Mr Duncan Law Date 6th June 2024
Development Management

North Northamptonshire Council

(Wellingborough Office)

Swanspool House

Doddington Rd, Wellingborough

Northants, NN8 1BP

Dear Mr Law,

RE- NW/24/00229/CND - STANTON CROSS DEVELOPMENT’S (SCD) DISCHARGE OF
CONDITION 32, REGARDING WP/15/00605/VAR RE-Bat Protection Methods Plan

In respect of the above application | write to object to the proposals set out in the above application
to NNC by Stanton Cross Developments (SCD). Please see below the reasons for my objection.

Grounds for Objection:

1. the condition requires that SCD provide a clear and detailed method statement to protect
bats if it is found necessary to fell trees in which they may reside. But SCD’s submission
does not contain the requested method statement and plan. FPCR carried out a survey
assessing ff bats or bat roosts along Route 2, but no method statement is provided.

2. the survey, itself, mentions very little about mitigation actions SCD plan to take to support
bats if their roosts are lost, other than to say in the FPCR report that they believe they are
providing enough suitable commuting and habitat mitigations elsewhere across the whole
SUE (sustainable urban expansion) site, and that they will provide a further 6 bat boxes on
the retained TPO on the Walks. The mitigations are inadequate for bats around London Rd

3. the 2005 and 2015 Environmental Statements (via species 6.8.23 in 2004/2005 and 6.4.8 in
2015) highlights that all bats and their roosts are legally protected through various pieces of
legislation and that these must be adhered to in order to help protect bat populations across
all areas of Stanton Cross, including Route 2, this legislation includes:

(a) Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 5

(b) Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulation 2017

(c) the Biodiversity Duty DEFRA 17.05.2023 and Environment Act 2021

(d) Natural England’s Guidance 25.10.23 on Protected Species and Development

4. Natural England’s (above) guidance says that local planning authorities should; “check that
the developer has, as far as possible, planned to avoid harm or disturbance to protected
species and their habitats with the location, layout, design and timing of the development
and that all appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures have been incorporated

5. Clearly, SCD’s submission shows they have not complied with this requirement
appropriately, and that their plans are insufficient to meet with the conditions requirements

6. The Bat Conservation Trust Guide states: "If a survey demonstrates that development is
likely to affect bat foraging and/or commuting habitat then linear features such as tree lines
should be retained, and enhancement should be considered wherever possible”. Clearly,
SCD’s proposal does not up hold this. Itis a unique and irreplaceable landscape feature.

7. Even colleagues in NNC’s Enforcement team believe these bat surveys submitted by FPCR
are flawed and have inconsistencies as the recent exchange of emails between an NNC
Enforcement Officer and you shows, Mr Law)...“Hi Duncan, the assessment of the trees is
flawed because there are trees that could have had an endoscope used to inspect holes and
cavities further, but this has not happened”.



8. The surveys conducted by FPCR are very limited in nature, and happened after 16 of the
protected historic lime trees were felled in Feb 2023, making it extremely hard to know how
damaging to the bats in this area the felling has been, as both the Wildlife Trust and Natural
England have also commented in this consultation

9. WWAG members dispute the survey’s findings that there are no bats residing in the TPO
trees or in any trees directly on the line of Route 2. They also dispute the report’s assertion
that there is little bat presence anywhere on Route 2. It is well known in the local area that
there are significant numbers of bats living, foraging and commuting within the TPO trees,
particularly in the avenue south of the roundabout on London Rd.

10.Members of WWAG took recordings and film footage of bat presence in February 2023
before, during and after the felling period, and in June / July 2023, for a number of nights.
They found a great many bats different species in amongst the TPO trees and at the lower
end of the trees on the other side of the road bordering the ‘Whitworth’s (horses) field.

11.the planned considerable tree/hedgerows removal around London Rd and down to the A45
roundabout will result in extensive loss of habitat/food sources for the local bats that
live/forage in these vital habitat corridors, in direct contravention of the Environment
Statement of 2005/2015 requirement to safeguard nature corridors.

12.Given the extremely denuded nature of proposed re-planting in the area as mentioned in
application NW/24/0230/CND, we would expect to lose the entire bat population in that area
with no guarantee that it would ever return.

13.The removal of the entire inner row of TPO trees closest to the road south of the roundabout
would bring greater exposure of artificial light to bats that may remain in the retained trees,
again distressing what'’s left of the bat population on site.

14.as bats use sonar to commute and forage, bouncing sounds off the avenue of trees, the
removal of the 13 trees south of the river will further disorientate them. Moreover, bats are
in danger of being hit by large vehicles at night when crossing roads. Therefore, safe
foraging corridors are essential, but no mitigations to reduce these impacts have been
mentioned in SCD’s limited submission

15.whilst correctly sited bat boxes might help they do not maintain a consistent temperature in
the same way that a deep crack in a mature tree would, given the climate variations we are
now seeing. Appropriate protective measures are required but few have been offered

16.were NNC to agree this application they would be disregarding requirements related to its
own planning policy, namely; Policy 2 — historic environment, Policy 3 — landscape
character, Policy 4 — biodiversity and geodiversity, and Policy 20 — supporting the Nene and
Ise valleys

My Personal Comments and Objections

For the reasons set out above, | do not believe NNC has sufficient information to discharge this
condition and should, for the reasons stated, reject the application.

Yours sincerely

Name: (please print)

Address:




