OTTERPOOL PARK

Environmental Statement Appendix 7.18 Targeted Species
Mitigation Strategies BADGER INFORMATION IS
CONFIDENTIAL

MARCH 2022



CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e eanas I
1 INTRODUCTION. ..t e e e e et e e et e e e ea e e e eanaeeens 1
O @ YT Y AT PP PT PR 1
1.2 Site Location and SEING ....coooiiiiiiiei e e e e e e e e e e e s rrraaeaeaaan 1
1.3 Proposed DeVEIOPMENT ...ccccii et e e e e s e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e s nrrrreeeeeeaeaann 1
1.4 SEruCture Of ThiS REPOI corii i e s e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e sanreraeeeeaeasaanns 2
1.5 Overview of ON-Sit€ MitigatiON .......cciiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e s e e e e e e e e sanrraaeeeeeeseanns 3
2 GREAT CRESTED NEWT MITIGATION ..o e 4
2.1 Overview of Mitigation / Landscape Scale Mitigation .........cccccccvvviviiiiiiiieeeeee 4
2.2 HADITAL LOSS / G@IN ..eeiiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt ettt s e s e e e 5
2.3 FUINEE SUIVEY .ottt 5
A I T o~ =3 1 o PP 5
2.5  Construction MItIQAtiON ....cccvvviiiiiiicie et 5
2.6 Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table ........cccccccveviiiiiii 5
3 REPTILE MITIGATION ..ttt e e e e e e e e e 9
3.1  Overview of Mitigation / Landscape Scale Approach and Habitat Loss / Gain .................... 9
R 77 I Yo =T =3 1 o PP 9
3.3 Construction MItIQAtiON .....ccoeviiiiiiiiiceceeee e 9
3.4 Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table .........cccccccviiiiiiii 9
4 WATER VOLE MITIGATION ...ttt e e e e e e e 14
O R O V7 =Y o V=TV o ) V11 Ao = A1 o 14
4.2 HADITAL LOSS / GaAIN ..eeiiiiiiiiiee ittt et e st e s e e s s e e e e s n e e e nnr e e e 14
G T U1 1= YU Y=Y PP 15
O I o =T o =1 o P 16
4.5  CoNnSTruCtion MitiQation .........ueiiiiii et e e e e e e e e e e e e s aneeees 16
4.6 Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table ... 16
5 BAT MITIGATION . e e e e e e e e e e e e eaneeen 24
5.1 Overview of Mitigation and Landscape Scale Mitigation ...........ooccuiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 24
5.2 FUINEI SUMVEY ..ot e e ettt e e e e e s e et e e e e e e e e s nbneeees 24
5.3 CoNnStruCtion MIitiQatiOn .........eoiiiiiiiiiiii et e e e e e e e e e e e s nnaeees 25
5.4 Indicative phasing, impacts and mitigation table ............cccc 25
6 BADGER MITIGATION CONFIDENTIAL ..ouieee e e 30
6.1  OVErview OF MITIGAION . ..ueiiiiie et e e et e e e e e e e e ranbraeeeaaeas 30



6.2 HADITAL [0SS / QAN ...eeiiiiiiii et e 30

6.3 FUITNEI SUIVEY .ottt e et e e ekt e e e e i bt e e e anbe e e e e anbe e e e enees 30
L W (o1 =] 111 o o OO P P PO PT P PP PPPPPON 31
6.5  CONStrUCtioN MITIGATION ...eeeiiiiiieiiiiie e 32
6.6 Indicative phasing, impacts and mitigation table ...........c.occeiiiiii 32
7 CONCLUSIONS . L. e e e e e e 36
8 REFERENCE ... ..o e e eas 37

: GREAT CRESTED NEWT MITIGATION HABITAT
ENHANCEMENTS AND FEATURES.......ooi e 46

: REPTILE MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND
FEATURES . ... e 49

FEATURES . ... e 51

.................................................................................................................................. 54
BADGER MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND

