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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 SCOPE & PURPOSE 
 

1.1.1. Collington Winter Environmental Ltd was commissioned by Steven Heighway to produce an Ecological Impact 
Assessment (EcIA) at the land South of Queensbridge Farm, Grange Road, Overton on Dee, Wrexham, LL13 
0LE. This report has been prepared to support a planning application at the site for a change of use of arable 
fields to a glamping site to include seven glamping pods. 

 
1.1.2. The author of this report is Caitlin O’Connor, Senior Ecologist at Collington Winter Environmental Ltd.  
 
1.2. LOCATION 

 
1.2.1. Please refer to Figure 1.1 for the site location. The site is located in Overton on Dee, a village and community in 

Wrexham County Borough, Wales. A former borough and market town, it is situated close to the Welsh-English 
border on the edge of an escarpment that winds its way around the course of the River Dee. 

  
Figure 1.1 Site Location 

 
1.3. OBJECTIVES 

 
1.3.1. The purpose of the EcIA is as follows:  

• Determine the importance of ecological features affected, through survey and/or research and with 
reference to available contextual information. 

• Assess impacts potentially affecting important features. 
• Characterise the impacts, e.g. extent, magnitude, duration, reversibility, timing and frequency. 
• Identify cumulative impacts. 
• Identify significant effects of impacts in the absence of any mitigation. 

 
1.3.2. The purpose of the surveys was to provide information regarding the following: 

• Species assemblage of bats within the site.  
• To assess the sites usage by foraging and commuting bats. 
• Categorise the woodland to the south of the site and assess potential ecological impacts. 
• To assess the sites usage by badgers. 

 
1.3.3. All other ecological receptors have been assessed using local data records, and the professional opinion of 

ecologists. 
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1.4. PLANNING POLICY 

 
National Level 

 
1.4.1. Planning Policy Wales (2024, as amended) sets-out national planning policy, including policies of relevance to 

conserving and enhancing the natural environment. Section 6.3 details policies relating to the protection of 
biodiversity and ecological networks. 
 

1.4.2. Policies of relevance to the proposed development have been summarised below: 
 

Development plan strategies, policies and development proposals must consider the need to: 
• support the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity and the resilience of ecosystems; 
• ensure action in Wales contributes to meeting international responsibilities and obligations for biodiversity and 

habitats, including the most recent targets set out in the 2022 UN Global Biodiversity Framework; 
• ensure statutorily and non‑statutorily designated sites and habitats are properly protected and managed and 

their role at the heart of resilient ecological networks is safeguarded; 
• safeguard protected species and species of principal importance and existing biodiversity assets from direct, 

indirect or cumulative adverse impacts that affect their nature conservation interests and compromise the 
resilience of ecological networks and the components which underpin them, such as water, air and soil, 
including peat; and 

• secure the maintenance and enhancement of ecosystem resilience and resilient ecological networks by 
improving diversity, extent, condition, and connectivity. 

 
1.4.3. Planning Policy Wales also details that all developments should deliver a Net Benefit for Biodiversity (NBB). It 

states that ‘development should not cause any significant loss of habitats or populations of species, locally or 
nationally and must provide a net benefit for biodiversity. In doing so planning authorities must also take account 
of and promote the resilience of ecosystems.’ 
 

1.4.4. A net benefit means that a development should leave biodiversity and ecosystems in a better state than before. 
This should ideally be provided by improving and creating habitats on site and maintaining them in the long term. 
If this is not possible, habitats can be created or improved elsewhere. Guidance from the Chief Planner for Wales 
in 2019 states that developments that do not provide net benefit for biodiversity should be refused. 

 
Local Level 

 
1.4.5. By Order of the High Court of Justice (19th May 2025), Wrexham County Borough Council’s decision of 20th 

December 2023 to adopt the Wrexham Local Development Plan (LDP) has been quashed. The LDP is no longer 
part of the development plan for Wrexham County Borough and is now un-adopted. 

 
1.4.6. As such, the development plan for Wrexham now comprises Future Wales: the national plan 2040. The plan 

details broad areas where nationally important ecological networks may exist and gives an indication of the 
connectivity of ecological networks at a strategic scale where connectivity across a range of habitats and between 
biodiversity hotspots provides a potential indication of ecosystem resilience. 

 
1.4.7. Policy 9 ‘Resilient Ecological Networks and Green Infrastructure’ states that: 
 

“To ensure the enhancement of biodiversity, the resilience of ecosystems and the provision of green infrastructure, 
the Welsh Government will work with key partners to: 
identify areas which should be safeguarded and created as ecological networks for their importance for adaptation 
to climate change, for habitat protection, restoration or creation, to protect species, or which provide key 
ecosystems services, to ensure they are not unduly compromised by future development; and 
identify opportunities where existing and potential green infrastructure could be maximised as part of placemaking, 
requiring the use of nature‑based solutions as a key mechanism for securing sustainable growth, ecological 
connectivity, social equality and well‑being. 
 
Planning authorities should include these areas and/or opportunities in their development plan strategies and 
policies in order to promote and safeguard the functions and opportunities they provide. In all cases, action 
towards securing the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity (to provide a net benefit), the resilience of 
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ecosystems and green infrastructure assets must be demonstrated as part of development proposals through 
innovative, nature‑based approaches to site planning and the design of the built environment”. 

 
1.5. BIODIVERSITY ACTION PLANS 

 
National Level 

 
1.5.1. The Natural Resources Wales Biodiversity Plan lists a set of goals to create a protect healthy and resilient 

ecosystems: 
• Everyone values the species and habitats, landscapes and seascapes of Wales and has opportunities for 

access to nature. There is wide appreciation and understanding of the value of the natural world and its 
importance for people’s well-being and for the economy, helping to align the choices that we make with the 
capacity of ecosystems to support us 

• Our duty to maintain and enhance biodiversity and build ecosystem resilience is fully embedded in all areas 
of NRW’s work: we learn from others and share practices that inspire and enable Government, public 
authorities and businesses to do the same 

• Protected sites on land and sea in Wales are an integrated network, ecologically connected with the wider 
landscape and seascape, resilient to climate change, and where a dynamic approach to site designation and 
management enables habitats and species to thrive and expand, providing ecosystem services well beyond 
the site boundaries. Maintaining and enhancing biodiversity and building ecosystem resilience are a routine 
requirement of new development and the regulation and management of natural resource use across all 
sectors in Wales 

• To have a robust and open evidence base that allows our own teams and organisations of any size to put 
SMNR into practice, including the ability to measure, understand and communicate the causes of 
environmental change and the opportunities to improve biodiversity, build ecosystem resilience and maintain 
and enhance the benefits they provide 

• NRW staff have the knowledge, skills, commitment and support to deliver our goals for biodiversity and 
ecosystem resilience and we excel at inspiring and enabling landowners, business leaders and community 
groups to do the same. Our specialist expertise is valued, shared and grown with a like-minded community of 
leading practitioners around the world 
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2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1. ECOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

2.1.1. The EcIA is based on the standard best practice methodology provided by the Guidelines for Ecological Impact 
Assessment (CIEEM, 2018). The assessment identifies important sites, habitats, species and other ecological 
features that are of conservation value based on factors such as legal protection, statutory or local site 
designations such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) or inclusion on Red 
Data Book Lists or Local Biodiversity Action Plans. The importance of an ecological feature is considered within 
a defined geographical context.  
 

2.1.2. Consideration of impacts at all scales is important, and essential if objectives for net gain of biodiversity and 
maintenance of healthy ecosystems are to be achieved. In identifying impacts, the review considers the Client’s 
site proposals and any subsequent recommendations made are proportionate / appropriate to the site and have 
considered the Mitigation Hierarchy as identified below: 

• Avoid: Provide advice on how the development may proceed by avoiding impacts to any species or sites 
by either consideration of site design or identification of an alternative option.  

• Mitigate: Where avoidance cannot be implemented, mitigation proposals are put forward to minimise 
impacts to species or sites as a result of the proposals. Mitigation put forward is proportionate to the site.  

• Compensate: Where avoidance cannot be achieved any mitigation strategy will consider the 
requirements for site compensatory measures.  

• Enhance: The assessment refers to planning policy guidance to relate the ecological value of the site 
and identify appropriate and proportionate ecological enhancement in line with both national and local 
policy.   
 

2.2. ZONE OF INFLUENCE 
 

2.2.1. To define the total extent of the study area for this assessment, the proposed scheme was reviewed to establish 
the spatial scale at which ecological features could be affected. The appropriate survey radii for the various 
elements of the assessment (i.e. desktop study, field survey and species-specific surveys) have been defined in 
the relevant sections below. These distances are determined based on the professional judgement of the ecologist 
leading the appraisal, considering the characteristics of the site subject to assessment, its surroundings and the 
nature of the proposals. 
 

2.3. LIKELY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 

2.3.1. For the purpose of this EcIA, a ‘Likely Significant Effect’ is an effect that either supports or undermines biodiversity 
conservation objectives for ‘important ecological features’ or for biodiversity in general. Conservation objectives 
may be specific (e.g. for a designated site) or broad (e.g. national/local nature conservation policy) or more wide-
ranging (enhancement of biodiversity). Effects are considered significant at the range of scales from international 
to local.   
 

2.3.2. A Likely Significant Effect is an effect that is sufficiently important to require assessment and reporting so that the 
ecological consequences of the project are understood. In broad terms, Likely Significant Effects encompass 
impacts on structure and function of defined sites, habitats or ecosystems and the conservation status of habitats 
and species (including extent, abundance and distribution). Note: The following definitions are used for the terms 
‘impact’ and ‘effect’ throughout this report:  

• Impact – Actions resulting in changes to an ecological feature.  
• Effect – Outcome to an ecological feature from an impact.  

 
2.3.3. Table 2.3.1 describes the criteria for assessing the magnitude of potential impacts of development. 

 
 
 
 
 
 





11 Collington Winter Environmental Ltd 

2: METHODOLOGY 

Queensbridge Farm, Wrexham 
 

 

 

2.4. PREVIOUS SURVEYS 
 

2.4.1. A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) was conducted in January 2025 by Arbtech Consulting Ltd which found 
the site to comprise a hedgerow lined field, with scattered trees and a woodland to the south of the site. The report 
details that the proposed development has potential to impact upon roosting bats; commuting and foraging bats; 
ancient woodland; hazel dormouse; great crested newts; and reptiles.  
 

2.4.2. Please note that the PEA has based mitigation recommendations upon the glamping ponds being located 
within the woodland. This plan has now been superseded, and the pods will now be situated within the 
grassland. As such, the mitigation recommendations detailed are no longer applicable to the proposed 
development. 

 
2.5. LOCAL DATA RECORDS 

 
2.5.1. This report has been informed by local records of notable species and locally designated sites within 1 km of the 

site from North Wales Environmental Information Service (CONFOD), received on 22/09/2025. 
 

2.5.2. Please note, a lack of records for a species does not confirm absence. Instead, local surveys may not have been 
undertaken or records not submitted to CONFOD.     

 
2.6. UPDATED HABITAT ASSESSMENT AND ANCIENT WOODLAND ASSESSMENT 

  
2.6.1. An updated habitat survey was undertaken on 2nd May 2025 by Jonathan Hayter, Senior Ecologist, and Michael 

Boucher, Graduate Ecologist. Jonathan is an experienced botanist with over 20 years’ experience in surveying a 
wide variety of habitats and managing large estates to improve their ecological value whilst managing 
expectations of owners. He is an experienced arboriculturist with experience in surveying and managing ancient 
woodland habitats. 
 

2.6.2. The walkover survey was undertaken broadly in line with standard UK HAB Methodology, Version 2 (2023). The 
assessment is undertaken with consideration of methodology as per “Preliminary Ecological Appraisal” (CIEEM, 
2018).   

  
2.6.3. A UK HAB Plan has been produced and is presented in Appendix 11.1 of this report. Standard methodology has 

been used, though adjustments have been made based on judgement to demonstrate habitats in a clearer 
manner, or where standard guidance does not fit the conditions found on site. 

 
2.6.4. Although no longer within the site boundary, the woodland to the south of the site was surveyed to ascertain its 

value and irreplaceable status. The ground flora was surveyed to note any ancient woodland indicator species. 
Structural features such as age class, past management, veteran trees, deadwood, and invasive species were 
documented, along with rides, glades, and watercourses. Incidental fauna and habitat potential for protected 
species were also noted.  

 
2.6.5. A desk study reviewed historic maps, aerial imagery, and the Ancient Woodland Inventory to establish woodland 

continuity, alongside consultation of local records and MAGIC mapping for designations. 
 
2.7. NIGHTTIME BAT WALKOVER 

 
2.7.1. Night-time bat walkover (NBW) surveys were undertaken within the site in accordance with guidance set out in 

Collins (2023). The NBW are completed by two qualified ecologists and overseen by Caitlin O’Connor and 
Jonathan Hayter, who both hold a Level 2 Class Bat Licence (References: 2025-80228-SCI-CL18 and CL18- 2019-
39842-CLS-CLS respectively). 
 

2.7.2. Each survey began approximately 30 minutes before sunset whereby ecologists were stationed on stationary 
recording points close to potential flight lines or roost sources (Figure 2.7.1 - 1 – Summer Survey Stationary Point 
before Transect; 2 – Spring Survey Stationary Point before Transect; 3 – Autumn Survey Stationary Point before 
Transect). The surveyors remained in position to count, observe behaviour, or make acoustic recordings of 
commuting (or foraging) bats for up to an hour after sunset. Alternatively, if streams of commuting bats were 
observed, surveyors used back-tracking methods to move towards a roost, responding to live observations made. 
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SPA – Special Protection Area. 
 

3.1.2. The site falls within the Impact Risk Zone of the River Dee and Bala Lake SSSI, located approximately 1.4 km 
northwest of the site. 
 

3.1.3. Additional international and European designated sites are located within 10 km from the site, including: 
• Midland Meres & Mosses – Phase 2 (Ramsar) is located approximately 7.6 km southeast from the site boundary. 
• West Midlands Mosses SAC is located approximately 7.9 km southeast from the site boundary. 
• Midland Meres & Mosses – Phase 1 (Ramsar) is located approximately 8 km southeast from the site boundary. 
• Johnstown Newt Sites are located approximately 8.3 km northwest from the site boundary. 

 
3.1.4. These sites are also considered within the assessment. 

 
3.1.5. The following non-statutory Wildlife Sites are located within 1 km from the site, as returned in the local data search: 
 

• The offsite woodland south of the site is locally designated as Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle Local Wildlife 
Site (LWS). This site is mainly a conifer plantation with areas of deciduous woodland. These areas have an ash 
and beech canopy. The understorey trees are hawthorn, elder and hazel, the latter particularly in the Dingle. 
The field layer is sparse under the conifers but in the remaining natural areas it is diverse. Species include dog's 
mercury, primrose, pendulous sedge, yellow pimpernel, wood-sorrel, yellow archangel,soft shield fern, black 
bryony, wood melick, woodruff and broad-leaved helleborine. 

