuges from this where arable land, scrub or
woodland border the river.
In general the habitat on site and within the 2 km survey area is Suitable as defined by
Section 3.2.1.
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No evidence of Water Voles was recorded during the survey, despite suitable habitat
being present.

4.3

Camera Traps
No photographs of Otters or Water Voles were taken by the two camera traps during
the week-long survey.
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5

EVALUATION

5.1

Otter
The River Nene and the 5 km radius survey area represents good Otter habitat and the
surveys identified the presence of spraint (droppings) on site (Animal Note 1 and 2) as
well as further up and down the Nene (Animal Note 4 and 5). A possible Otter holt was
recorded at Animal Note 3 (750m off site), but no direct evidence of Otters was seen at
this location.
No protected Otter holts or couches were found on site. Therefore, as expected,
surveys have confirmed that Otters are using the River Nene for foraging and
commuting, but not resting on the site. Therefore, the Otters will already be used to
some levels of activity as they and people/boats/dogs travel up and down the river.
Therefore, despite their confirmed presence, it is highly unlikely that construction of a
narrow boat marina at this location would significantly affect the local Otter population.
The presence of Otters on the River Nene at this location has been proved and it is
possible that more than one animal is present. Otters range long distances and male
and female territories overlap. In addition, juvenile Otters are dependant on their
mothers for months after leaving natal holts, so it is normal for Otter evidence to be
representative of an Otter population rather than just an individual. The level of
evidence found is consistent with the ongoing recovery of the Otter population of recent
years following crashes in population during the latter part of the 20th Century.

5.2

Water Vole
The Nene and the 2 km survey area represents Suitable Water Vole habitat as defined
by Section 3.2.1. However, no evidence of Water Vole activity was recorded during the
survey. In addition, no old or disused Water Vole burrows were found during the survey
either which would indicate past use of the area. Therefore, this species will not be
affected by the proposals.
The absence of Water Vole on lowland UK river systems such as the River Nene is
commonplace. Factors that have been instrumental in the decline of Water Vole
populations include habitat loss and the presence of American Mink. Though evidence
of American Mink was not recorded it is possible that their presence in the past has
predated Water Voles locally and re-colonisation has not occurred.
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APPENDIX A

7.1

Animal Notes

Animal Note 1 Otter spraint found, quite old and weathered (photo 1)

Animal Note 2 (photo 2) otter spraint found on the site on wooden ledge.
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Animal Note 3. A single hole 2 metres from water, and 750 m from site, no direct evidence of Otter
was found around the area. A stone for Otters to territorially mark was provided and checked the
following week. No droppings were found.. (photo 3)

Animal Note 4 Otter sprint small well worn found on a ledge .

Animal Note 5 Otter spraint found on log, contained a large amount of hair.
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APPENDIX B
Otter
Lutra lutra (Otter) are protected by The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended),
extended by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. This legislation makes it an
offence to:


intentionally kill, injure or take;



possess or control;



intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to a breeding site or
resting place; and



intentionally or recklessly disturb whilst the animal occupies a breeding site or resting
place.

Otters are also European Protected Species listed on The Conservation (Natural Habitats,
& c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended). This legislation makes it an offence to:


deliberately capture, injure or kill;



deliberately disturb, including in particular any disturbance which is likely (a) to impair
their ability - (i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or (ii)
hibernate or migrate, where relevant; or (b) to affect significantly the local distribution or
abundance of the species to which they belong.



damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place; and



possess, control, transport, sell, exchange, or offer for sale or exchange.

The Otter is included as a Priority Species in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP)
and also as a species of principal importance for the conservation of biological diversity
in England under Section 74 of the CRoW Act.
The Otter is also protected under Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
(as amended). This protection relates specifically to trapping and direct pursuit of the
species.

The European sub-species is also listed as globally threatened on the IUCN/WCMC
RDL
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Water Vole
Arvicola amphibius (Water Vole) is fully protected under Section 9 of Schedule 5 of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Protection was extended by the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.
Under this legislation, it is an offence to:
 intentionally kill, injure or take (capture) a Water Vole;
 possess or control a live or dead Water Vole, or any part of a Water Vole;
 intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to any structure or
place which Water Voles use for shelter or protection, or to intentionally or
recklessly disturb Water Voles while they are using such a place; or
 sell, offer for sale or advertise for live or dead Water Voles.
The Water Vole is included as a Priority Species in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(UKBAP).

Grendon Marina – Otter and Water Vole Survey
854524