FE A TURES . ... e e e e e e e e et e e e 59
TIMINGS OF MITIGATION WORKS ..., 61

Table 1: Methodology for the evolution of ecological mitigation through the tiered planning process ... 2

Table 2: Mitigation associated with impacts of each indicative phase of the development..................... 6

Table 3: Details of construction indicative phasing and proposed mitigation for reptiles. ................... 10

Table 4: Details of indicative phasing and proposed mitigation for water voles. ............ccccovvveveeiiinnnns 17

Table 5: Mitigation associated with impacts of each indicative phase of the proposed Development . 26

Table 6: Mitigation associated with impacts of each Zone of the development.................cccccciiis 33
Table 7: Great crested newt mitigation habitat enhancements and features..........c....ccocccciiveieiinnes 46
Table 8: Reptile mitigation habitat enhancements and features.............ccccoiiiii s 49
Table 9: Water vole mitigation habitat enhancements and features...........ccoooio s 51
Table 10: Bat mitigation habitat enhancements and features.............cccccvve i 54

Table 11: Badger mitigation habitat enhancements and features ..........cccccoiiiiii e 59




FIGURES

Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:
Figure 7:

Overview 0f GCN MITtIGAION ...oouuiiiiiiiii e 39
Overview of reptile Mitigation ... e 40
Overview of water VOIe MitigatioN .........oieieiiiiiiiieie e e 41
Overview of Dat MITIGAION ....cooiiiiii e 42

Overview of badger mitigation - CONFIDENTIAL ......ccccviiiiieee e 43
Indicative Phases (in Support) (OPM(P) 4004 _Y) ..uueeiie ittt 44

Overview Of OpPen SPACE JAYOUT ...coiiiiiiiiiieii e 45

APPENDICES

: GREAT CRESTED NEWT MITIGATION HABITAT

ENHANCEMENTS AND FEATURES

: REPTILE MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND

FEATURES

: WATER VOLE MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND

FEATURES

: BAT MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND FEATURES

: BADGER MITIGATION HABITAT ENHANCEMENTS AND

FEATURES

: TIMINGS OF MITIGATION WORKS




Otterpool Park
Appendix 7.18 Targeted species mitigation strategies

Executive Summary

Arcadis Consulting (UK) Limited has been commissioned on behalf Otterpool Park LLP to undertake a
habitat survey and masterplanning exercise for a proposed new development. The proposed
Development is ‘Otterpool Park’, a garden settlement located within Kent.

The site is located within Folkestone, Kent within the administrative boundary of Folkestone and Hythe
District Council (F&HDC) and spans a large area located immediately south of Junction 11 of the M20.
The site is largely agricultural in nature with the majority of the site comprising arable and pasture fields,
a disused horseracing course with an artificial lake (‘Folkestone Racecourse Lake’), areas modified from
historical use (airfields), existing historic settlements and relatively new industrial areas.

This report discusses the methodology for demonstrating how the outline application can mitigate for
key faunal receptors on-site, namely:

e Great crested newt;

e Reptiles;

e \Water vole;

e Bats; and

¢ Badger (confidential — some information redacted).
This document outlines an overview of the approach to mitigation. It will be necessary for the approach
to mitigation to be evolved throughout the planning and build out process, as each indicative phase
progresses through reserved matters. It is not practicable to outline all the details of the mitigation at
the outline planning stage as:

e Aspects of detailed design have not been completed;

e The legislative and policy regime to which the developments are required to apply is likely to
evolve throughout the extended buildout;

e As the proposed Development progresses, it may be necessary to determine the success of
the completed mitigation to maximise the success of subsequent mitigation.

The key aims of this document are to evidence that adequate mitigation can be incorporated within the
proposed Development, maintaining the favourable conservation status of the key receptors.