• Neile’s Wood is located 840 m north from the site which comprises a coppiced woodland with a low canopy. 
The most common tree is sycamore, but there is much copppiced hazel and sweet chestnut. Other trees present 
include elder and wych elm. The ground flora is fairly poor, mostly bramble, dog's mercury and nettle. Other 
species found include wood meadow-grass, primrose, opposite-leaved golden saxifrage, pendulous sedge and 
sweet violet. To the north is small semi-improved neutral grassland. There is a good herb content; some 
agrimony, lesser stitchwort, common fleabane and black knapweed. 

 
3.2. HABITATS  

 
G4 Modified Grassland 
 

3.2.1. The site comprises entirely of g4 Modified Grassland, forming a silage field which is cut twice a year. The field parcel 
is sown with perennial rye grass (Lolium perenne) and white clover (Trifolium repens) and represents a highly 
modified sward with low botanical diversity. Occasional herbs included sorrel (Rumex ocetosa), common nettle 
(Urtica dioics), creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens), broadleaved dock (Rumex obtusifolius), and bramble 
(Rubus fruticosus). The species assemblage of the grassland is indicative of nutrient rich, poor-quality grassland, 
and the cutting regime prevents the colonisation of more sensitive, notable flora. 
 

3.2.2. The PEA completed by Arbtech in January 2025 described the habitat as ‘g3c other neutral grassland’. Given that 
the site visit was completed in January, a suboptimal time for flora identification, it is likely that a ‘worst-case 
scenario' was adopted, and a higher distinctiveness grassland was selected. The updated walkover which 
completed in May, an optimal time of year for habitat assessments and confirmed that the grassland on site 
remained species-poor modified grassland. 
 

H2a Native Hedgerow 
 

3.2.3. A native hawthorn and blackthorn hedgerow is present along the northern aspect of the site. Bramble was also 
occasional within the feature. The understorey possessed species indicative of a nutrient rich soil composition, with 
cleavers (Galium aparine), common ivy, nettles, and perennial rye grass. 

 
W1h Other Woodland - Mixed (Offsite) 
Secondary Code: 28 Ancient Woodland Site; 30 Semi-Natural Woodland 
 

3.2.4. There is a mixed woodland block to the south of the site boundary. A section of the offsite woodland to the east is 
designated as ancient woodland which is listed as a habitat of principal importance under Section 7 of the 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016 and is Irreplaceable Habitat. 
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3.2.5. The habitat walkover found the woodland to possess a number of tree species native to the locale and found in the 
surrounding woodland, plus additions which had been planted later, presumably following the initial post war 
clearance periods when timber production was incentivised. Given the sizes and age ranges evident during the site 
walkover, this would further corroborate this conclusion. 

 
3.2.6. The woodland consisted of two age classes including young self-set and older established specimens – 

predominantly poplar (Populus spp.), although ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Norway spruce (Picea abies), hazel 
(Corylus avellana), holly (Ilex aquifolium), horse chestnut (Aesculus hippocastanum), and alder (Alnus glutinosa) 
were also identified across the habitat. The centre of the woodland was found to comprise a mixture of softwood 
plantation including western red cedar (Thuja plicata), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), and larch (Larix spp.), 
reaching sizes of up to 500 mm Diameter at Breast Height (DBH). Multiple trees were windblown within the centre 
of the woodland. The eastern portion of the woodland was more dominated by deciduous species, with more 
clearings and glades present, allowing for more daylight cover to the understorey. 

 
3.2.7. The understorey of the woodland varied throughout and was either colonised by dense common ivy (Hedera helix) 

or a sparse layer of bramble scrub (Rubus fruticosus) where daylight was restricted, or a more diverse flora in the 
more open areas. 

 
3.2.8. The ground flora and scrub in the open areas included dog’s mercury (Mercurialis perennis, ancient woodland 

indicator), bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), lords and ladies (Arum maculatum), common ivy (Hedera helix), self-
set hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), self-set hazel (Corylus avellana), self-set sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus), 
self-set elder (Sambucus nigra), lesser celandine (Ficaria verna, ancient woodland indicator), red campion (Silene 
dioica), bramble (Rubus fruticosus agg.), dogrose (Rosa canina), wood anemone (Anemone nemorosa, ancient 
woodland indicator), polypody (Polypodium vulgare), hart’s-tongue (Asplenium scolopendrium, ancient woodland 
indicator), common nettle (Urtica dioica), ground elder (Aegopodium podagraria), opposite-leaved golden saxifrage 
(Chrysosplenium oppositifolium), meadowsweet (Filipendula ulmaria), liverwort (Marchantia polymorpha), cow 
parsley (Anthriscus sylvestris), dog violet (Viola riviniana, ancient woodland indicator), and wild garlic (Allium 
ursinum). 

 
3.2.9. Given the species present and the observed historic management practices within the woodland, it is anticipated 

that originally pre any clearance and replanting work, the woodland block was part of the adjoining ancient woodland 
parcel to the east, this is confirmed predominantly by the presence of several floral ground cover indicator species 
within the eastern end and older native trees where more deciduous species dominate.  

 
3.2.10. The presence of softwood blocks and poplar plantations within the wider deciduous parcels would suggest that 

when cleared these were earmarked for timber production and never felled given the large DBH of the trees.  
 
3.2.11. The woodland is anticipated to be therefore a replanted ancient woodland block which exhibits several of the 

characteristics of such a site and offers a mix of habitats and ecological niches. 
 
3.3. NON-NATIVE INVASIVE SPECIES  

 
3.3.1. The data search returned records of montbretia (Crocosmia aurea x pottsii = C. x crocosmiiflora) and Himalayan 

balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) within 1 km from the site. 
 

3.3.2. No non-native invasive species have been identified on site. 
 

3.4. INVERTEBRATES  
 

3.4.1. The data search returned records of notable invertebrates within 1 km from the site including bordered gothic 
(Sideridis reticulata), blood-vein (Timandra comae), common darter (Sympetrum striolatum), and Thaumastoptera 
calceata. 
 

3.4.2. The habitats on site provide limited value for invertebrate species, given that the site comprises entirely of species-
poor modified grassland. Notable species may occasionally utilise the site for foraging in relation to the clovers and 
buttercups but are not anticipated to utilise the site in significant numbers, and the site is not anticipated to act as a 
key resource for invertebrate species. 
 

3.5. AMPHIBIANS  
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3.5.1. The data search returned no records of great crested newts (Triturus cristatus) within 1 km from the site, although 
two records of common frog were identified (Rana temporaria). 
 

3.5.2. The site provides limited suitable terrestrial habitat for amphibians given that the site comprises entirely of short, 
modified grassland, which lacks opportunities for sheltering, overwintering, and foraging. The hedgerow to the north 
of the site provides some refuge, although this is only limited in size, and disconnected from valuable habitats within 
the wider landscape. 

 
3.5.3. There are no ponds on site, although there are ~8 ponds within 250m of the site boundary. These include P1 (within 

adjacent residential area) ~146m to the northeast of the survey site boundary, P2 ~120m south, P3 ~147m east, 
P4 ~210m north, P5 ~220m north, P6 ~230m southwest, P7 ~250m east and P8 ~255m southeast. These ponds 
are all suitably connected to site via hedge and tree lined fields. The data search returned no records of great 
crested newts within nearby ponds. 