This document should be read alongside the following ES Appendices:

e 7.6: Reptile Survey Report

e 7.7: Badger Survey Report

e 7.9: Great Crested Newt Survey Report

e 7.10: Otter and Water Vole Survey Report

e 7.11: Bat Survey Results Summary Report and Impact Assessment
e 7.12: Bat Transect Survey Report

e 7.13: Bat Emergence Survey Report

e 7.14: Bat Static Survey Report

This document demonstrates that the project can accommodate the proposed protected species
mitigation and can comply with relevant legislation and policy.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

1.1.1

Arcadis Consulting (UK) was commissioned on behalf of by Otterpool Park LLP to outline
Targeted Species mitigation for notable species with the potential to be impacted on a proposed
masterplan for ‘Otterpool Park’ a proposed garden settlement within Kent.

1.2 Site Location and Setting

1.2.1

The proposed Development, as referred to within this report, is the Outline Planning Application
(OPA) boundary. The OPA is located within Folkestone, Kent, within the administrative
boundary of Folkestone and Hythe District Council (F&HDC), and spans a large area located
south of Junction 11 of the M20. The OPA is approximately 589 hectares in area and is largely
agricultural in nature with the majority of the proposed Development comprising arable and
pasture fields, a disused horse racing course with an artificial lake (‘Folkestone Racecourse
Lake’), areas modified from historical use (airfields), existing historic settlements and relatively
new industrial areas. Within this agricultural setting, there are the M20 and railway line with
Westenhanger Station to the north, beyond which lies villages within a largely rural setting
including the Kent Downs AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty). This AONB extends to
the east beyond which lies the town of Hythe and to the south-east which includes Lympne
village. The proposed site also includes areas of Barrowhill, Sellindge, Westenhanger,
Newingreen and Lympne Industrial Park, and some areas of woodland. The proposed site is
centred on National Grid Reference (NGR) TR 111 363.

1.3 Proposed Development

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

The proposed Development area is located on approximately 589 ha of land. The development
proposals are to be submitted in outline as an amendment for a new garden settlement
accommodating up to 8,500 dwellings (Use Classes C2 and C3) and Use Class E, F, B2, C1,
Sui Generis development, including use of retained buildings as identified with related
infrastructure, highway works, green and blue infrastructure, with access, appearance,
landscaping, layout and scale matters to be reserved.

The masterplan demonstrates that the proposed design can appropriately accommodate the
mitigation proposed (illustrated in ES Appendices 7.18, 7.21, the Green Infrastructure (Gl)
Strategy (ES Appendix 4.11) and the Design and Access Statement (DAS)(ES Appendix 4.16)).
Additionally, it is considered that there is sufficient flexibility in mitigation parameters to respond
appropriately to likely flex in planning policy, potential future baselines, best practice guidance
and/or legislation.

Following consultation on the ES submitted as part of the 2019 planning application (the 2019
ES’), a ‘three-tier approach is proposed for the amended planning application and
accompanying EIA. This comprises the three stages of the planning process: Tier 1 Outline
Planning Application, Tier 2 detailed masterplan and Tier 3 reserved matters application. The
design and mitigation will therefore evolve in line with the tiers. The table below (Table 1)
outlines the proposed methodology for evolving the planning permission through the tiers in
relation to biodiversity.
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1.5 Overview of On-Site Mitigation

1.5.1

1.5.2

In line with the mitigation hierarchy, the design of the proposed Development has been iterated
throughout the design process to limit impacts to important ecological receptors.

Across the site, a range of habitats are proposed to maximise the value of other proposed
green infrastructure (Gl) around the site. Within the GI, valuable habitats are proposed.
These habitats include:

Ponds created for biodiversity, these will be designed to meet the prescriptions of the
relevant ‘habitat of principal importance’ description. Areas where ponds are to be created
include the buffer around Harringe Brooks Wood and south of the Folkestone Racecourse
Lake.