 
3.5.4. Although the presence of great crested newts in surrounding ponds is unknown, common amphibians may be 

present.  
 

3.6. REPTILES  
 

3.6.1. The local data search returned no records of reptiles within 1 km form the site. 
 

3.6.2. The site provides limited value for reptiles, due to the site comprising only short, modified grassland, which lacks 
the structure or quality to support reptile populations. The hedgerow to the north of the site provides some refuge 
or commuting, although this is only limited in size, and disconnected from valuable habitats within the wider 
landscape, which may support reptiles. However, the offsite woodland provides value for slow worm (Anguis fragilis), 
commonly associated with such habitats. 

 
3.6.3. As such, reptiles are considered to be likely absent from the site but cannot be discounted from adjacent habitats. 

 
3.7. BATS (ACTIVITY) 

 
3.7.1. The local data search returned two records of bats within 1 km from the site boundary, including one unidentified 

bat (Chiroptera spp) and brown long-eared bat (Plecotus auritus). 
 

3.7.2. Please refer to Appendix 11.2 for the bat activity maps, showing the locations of peak bat activity for each survey. 
 
SPRING NBW (08/05/2025) 
 

3.7.3. No bat activity was recorded in the beginning of the survey, during the stationary monitoring period. Bat activity was 
recorded periodically throughout the survey, with common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), soprano pipistrelle 
(Pipistrellus pygmaeus), unidentified myotis (Myotis spp,), and noctule (Nyctalus noctula). 
 

3.7.4. The first bat was recorded at 21:07, approximately 17 minutes after sunset, and was a noctule which was heard but 
not seen. Noctules are one of the first bat species to emerge from their roosts in the summer, with a May & August 
median 7.6 minutes after sunset (Collins, 2023). As such, it is possible that the bat was roosting within surrounding 
woodland habitats. The bat was heard foraging between 21:07 and 21:33 with around 15 passes recorded. 

 
3.7.5. Further bat activity relates to low numbers of common and soprano pipistrelles, commuting and foraging along the 

treeline along the woodland edge to the southeastern aspect of the site. A peak count of one bat was identified for 
each species. Pipistrelle species were recorded constantly foraging for up to eight minutes (combined) between 
21:12 and 21:58. 

 
3.7.6. Unidentified myotis was also identified, along the woodland edge, although the bat was heard but not seen. The bat 

was recorded at 22:11 and 22:19 and is anticipated to be the same bat recorded over 4 passes. 
 

SUMMER NBW (15/07/2025) 
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DISCUSSION 
 

3.8.24. The static detector surveys identified a diverse range of bat species within the site, including common pipistrelle, 
soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared bat, noctule, lesser horseshoe bat, Leisler’s bat, and several myotis species 
(Daubenton’s bat, whiskered bat, and natterer’s bat). 
 

3.8.25. Common and soprano pipistrelle species were most recorded throughout 2025 and were found to utilise the 
offsite woodland edge and offsite hedgerow along the eastern aspect of the field parcel as a commuting and foraging 
resource. Common pipistrelle calls were found to greatly increase throughout the season, beginning at just 30 
passes in April, and increasing to a peak count of 1089 passes on 12/09/2025. There was a significant decline in 
October, although only four days of recordings were obtained. Figure 3.8.7 displays the trends of common pipistrelle 
calls through the season. 

 

 
Figure 3.8.7 Trend of Pipistrellus pipistrellus calls throughout the season 

 
3.8.26. Soprano pipistrelle calls showed the same trend, although this was observed in much lower abundances (Figure 

3.8.8). There was a continued increase in soprano pipistrelle calls throughout October. 
 

 
Figure 3.8.8 Trend of Pipistrellus pygmaeus calls throughout the season 

 
3.8.27. Pipistrelle species pups are typically born in June-early July and begin gaining independence by early July. By 

August-September, maternity colonies usually break up, and bats move to alternative roosts ahead of autumn 
mating and winter hibernation. These patterns coincide with the trends identified in Figure 3.8.7. Additionally, 
pipistrelle species were identified as early as eight minutes after sunset during the NBW surveys. Pipistrelles 
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typically emerge between 20 and 30 minutes after sunset (Collins, 2023), so it is highly likely that the bat was 
roosting within the offsite woodland or within nearby structures. Taking into account all of the data gathered, it is 
concluded that a maternity site and mating site for pipistrelles is located adjacent to the site, and that the offsite 
woodland and woodland edge provide core foraging habitats for the roost. 
 

3.8.28. A number of myotis species were identified on the static detectors, as well as consistently throughout the NBW 
surveys, albeit in lower abundances than on the detectors. Many of myotis calls are anticipated to be whiskered and 
daubentons bats which are anticipated to utilise the offsite woodland and associated stream for foraging and 
potential roosting. The preferred habitat for Daubenton’s bats is above water, who favour riverine and freshwater 
systems (Collins, 2023). Natterer’s bat which is also confidently assessed as being present through acoustic 
analysis and whiskered bats favour mixed woodland, tree-lined river corridors and riparian vegetation (Collins, 
2023). Myotis calls were increased at the beginning and the end of the season, with 132 calls identified in May and 
240 calls identified in September (Figure 3.8.9).  

 

 
Figure 3.8.9 Trend of Myotis spp calls throughout the season 

 
3.8.29. It is possible that myotis species utilise the offsite woodland or nearby structures as a transitional site, which is 

defined as “a place used by a few individuals or occasionally small groups for generally short periods of time on 
waking from hibernation or in the period prior to hibernation” (Collins, 2023). Local day roosts are also anticipated 
to be present, although the numbers are not high enough to suggest a local maternity site. 
 

3.8.30. Noctules were recorded consistently throughout the season and have been observed visually foraging high above 
the site. Leisler’s bat, another Nyctalus species, was also recorded on site, with a peak count of nine calls in one 
night. Leisler’s bats will forage in most available habitats, although will avoid improved (modified) grassland, which 
is comprises most of the site. Additionally, Nyctalus species favour tree roosts and are rarely found in artificial 
structures. As such, the offsite woodland and other habitats within the wider area are thought to be of highest value 
and the modified grassland on site is not considered an important resource. 

 
3.8.31. Serotine was identified consistently throughout the season, although in low abundance. The species was not 

identified on any of the NBW surveys, but it is anticipated that they are also utilising the woodland edge and 
hedgerows for foraging. 

 
3.8.32. Brown long-eared bat was found to utilise the site for foraging in low abundances. A peak count of 32 recordings 

were identified on 12/09/2025. Collins (2023) states that up to nine transect surveys could be required to achieve 
95% certainty of detection for brown long-eared bats, due to their low amplitude echolocation and overall quiet 
foraging behaviour. It is reasonable to assume that brown long-eared bats are present where woodland blocks are 
present. As such, the species may be present on site in higher abundances than recorded on the static detectors 
and NBW surveys. 

 
3.8.33. Two instances of lesser horseshoe bat were identified on the static detector on 30/04/2025 and 02/05/2025. Only 

one pass was recorded on each night, indicating that the site is not a core foraging habitat for the species. The 
preferred foraging habitat for the species includes broadleaved woodland well connected by potential flightpaths 
such as hedges, woodland edge, and riparian trees (Collins, 2023). Lesser horseshoes will cross open spaces 
immediately after emergence, but will seek to minimise the open distance travelled, however, the extent of this 
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increases with decreasing lighting levels (Collins, 2023). As lesser horseshoe bats were not identified later in the 
season than May, indicating that an early transitional roost is present nearby. 

 
3.8.34. The offsite woodland, woodland edge, stream and hedgerows within the wider area provide ample foraging 

opportunities for lesser horseshoe bats, whilst the grassland on site provides limited value. Although the site is 
currently maintained as a dark habitat, increasing the suitability for light sensitive species such as horseshoe bats 
and myotis species. Given that only one lesser horseshoe bat was recorded on all bat static detectors, and none 
during the NBW surveys, the site is not anticipated to be an important resource for the species. 

 
3.8.35. Figure 3.8.10 displays the trends in all bat assemblages throughout the season. 

 
Figure 3.8.10 Changes in the numbers of bat calls per species throughout the season 

 
ASSESSING IMPORTANCE OF SPECIES ASSEMBLAGE 

 
3.8.36. Table 3.8.11 extracted from Table 3.3 from the bat mitigation guidelines (Reason & Wray, 2023) has been used 

to assess the importance of the bat assemblage on site. Queensbridge Farm is located within North/Mid Wales. 
 

Table 3.8.11 Assessing the importance of a bat assemblage (Reason & Wray, 2023) 
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4. EMBEDDED MITIGATION  

 
4.1.1. The original development sought to incorporate several glamping pods within the offsite woodland. This raised 

numerous concerns regarding maintaining the integrity of woodland, especially given that a portion of it is 
designated as ancient, which is an irreplaceable habitat, as well as impacts upon associated protected fauna such 
as bats.  
 

Relocation of Glamping Pods 
 

4.1.2.  After a number of stakeholder consultations including Arbtech Consulting Ltd, Collington Winter Environmental 
Ltd, and Wrexham County Council (Emma Broad, County Ecologist), the decision was made to pull the proposed 
glamping pods from the woodland and have them situated within the existing modified grassland field, maintaining 
a minimum of a 15 m buffer from the woodland edge. By doing so, the potential ecological impacts of the 
development were dramatically reduced, as the development is now restricted only to low-quality modified 
grassland habitats, which provide little ecological value for many species. As such, the development only poses a 
minor risk to low numbers of protected species, which can be sufficiently mitigated against with a series of 
precautionary measures (See Section 6). 

 
4.1.3. The woodland will be retained and protected through development, and there will be no loss of irreplaceable 

ancient woodland habitats or Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle LWS. There is now no tree felling proposed, 
which will maintain the structure of the woodland. Furthermore, there is no risk of damaging or destroying potential 
bat roosts within the offsite woodland, which are anticipated to be present given the results of the NBW and static 
detector surveys. 

 
4.1.4. There is no longer any risk to damaging or destroying notable fungi, flora, or bryophytes which may have been 

present within the woodland.  
 

Retention of any Valuable Habitats 
 

4.1.5. Most of the site comprises poor modified grassland habitats of low ecological importance. However, there is a 
native hedgerow along the northern aspect of the site, which may provide a suitable refuge area or linear 
commuting feature for low numbers of fauna. The northern habitat is to be retained in its entirety, the western 
hedgerow will be removed and replanted a few metres further west to allow for the continuity of these resources, 
 

4.1.6. All offsite habitats are also to be retained, including the woodland and hedgerow along the eastern aspect of the 
grassland field parcel, which have proved valuable features for fauna, particularly foraging bats.  

 
Sensitive Landscape Design 

 
4.1.7. A detailed landscaping scheme has been designed by DAC Landscape Architecture (See Appendix 11.4 for the 

full plans), which incorporates a mosaic of various new habitats. The varied habitats provide a multitude of different 
niches for local fauna, predominantly foraging and refuge areas. 
 

4.1.8. The proposed landscaping scheme transforms the site from its current state of species-poor modified grassland 
into a mosaic of complementary habitats that will support a far greater diversity of fauna and significantly increase 
the site’s ecological value including: 

 
• Areas of enhanced grassland and new wildflower meadow will provide nectar and pollen sources for 

invertebrates, which in turn support a wide range of higher trophic levels, including birds and bats. 
 

• Proposed canopy trees, multi-stem specimens, and a bareroot understorey mix introduce vertical structure 
and complexity. This layered planting provides nesting and foraging opportunities for birds, cover for small 
mammals such as hedgehogs, and a rich invertebrate community. 
 

• Hedgerows and scrub planting around the car park and within the site create connective corridors, linking 
habitats and offering shelter and food resources for a wide range of wildlife including hedgehogs and badgers. 
Once mature, these will also provide ample nesting habitats for birds. These features also contribute to 
structural diversity, which is especially important for species sensitive to open landscape, such as lesser 
horseshoe bats identified on site. 
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• New hedgerows will be planted to the west and east of site. The hedgerow to the east of the development will 

be planted to strengthen the eastern boundary and provide connectivity between the site and the more 
valuable woodland habitat located adjacent. While the western hedgerow will provide connectivity between 
the existing northern hedgerow and woodland found to the south of site. 
 

• The scheme retains existing semi-natural features, ensuring continuity of habitat and providing immediate 
ecological function while new planting establishes. 
 

• Pathways are designed with minimal impact materials, and hidden seating areas are embedded within 
planting, encouraging sensitive human use while leaving substantial areas undisturbed for wildlife. 

 
• The scheme uses low-level, wildlife-sensitive bollards, ensuring that large areas of the site remain dark. This 

will minimise disturbance to commuting and foraging bats, especially lesser horseshoe and myotis species, 
which are highly sensitive to light spill and are known to be present on site.  

 
4.1.9. The high levels of bat activity on site were considered the most significant ecological constraint to the development, 

prior to pulling the pods out of the woodland and before the detailed landscape design was received. However, 
the proposed development will substantially improve the site for bats, given that all existing valuable features are 
to be retained, allowing for the continuity of foraging resources which already support a diverse assemblage of bat 
species. The habitats aim to promote a healthy invertebrate abundance, providing a reliable and high-quality food 
source for all bat species recorded on the NBW/static surveys. The various number of habitats provides structural 
habitat diversity which will benefit clutter-adapted bats such as myotis and brown long-eared, as well as provide 
ample commuting corridors for all species. 
 

4.1.10. Existing woodland and hedgerows are mostly retained and buffered, maintaining current bat foraging resources 
while supplementing them with newly created habitats. This ensures continuity and rapid uptake by bats once the 
new habitats mature. 

 
Bat Boxes 
 

4.1.11. As an ecological enhancement to the site, a minimum of three bat boxes will be installed on retained trees 
within the offsite woodland habitat to provide additional roosting provisions. Two Schwegler 2F Universal Bat Box 
(or similar) should be installed to cater to the widest variety of bat species, as identified on site. There should also 
be at least one Schwegler 1FF Flat Bat Box (or similar) to provide additional roosting opportunities for crevice 
dwelling bats such as pipistrelles.  
 

4.1.12. The bat boxes will be installed on aspects facing between south-east to south-western facing aspect, as this 
will provide additional heat throughout the day. Care should be taken to make sure boxes are not angled in such 
a manner to allow rain to enter them. Boxes are to be affixed to vertical surfaces on retained trees at a minimum 
height of 4 m.  

 
4.1.13. Bat boxes are considered self-cleaning and require minimal maintenance once installed. The boxes are made 

of hard-wearing material that is generally long-lasting. Bat boxes should be checked periodically (e.g. every two 
years) to assess their use and the condition of the boxes. If any boxes are identified as damaged or missing, they 
are to be replaced with a box of similar specification.  
  