A large wildlife and wetland area in the north-west is proposed for water management and
to create habitat for key fauna;

Areas of woodland planting, these areas are to be planted to screen the proposed
Development and to create connectivity. This includes planting linking Harringe Brooks
Wood to the river corridor to the north. This tree planting will be to the west of the proposed
Development. Screening planting is also to be included;

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) features including ponds, drainage ditches,
swales and rain gardens (some of which will be primarily for biodiversity value, others
primarily for drainage, but all will have biodiversity value);

Ditches are to be created;

Hedgerows will be planted across the proposed Development. These will be native species
hedges and will be planted to subdivide parcels within the proposed Development, and also
to provide a permeable barrier for wildlife between properties and GIl. These features will
provide a notable habitat for a range of species;

Areas of species rich wildflower grassland will be created across the site. The habitat
composition/seed and planting mix should be based upon the soil present but would largely
be based upon the descriptions of priority habitat (lowland meadow);

Scattered trees are to be planted through the Gl of the proposed Development. The species
of these will be designed to safeguard against disease and climate change but will be native
where appropriate.

Areas of scrub will be created/allowed to develop, which will have value for invertebrates
and provide a heterogeneous habitat;

Microhabitat features will also be created for a range of receptors, including earth banks and
deadwood piles; and

Gl and artificial habitats will also be integrated into indicative phases.

Biodiversity net gain has been calculated using the Defra offsetting metric. It is calculated that
there will be biodiversity net gain of ¢.20% (calculated using BM 3.0) once the proposed
Development is completed. This gain in biodiversity value will benefit many fauna, including
those specifically addressed within this report.
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2 Great Crested Newt Mitigation
2.1 Overview of Mitigation / Landscape Scale Mitigation

211
21.2

213

214

21.5

216

21.7

This section of the report outlines the mitigation proposed for great crested newt (GCN).

The proposed mitigation for GCN is outlined at a landscape scale. This looks at the populations
present within the site and the likely connectivity to off-site ponds. It also takes into
consideration the targets for areas within the site outlined in the draft approach to the Natural
England (NE) GCN district licensing strategy for Kent. This was informally communicated to
Arcadis ecologists in a meeting conducted on 07/12/2017 (details are presented in ES Appendix
7.2).

In summary, the OPA and immediately adjacent areas contained seven ponds with a low GCN
population and one pond with a medium GCN population. The locations of these ponds and the
identification numbers stated within this report are presented in ES Appendix 7.9. There was
limited connectivity between the on-site populations. Where connectivity existed, it was
identified between the following ponds:

e Connectivity in the west and south west of the site between ponds 5, 11, 9, and 12;

e Connectivity between pond 15 and other occupied GCN ponds was poor, with connectivity
between this pond and ponds 5, 11 and 12 being intersected by the A20 road; and the next
nearest pond, pond 23, being over 1km to the east of this pond;

» Pond 17 is also isolated, with all other ponds occupied by GCN being isolated by roads and
/ or a significant distance (over 1km);

e Pond 23 is within 50m of two other ponds: 22 and 23a, both of which have been identified
as supporting GCN.

When approaching the proposed mitigation for GCN, the mitigation hierarchy was utilised,
whereby the ponds were initially identified for retention. Of the ponds identified within the site
which supported GCN, only one is to be removed to facilitate the development, pond 27. All
other ponds are retained.

Connectivity between the ponds is retained or enhanced as a component of the proposed
Development. Connectivity between ponds 5, 9, 11 and 12 is retained, through wide ‘green
corridors’, under passes and retained habitats. Connectivity between pond 15 and the ponds to
the east (pond 22, 23 and 23a) is enhanced with the creation of a ‘riparian park’ through the
site. New ponds will create stepping stones for GCN through the landscape.

In addition to the avoidance, there is also compensation within the proposed masterplan.
Additional areas of pond creation are proposed, including:

e Ponds around the periphery of Harringe Brooks Wood;
e Ponds within the riparian park, north of pond 15;

e Ponds and aquatic features (including SuDS etc.) in the south-east of the site with
connectivity to retained pond 17;

¢ Extensive pond creation proposed in the north-west of the site.