4.1.14. Only those holding the appropriate Natural England Class 2 bat licence may open and inspect these boxes. It 
is an offence for anyone without this licence to open a bat box. If a bat box becomes occupied by a bird, the nest 
must be left in situ until after the bird nesting season 

 
Bird Boxes 
 

4.1.15. As an ecological enhancement to the site, a minimum of three bird boxes will be installed on retained trees 
within the offsite woodland habitat to provide additional nesting provisions. The Vivara Pro Woodstone 32mm nest 
box (externally mounted) has been selected to encourage a number of species including Great Tit (Parus 
major), Blue Tit (Cyanistes caeruleus), Marsh Tit (Poecile palustris), Coal Tit (Periparus ater), Crested Tit 
(Lophophanes cristatus), Redstart (Phoenicurus phoenicurus), Nuthatch (Sitta europaea), Collared Flycatcher 
(Ficedula albicollis)  Pied Flycatcher (Ficedula hypoleuca), Wryneck (Jynx torquilla), Tree Sparrow (Passer 
montanus) and House Sparrow (Passer domesticus). 
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4.1.16. The bird boxes will be installed on aspects facing between north-east and north-west. Bird boxes are most 

effective when positioned on a north-east to north-west facing aspect to prevent overheating during the summer 
nesting season. Woodstone Nest boxes are to be affixed to vertical surfaces on retained trees at a minimum height 
of 5m.  

 
4.1.17. The following maintenance measures are to be completed, following the installation of the boxes:  

• Bird boxes will require periodic checking and cleaning, (e.g. once every two years).   
• Unhatched eggs may be removed legally between September and January and must then be disposed of.  
• Disused nests must be removed and cleaned using boiling water to remove parasites. Boxes should be left 

to dry before replacing the lid. Insecticides and flea powders must not be used.  
• If any boxes are identified as damaged or missing, they are to be replaced with a box of similar specification.  

 
4.1.18. Note bird boxes must only be opened and cleaned outside the bird nesting season (March to August, inclusive).  
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5. LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 
 

5.1. ECOLOGICAL RECEPTORS WITHOUT ANY SIGNIFICANT LIKELY EFFECTS 
 

5.1.1. The habitats on site comprise poor-quality modified grassland, which provides little ecological value, and is not 
assessed as any sort of priority habitats. Its loss will not have any detrimental impacts upon habitat availability in 
the wider landscape. 
 

5.1.2. There is a stream located within the offsite woodland, approximately 30 m south from the site boundary. The stream 
is sufficient distance from the site that impacts upon water voles (Arvicola amphibius) are not anticipated. The 
installation of the glamping pods will cause minimal ground disturbance. As such, they are not considered further 
within this assessment.  

 
5.1.3. Hazel dormouse is considered absent from site and are not considered further. 
 
5.1.4. No non-native invasive species are present on site or adjacent, and no further considerations are required. 

 
5.2. LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

 
Statutory Designated Sites 
 

5.2.1. The site falls within the Impact Risk Zone of the River Dee and Bala Lake SSSI, located approximately 1.4 km 
northwest of the site, and Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar is located approximately 8 km southeast from the site 
boundary. The sensitivity of the receptor is assessed as ‘High’ due to being of international and national importance.  
 

5.2.2. A Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) produced by Collington Winter Environmental Ltd (Ref: 20-2789 RPT: 
001) which details that: 

 
5.2.3. Without mitigation, there is the possibility of a direct impact upon otters, a qualifying feature of River Dee and Bala 

Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC.  
 

5.2.4. Indirect impacts upon the River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC include: 
• Water pollution: there could be an increase in runoff to the SAC. 
• Non-native invasive species: recreational pressures could aid in the spread of non-native invasive species. 
• RTAs involving otters: increased numbers of vehicles on roads within the Dee catchment could increase 

the number of otter fatalities. 
 

5.2.5. Indirect impacts upon the Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar include: 
• Eutrophication: dog waste from increased walkers could contribute to excess nutrients into the wetlands. 
• Non-native invasive species: recreational pressures could aid in the spread of non-native invasive species. 

 
5.2.6. The magnitude of the impact is assessed as ‘Moderate’ as any changes to the qualifying features of the sites would 

result in an alteration to the baseline conditions. 
 

5.2.7. The impact is assessed a Major-Moderate Adverse. 
 

Habitats and Non-Statutory Sites 
 
5.2.8. Ancient woodland is located adjacent to the southern aspect of the site which is also designated as Lightwood and 

Queensbridge Dingle LWS. The sensitivity of the receptor is assessed as ‘High’, as the habitat is of high importance 
and is not resilient to changes. 
 

5.2.9. Although the woodland is to be retained, there is a risk of accidentally damaging or degrading the habitat through 
accidentally pollution incidents. The magnitude of impact is assessed as Moderate, as the woodland would remain 
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insitu, but may be of a lesser quality, causing a material change in baseline conditions. 
 
5.2.10. The impact is assessed a Major-Moderate Adverse. 

 
Invertebrates 

 
5.2.11. The site currently provides limited value for invertebrate species. As such, the sensitivity of the receptor is 

assessed as ‘Low’. The proposed landscaping scheme introduces wildflower meadow, species-rich grassland, 
native scrub, hedgerows, and woodland edge planting, replacing species-poor modified grassland. These habitats 
provide a wide variety of nectar, pollen, and larval food plants, alongside sheltered microhabitats and structural 
diversity. As such, the magnitude of impact is assessed as ‘High’ due to a total alteration to the baseline conditions 
on site. 
 

5.2.12. The impact is assessed as Moderate-Minor Beneficial. 
 

Herptiles and Other Common Mammals 
 

5.2.13. There is a low risk of accidentally injuring or killing great crested newts, common amphibians, reptiles, brown 
hare, and hedgehogs during vegetation removal. The sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as ‘Low’ as no 
significant populations of each species are anticipated to be present, given the availability of only suboptimal 
habitats on site. The magnitude of the impact is assessed as ‘Moderate’ due to a potential loss of some individuals 
within a small population equating to a partial material change of baseline conditions.  
 

5.2.14. The impact is assessed as Minor Adverse. 
 

5.2.15. The landscaping scheme will replace species-poor grassland with a mosaic of wildflower meadow, scrub, 
hedgerows, and woodland edge, creating a structurally diverse environment. These features provide basking, 
foraging, and refuge opportunities for reptiles and amphibians, while also offering commuting routes, cover, and rich 
feeding habitats for terrestrial mammals such as hedgehog and brown hare. The result is a site far more suitable 
for a wider range of fauna, with improved connectivity to the surrounding landscape. As such, the magnitude of 
impact is assessed as ‘High’ due to a total alteration to the baseline conditions on site. 

 
5.2.16. The impact is assessed as Moderate-Minor Beneficial. 

 
Badgers 
 

5.2.17. There is a risk of damaging or destroying new badger setts, should they be present on site or adjacent. The 
sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as ‘Low’ as no badger setts are currently present on site, making 
them of current low importance. Badgers are also tolerant to anthropogenic disturbance. The magnitude of the 
impact is assessed as ‘Moderate’ due to a potential loss of some individuals within a small population equating to 
a partial material change of baseline conditions.   
 

5.2.18. The impact is assessed as Minor Adverse. 
 
5.2.19. The introduction of wildflower meadow, scrub, hedgerows, and woodland edge will significantly improve foraging 

opportunities for badgers by increasing earthworm and beetle availability. Hedgerows and scrub also provide cover 
for commuting and sett-building, while retained woodland ensures continuity of habitat. Together, these measures 
enhance the site’s value for badgers and strengthen ecological connectivity with the wider area. As such, the 
magnitude of impact is assessed as ‘High’ due to a total alteration to the baseline conditions on site. 

 
5.2.20. The impact is assessed as Moderate-Minor Beneficial. 

 
Bats (Roosting) 
 

5.2.21. The site supports a regionally important assemblage of bats, with a total of ten species identified through NBW 
surveys and static bat detector surveys. The sensitivity of the receptor is assessed as ‘High’, as the species 
assemblage includes those sensitive to change. 
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5.2.22. The proposed development will also incorporate a number of bat boxes, increasing the number of roosting 

provisions within the offsite woodland. The magnitude of impact is assessed as ‘Moderate’ as there will be a material 
increase in roosting opportunities. 

 
5.2.23. The impact is assessed a Major-Moderate Beneficial. 

 
Bats (Foraging and Commuting) 
 

5.2.24. The site supports a regionally important assemblage of bats, with a total of ten species identified through NBW 
surveys and static bat detector surveys. The sensitivity of the receptor is assessed as ‘High’, as the species 
assemblage includes those sensitive to change. There is a risk of disturbing foraging and commuting bats through 
introduced construction lighting. The sensitivity of the receptor is assessed as ‘Moderate’, the site supports 
regionally important bat assemblage. Some of these species are less tolerant to low light conditions. 
 

5.2.25. The impact is assessed a Major-Moderate Adverse. 
 

5.2.26. The scheme will markedly improve the site for the ten bat species recorded. The conversion of specie-poor 
modified grassland to wildflower meadow and species-rich grassland will significantly increase flying insect 
abundance, benefitting foraging bats such as noctule, Leisler’s, serotine, and pipistrelles. New scrub, hedgerows, 
and woodland edge create structurally diverse habitats and sheltered flight paths ideal for clutter-adapted species 
including Myotis spp. and brown long-eared bats. Retained woodland and sensitive understorey planting provide 
continuity and support for light-sensitive species, including occasional lesser horseshoe. Wildlife-sensitive lighting 
ensures dark corridors remain intact, safeguarding commuting routes. Together, these measures provide abundant 
prey, new linear commuting features, and a greater diversity of foraging niches, directly enhancing the site’s value 
for the full assemblage of bats present. As such, the magnitude of impact is assessed as ‘High’ due to a total 
alteration to the baseline conditions on site. 

 
5.2.27. The impact is assessed as Major Beneficial. 
 

Birds 
 

5.2.28. There is a risk of damaging or destroying nests as well as disturbing nesting birds through noise. The sensitivity 
of the receptor has been assessed as ‘Low’ as the site provides very little value for nesting birds due to comprising 
modified grassland, and populations nesting birds generally have some capacity to absorb material changes. The 
magnitude of the impact has been assessed as ‘Moderate’ as disturbance could cause a material change in 
breeding success on site. 
 

5.2.29. The impact is assessed as Minor Adverse. 
 
5.2.30. The proposed development will also incorporate a number of bird boxes, increasing the number of nesting 

provisions within the offsite woodland. The magnitude of impact is assessed as ‘Moderate’ as there will be a material 
increase in nesting opportunities. 

 
5.2.31. The impact is assessed a Major-Moderate Beneficial. 
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6. PROPOSED MITIGATION 
 

6.1. GENERAL POLLUTION CONTROL MEASURES  
 

6.1.1 Measures will be taken throughout the construction phase to avoid pollution incidents, which may indirectly affect 
terrestrial, and aquatic habitats and associated protected/notable fauna. Pollution prevention and control 
strategies will be adhered to at all times. Any accidental damage to retained and adjacent habitats or fuel spillages 
within proximity to the site and/or adjacent habitats will be reported to the site manager and the Project Ecologist.  

 
6.1.2 Retained habitats are to be appropriately fenced as ‘Biodiversity Protection Zones’ and all staff personnel 

undertake a site induction on their working limits in regard to protected species and habitats within the vicinity of 
the site. Approximately a 15 m buffer is to be maintained from the woodland. Until the buffer zone is planted up, it 
will be protected with Heras fencing and appropriate signage. 

 
6.1.3 It is recommended a Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is produced detailing the 

pollution control measures and remedial measures, throughout the construction phase. This will aid in protecting 
the offsite ancient woodland habitats, including the offsite stream and Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle LWS. 

 
6.2. GENERAL LIGHTING CONTROL MEASURES  

 
6.2.1 Proposed lighting is to follow the protocols outlined in the Institute for Lighting Engineers document “Guidance for 

the Reduction of Obtrusive Lighting” (2005) and BCT’s “Bats and Artificial Lighting at Night” (2023). Proposed 
lighting may impact species on site and within the local area which are sensitive to light. Directional lighting will be 
achieved by angle and orientation of beam, use of a cowl, louvre or other light shield, or a combination of these. 
Lighting is not to be directed towards retained habitats and surrounding habitats.  

 
6.2.2 Construction lighting is not to be directed towards retained habitats and surrounding habitats and can be adopted 

through the production of a CEMP.  
 

6.3. DESIGNATED SITES  
 

6.2.3 The recommended CEMP and habitat protection measures will ensure that Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle 
LWS is protected. 
  

6.2.4 The HRA produced by Collington Winter Environmental Ltd (Ref: 20-2789 RPT: 001) details a series of mitigation 
measures to minimise potential significant adverse impacts on European designated sites within 10 km from the 
site. The mitigation measures are listed below. 

 
Direct impacts upon otters 

 
6.2.5 A precautionary working method will be implemented during construction, including the following measures: 

• A toolbox talk will be given to contractors regarding the possible presence of otters at the site. 
• A pre-commencement inspection of the site will be undertaken for otters. 
• Heras fencing will be erected around the working area to prevent encroachment within 8m of the 

watercourse. 
• Any excavations will be covered overnight, or a ramp will be installed to enable any trapped animals to 

escape. 
• The use of night-time lighting will be avoided, or sensitive lighting design will be implemented to avoid light 

spill on to the watercourse and any retained habitats which otters could use. 
• Best practice pollution prevention measures will be implemented to minimise impacts to the watercourse and 

any retained habitats that otters could use. 
• Any chemicals or pollutants used or created by the development should be stored and disposed of correctly 

according to COSHH regulations. 
 

6.2.6 In the unlikely event that an otter holt or den is identified, works must cease and advise must be sought from a 
suitably qualified ecologist. 
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Water pollution 

 
6.2.7 It is considered that there could be an increase in water pollution within the designated sites because of the 

proposed scheme should effluent be managed irresponsibly. However, an increase in water usage on site alone 
is not likely to impact the designated sites so as long as mitigation measures are followed.  

 
6.2.8 The development is currently greenfield, as such, a suitable surface water management proposal will be required 

for the proposed development. A formal drainage strategy should be produced detailing that any effluent from the 
glamping pods will be contained within a closed-circuit system (such as connection to the main sewers or septic 
tanks) and not discharged into groundwater or watercourses.  

 
6.2.9 Furthermore, there should be no use of herbicides, pesticides or fertilisers as well as any chemical dosing on site 

that have the potential to leach into groundwater or watercourses and ultimately into the designated sites. See 
Section 6.4 for the recommended associated documentation. 