The proposed masterplan has also taken into consideration the landscape scale targets of the
district licensing mitigation strategy. As explained above, it is not possible at this stage to
determine if, or exactly how the site will contribute to the emerging district licensing approach
to GCN. However, the following approaches have been incorporated.

e The area around Harringe Brooks Wood was identified as an area where pond creation
would be beneficial. This is incorporated in the landscape approach to the proposed
Development.

e The area to the east of ponds 11 and 12 is identified as an area where terrestrial habitat
enhancement for GCN would be beneficial. Within this area, creation of areas of rough
grassland with hibernacula is proposed. This will be of benefit for GCN and reptiles.
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Connectivity to this area is enhanced through the proposed installation of an underpass
beneath Otterpool Lane.

» A large area designed specifically for wildlife, including areas of ponds, ditches.

2.2 Habitat Loss / Gain

2.2.1

In total, c.200ha of area within 500m of a GCN pond will be impacted by the proposed
Development. Of this, an estimated 50ha offers terrestrial habitat for GCN (approximately 25%),
with the remaining area being intensively farmed arable land and improved grassland.
Extensive areas of existing habitat are retained, and approximately 85ha of GCN habitat will be
enhanced within the proposed Development.

2.3 Further Survey

2.3.1

The requirement for further survey at later stages of the planning process will be determined by
the details of the phasing of the proposed Development and the mitigation approach determined
for each area. If an individual licence approach (or site wide licence) is determined to be the
most appropriate mitigation strategy, updated population surveys may be required but should
be considered in line with NE’s planning policy implementation approach which allows more
holistic decisions to be undertaken.

2.4 Licensing

241

242

It is likely that European Protected Species (EPS) licensing will be required to facilitate the
proposed Development. However, it is not considered appropriate at this time to outline exactly
how the proposed Development in each indicative phase will contribute to the licence. The exact
licensing approach will depend upon the regulatory site in place at the time of the subsequent
applications. NE’s policies with regard to the EPS licensing and the emerging, district licence,
which take into account the county wide distribution of GCN, will be utilised, as appropriate, as
set out below. The following will need to be determined as the proposed Development proceeds
through the planning process (at Tier 2 and 3):

o Whether a licence is required;

e The most practicable approach for licensing in a given area;

e Whether Gl in a given area can contribute towards wider district goals (for example, a wildlife
area in the north-west of the site may contribute towards the district licensing approach for
Kent ( the area may generate surplus mitigation).

This document seeks to demonstrate that within the site, the favourable conservation status of
GCN can be maintained and can comply with relevant legislation and policy.

2.5 Construction Mitigation

2.5.1

2.6
261

Details of construction mitigation will need to be determined on an area-by-area basis, as the
proposed Development moves through the tiers (and subsequent reserved matters
applications), but is likely to include:

e Specific timings of works to avoid impacts;

e Supervision by an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW);

e Habitat creation;

e Trapping and translocation of GCN.

Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table

This section of the report outlines how impacts to GCN will be mitigated for on a phased basis,
and how mitigation for impacts at each phase will be addressed chronologically within the
proposed Development. These mitigation measures are presented in Table 2. An overview of
the mitigation features referred to in this section are presented in Appendix A and a timetable
for the actions referred to is presented in Appendix F.
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3 Reptile mitigation
3.1 Overview of Mitigation / Landscape Scale Approach and Habitat Loss

/ Gain

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

The mitigation proposed for reptiles follows the mitigation hierarchy. Initially, impacts to key
areas were avoided, where possible. Key areas for reptiles, including areas around Harringe
Brooks Wood, to the north and west of Folkestone Racecourse Lake and along the East Stour
River corridor and its tributaries are retained within the proposed Development.

A holistic approach to assessing the impacts to reptiles resulting from the proposed
Development was taken, whereby an estimate of the minimum amount of ‘reptile habitat’
required within the site was estimated. This was identified as being a minimum provision of
c.50ha across the site.

In total, after the completion of the proposed Development, it is calculated that suitable habitat
will more than double the availability of habitat for this species group across the proposed
Development.

3.2 Licensing

3.2.1

No licences are required in relation to the reptile species present within the site.

3.3 Construction Mitigation

Details of construction mitigation will need to be determined at planning Tiers 2 and 3, but may include:

3.4
3.4.1

e Receptors for which a priority Habitat or Species Action Plan is the most appropriate
mechanism for safeguarding their status;

e Specific timings of works to avoid impacts;
e Supervision by an ECoW,

o Displacement of reptiles from an area; and
e Trapping and translocation of reptiles.

Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table

This section of the report outlines how impacts to reptiles are going to be mitigated on a phased
basis, and how mitigation for impacts to each phase will be addressed chronologically within
the proposed Development. This is detailed in Table 3. An overview of the mitigation features
referred to in this section are presented in Appendix B and a timetable for the actions referred
to is presented in Appendix F.
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4 Water vole mitigation
4.1 Overview of Mitigation

411

41.2

413

41.4

415

4.1.6
41.7

In areas where water bodies which support water vole would be removed to facilitate the
proposed Development, there is likely to be a requirement for measures to safeguard individual
water vole and populations of water vole. These measures may include translocation (whereby
animals are captured and moved to newly created or enhanced habitats) or displacement
(whereby animals are encouraged to move away from the works through habitat manipulation).
The preferred method between these two broad options will be outlined in more detail in the
water vole mitigation strategy, however, it is likely that the exact methodology will need to be
determined on a phased basis, as the most appropriate option will need to be determined by:

e The water vole population in the affected water bodies at the time of the mitigation
implementation;

e The status of adjacent water bodies, with regards to habitat, connectivity and population
status;

¢ The habitat and population status of translocation receptor areas; and
e The current best practice guidelines.

It is likely that an appropriate conservation licence to conduct translocation works would need
to be obtained from the relevant statutory body (currently Natural England).

There is a risk of pollution to water bodies due to construction. This could negatively impact the
availability of foraging and sheltering resources, adversely impacting the water vole population.
It is therefore important that best practice industry pollution prevention measures are
implemented, for example, soil would be prevented from entering the watercourses using
soakaways and silt fencing and all chemicals and waste materials would be stored in secure
containers with drip trays etc. This mitigation would be specified within a Code of Construction
Practice plan () and/or a bespoke method statement.

The CoCP will also detail measures to reduce noise levels, particularly when construction is
taking place less than 30m away from a water body where water vole are present. Light
pollution, especially at night, would be regulated, ensuring that light is focussed on only what is
necessary for night working.

Construction workers would be made aware of water vole on site before work begins; any
vegetation clearance within/in close proximity to the water body would be supervised by the
named individual on the conservation licence.

Habitat Loss / Gain

In total, approximately 950m of water vole ditch will be lost to the proposed Development, and
approximately 2200m of water vole habitat will be reduced in value for this species,
predominantly due to the potential for increased disturbance. However, 3700m of water vole
habitat/potential water vole habitat will be enhanced (primarily along the East Stour River
corridor), and 3 — 4 km of water vole ditches will be created in a c.14ha area in the north-west
of the site. This is a total of:

¢ Replacement of 3 X the amount of ditch lost:
e Enhancement of 1.5 X the amount of habitat reduced in value.

14



Otterpool Park
Targeted species mitigation strategies

4.2 Further Survey

4.2.1

Updated water vole surveys are likely to be required to inform the licencing to facilitate water
vole mitigation and for detailed design iteration (at Tiers 2 and 3). The need for further survey
would be monitored throughout the build out process.

15
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4.3 Licensing

4.3.1

Translocation and displacement will be required from ditches to the east of the Folkestone
Racecourse lake (as presented on Figure 3) and potentially areas of the East Stour River.

4.4 Construction Mitigation

441

442

443

4.5
4.5.1

In areas where water bodies which support water vole would be removed to facilitate the
proposed Development, there is likely to be a requirement for measures to safeguard individual
water vole and populations of water vole. These measures may include translocation (whereby
animals are captured and moved to newly created or enhanced habitats) or displacement
(whereby animals are encouraged to move away from the works through habitat manipulation.
It is likely that the exact methodology will need to be determined on a phased basis (i.e. at Tier
2/ Tier 3), as the most appropriate option will need to be determined by:

e The water vole population in the affected water bodies at the time of the mitigation
implementation;

e The status of adjacent water bodies, with regards to habitat, connectivity and population
status;

¢ The habitat and population status of translocation receptor areas; and
e The current best practice guidelines.

The CoCP will also detail measures to reduce noise levels, particularly when construction is
taking place less than 30m away from a water body where water vole are present. Light
pollution, especially at night, would be regulated, ensuring that light is focussed on only what is
necessary for night working.

Construction workers would be made aware of water vole on site before work begins; any
vegetation clearance within/in close proximity to the water body would be supervised by a
licenced Ecologist.

Indicative Phasing, Impacts and Mitigation Table

This section of the report outlines how impacts to water voles are going to be mitigated for on
an indicative phase basis, and how mitigation for impacts to each phase will be addressed
chronologically within the proposed Development. These are outlined in Table 4. An overview
of the mitigation features referred to in this section are presented in Appendix C and a timetable
for the actions referred to is presented in Appendix F.

16
























Otterpool Park
Targeted species mitigation strategies

5 Bat mitigation
5.1 Overview of Mitigation and Landscape Scale Mitigation

5.1.1

5.1.2

In summary, within the proposed masterplan, the following approaches are proposed to
safeguard bats;
¢ Retention and buffering of important foraging areas;

e Maintenance of known and likely commuting routes between foraging and roosting areas
across the site;

e Creation of new habitats likely to be of high value for foraging bats.
e Creation of new valuable habitats such as ponds and SuDs;

o Enhancement of existing habitats, such as creating heterogeneity in the East Stour River
Corridor.

This information will allow the impact to bats resulting from the proposed Development being
minimised at the masterplanning stage. The approach for areas of high commuting activity will
include:

e Maintenance of known and likely commuting routes between foraging and roosting areas
across the site;

e Where roads, etc., cross commuting corridors, planting/underpasses/bridges will be included
to ensure that bats can continue to traverse these features;

e Masterplanning to limit light spill onto retained habitats and design specifications that all
artificial lighting must be directional and low light spill;

e Creation of dark corridors within the proposed Development, that are designed to ensure
that bats can continue to use the area for commuting and foraging. These will be designed
to limit light spill into these areas and maximise continuity of these dark areas;

¢ ldentification of commuting routes and enhancement of these corridors, including
landscaping and maintenance of low light levels;

e Masterplanning to limit impacts (pollution, light spill, recreational impacts etc.) onto offsite
roosts;

¢ |Installation of new roosting opportunities including bat houses/barns and tree/structure
mounted boxes;

¢ Retention and enhancement of connectivity between known/likely roosting sites and foraging
habitats;

» Specification for creation of bat roosting features including bat barns and installation of tree
roost boxes and roost boxes within newly created structures; and

e Prescriptions for the provision of bat boxes within the developed phases and within
retained/created habitats.

5.2 Further Survey

5.2.1

Bat surveys conducted to date are considered sufficient to inform the EIA, masterplan design,
and outline planning at Tier 1. However, due to the evolution of the detailed design and the
requirement for an extended build out, subsequent surveys are likely to be required to inform
each phase of the proposed Development. These surveys will inform detailed planning and
construction mitigation and avoidance, at Tiers 2 and 3. This section of the report outlines the
survey work likely to be required as the proposed Development progresses. The following
surveys are likely to be required during the buildout:

* As the detailed design evolves at Tier 2 and 3, additional areas may require scoping for
potential impacts to bats;

o Further ‘preliminary roost assessment’ (PRA) surveys of structures, as access to previously
inaccessible areas is obtained;

24
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Once detailed design is finalised, hibernation surveys may be required on buildings to be
removed which have been identified as having hibernation potential during the building
assessments (where safe to do so) ES Appendix 7.12.

Further, and more detailed PRA and subsequent emergence / re-entry surveys to identify
roosts to safeguard individual roosts (of structures to be removed, once this is known).
These should be conducted as each indicative phase proceeds to planning and be designed
to ensure that sufficient data can be collected to allow a licence from Natural England to be
obtained (determined by the current best practice and licence guidelines at the time of the
development);

No tree roosting potential has been considered to date. Assessment of the roosting potential
of trees, especially those identified within these surveys as likely to support bat roosts, will
be undertaken once the details of tree impacts and removal is known. Followed by
emergence / re-entry surveys where required. These should be phased as each parcel
proceeds to planning.

5.2.2 Monitoring of the bat usage of the site may need to be conducted, to inform detailed design and
the success of avoidance mitigation for existing roosts and commuting corridors.

5.3 Construction Mitigation

5.3.1

5.3.2

5.4
5.4.1

During demolition and construction on the site, there may be a need to safeguard roosting bats
within structures and trees to be removed. Mitigation for these individuals is likely to require a
licence from the statutory authority (currently Natural England) and may specify:

Specific timings for works;
Displacement and exclusion of bats from structures;
Supervision of demolition works by a licensed ecologist;

Suitable alternative roosting provision also be likely to be required, may include bat barns
and houses and / or bat boxes.

During the construction phase of the proposed Development, a range of measures will need to
be implemented to ensure that impacts to bats are minimised. Prescriptions for the provision of
toolbox talks for on-site contractors and staff, informing them of the legal protection afforded to
bats;

Prescriptions for site lighting to minimise the impacts and disturbance to bats;
Pollution control measures;
Buffers and offsets from sensitive areas.

Indicative phasing, impacts and mitigation table

This section of the report outlines the mitigation within each indicative phase of the proposed
Development for bats. This is presented in Table 5. An overview of the mitigation features
referred to in this section are presented in Appendix D and a timetable for the actions referred
to is presented in Appendix F.
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7 Conclusions

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.4

This report details the methodology for demonstrating how the outline application can mitigate
for key faunal receptors on-site at Tier 1, namely:

Great crested newt;
Reptiles;

Water vole;

Bats; and

Badger.

This document outlines an overview of the proposed approach to mitigation. It will be necessary
for the approach to mitigation to be evolved throughout the planning and build out process, at
Tier 2 and 3. It is not practicable to outline all of the details of the mitigation at the outline
planning stage as:

Aspects of detailed design have not been completed;

The legislative and policy regime to which the developments are required to apply is likely to
evolve throughout the extended buildout;

As the proposed Development progresses, it may be necessary to determine the success of
the completed mitigation to maximise the success of subsequent mitigation.

The key aims of this document are to evidence that adequate mitigation can be incorporated
within the proposed Development as outlined in the parameter plans (ES Appendix 4.2),
maintaining the favourable conservation status of the key receptors.

This document demonstrates that the project is able to accommodate the protected species
mitigation requirements and can comply with current relevant legislation and policy.
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Figure 1: Overview of GCN mitigation
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Figure 2: Overview of reptile mitigation
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Figure 3: Overview of water vole mitigation
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Figure 4: Overview of bat mitigation
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Figure 5: Overview of badger mitigation - CONFIDENTIAL
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Figure 6: Indicative Phases (in Support) (OPM(P) 4004 _Y)
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Figure 7: Open Space and Vegetation Parameter Plan
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: Timings of mitigation works
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