 
6.2.10 It is to be noted that the development will not increase flood risk to the wider catchment area as a result of suitable 

management of surface water runoff discharging from the site.  
 
6.2.11 To further mitigate impacts, it is recommended that a Homeowners Pack is made available to all visitors of the 

development highlighting the sensitivity of the area and impacts caused because of recreational disturbance. 
 

Non-Native Invasive Species, Eutrophication, and RTAs involving otters 
 
6.2.12 It is recommended that the new lodges include a welcome pack for guests highlighting the sensitivity of the area 

and impacts caused because of recreational disturbance, as well as awareness of local otters.  
 

6.2.13 The Homeowners’ packs should comprise, but are not limited to; 
• Introduction letter to the pack, setting out the issue and providing a contents page of included documents. 
• Description of River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC and Midland Meres & Mosses 

Ramsar and their features which should include a map explaining the boundaries of the designated site. 
• An explanation of the sensitivities of features to recreational disturbance and key sensitive times for the 

features of River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC and Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar. 
• List any access restrictions in the local area (e.g. under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 or 

Byelaws). 
• Suggestions of alternative recreational sites (i.e. parks, walking or cycling routes). 
• Code of conduct (i.e. not disturbing nesting birds, remaining on marked pathways to avoid spreading disease, 

refraining from BBQs and bonfires which may cause fire damage to priority habitats, biosecurity measures 
relating to the spread of Phytophthora ramorum, keeping dogs on leads during sensitive times of year and 
in areas known to be susceptible to Phytophthora ramorum). 

• Legal penalties for disobeying the code of conduct.  
• Suggested areas for hiking, running, and horse-riding opportunities for people to get involved in the local 

natural environment (including volunteering opportunities). 
• Information on otter populations within the River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC, their 

terrestrial habitat requirements, home ranges, and crepuscular nature, making them more wary when driving 
at dusk and dawn. 

 
6.2.14 The following principles to be followed for the packs; 

• The homeowner packs are tailored to the location of the development and River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon 
Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC and Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar: 

• Tailored to the audience using clear and easy to understand language. 
• An appropriate format is used to present and share the householder packs (i.e. print, size). 

 
6.4. HABITATS AND LANDSCAPE BENEFITS FOR FAUNA 
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HMMP 
 
6.4.1. It is recommended that the habitats detailed within the landscaping plan are managed through a formal Habitat 

Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) to ensure their successful creation and long-term management. This 
will ensure that the habitats maintain a good ecological standard, and the benefits detailed for all fauna species are 
provided. 

 
6.5. BADGERS 

 
Precautionary Working Methods 

 
6.5.1.  As such, the following Precautionary Working Methods 

will be adhered to during the construction phase to ensure that no badgers are impacted by the proposed 
development (Badger Trust, 2023):  

• All site personnel should be fully briefed concerning the method statement, the presence of badgers, the 
mitigation measures to be followed, the relevant legislation, the penalties imposed and who to contact should 
they need to.   

• Ensure excavations or trenches left overnight are covered or have an escape route such as a shallow gradient 
at one or both ends.  

• Ensure excavations or trenches are inspected each morning and evening to ensure no badgers have become 
trapped.  

• Open pipework with a diameter of more than 120mm should be properly covered or capped at the end of the 
working day to prevent badgers from entering and becoming trapped.   

• During the work, the storage of any chemicals should be contained in such a way that they cannot be 
accessed or knocked over by any roaming badgers.  

• The storage of topsoil or other “soft” building materials within the site should be given careful consideration. 
Badgers will readily adopt such mounds and dig setts which would then be afforded the same protection as 
established setts. To avoid the adoption of such mounds, they should be subject to daily inspections before 
work commences or alternative measures put in place, such as being fenced off for higher-risk areas.   

• Litter, tools and potentially dangerous materials on site should be cleared at the end of the working day. Care 
should be taken that there are no sharp metal objects or pointed protrusions on the ground which could 
seriously injure a badger due to their poor eyesight.   

• Ensure no dogs are brought to the work site.   
• Security lighting should be kept to a minimum and away from setts to avoid disturbance to any badgers on 

site.   
•  Fires should be lit only in secure compounds away from areas of badger activity and should be fully 

extinguished at the end of the working day.  
• Badger paths must not be blocked to ensure access to foraging areas is maintained.  

 
6.5.2. Adherence to these measures should be confirmed to planners at regular intervals by the project ecologist.  

 
6.6. HERPTILES (REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS) 

 
Reasonable Avoidance Measures 

 
6.6.1. Due to the presence of only suboptimal habitats on site, the following RAMs are to be undertaken during 

construction:  
• A designated working area will be maintained to minimise total working area, which will be marked out by the 

ecologist (where necessary). A fence and/or sign will be situated to mark the working areas to ensure no 
contractors and vehicles do not enter areas which have not been checked for herptiles.   

• Any vegetation on site to be cleared should first be strimmed to approximately 15 cm and left overnight, 
allowing any animals the chance to naturally disperse from site. A fingertip search of any vegetated areas 
should then be undertaken to check for the presence of herptiles. 

• Once the ecologist has declared all areas of potential for herptiles have been checked, the proposed works 
can continue unsupervised.   

• Storage of materials is to be on pallets i.e. raised off the ground and on areas of hard standing or tarmac. No 
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materials to be stored on vegetation.   
• All working areas are to be maintained as bare ground or hardstanding throughout the construction phase.   
• All open pits and pipes are to be covered during the night, with a check for presence of herptiles conducted 

prior to covering.  
• If excavations are exposed and/or created, a slope will be positioned within the excavation to allow 

amphibians and mammals to escape should they fall in.   
• In the unlikely chance, a great crested newt is located during the RAM’s, all works must cease immediately, 

and Natural Resources Wales contacted for advice. No great crested newt is to be handled and the refugia 
is to be placed back to provide suitable cover.   

 
6.7. BAT ACTIVITY  

 
Sensitive Lighting Strategy 

 
6.7.1. Any proposed lighting/existing lighting should follow the guidance outlined in the Institute for Lighting Engineers 

document “Guidance for the Reduction of Obtrusive Lighting” (2005) and BCT’s “Bats and Artificial Lighting at Night” 
(2023). 

 
6.7.2. An External Lighting Scheme has not been produced on the writing of this report. As such, the following 

recommendations are to be considered within the scheme to minimise impacts of lighting. The recommendations 
are as follows:  
• Keep site lighting to minimum levels. 
• Luminaries should lack UV elements and preferably LED lighting with a warm white light should be used over 

cool white light (ideally <2700Kelvin). 
• Lighting should feature peak wavelengths greater than 550nm. 
• Light placement should be downward facing to prevent excess horizontal or vertical light spill. 
• The use of integrated fittings such as cowls, shields, louvres and hoods, that effectively contain light spill from 

unintended areas. 
• Avoid illuminating habitats of value.  
• Use of timed security lights should be set on motion-sensors and using short, 1-minute timers, to minimise light 

use. 
• Column heights of lighting can be considered to minimise light spill. 

 
6.7.3. The sensitive lighting strategy will protect valuable foraging and commuting habitats for bats, allowing for the 

availability of foraging resources on site, particularly species less tolerant to introduced lighting. The introduced 
lighting all comprises low level specifications, which will minimise the impacts upon commuting and foraging bats. 
Nevertheless, the site will provide some form of additional lighting, which currently does not exist on site, although 
this will not be directed towards any retained habitats, which were found to be utilised by commuting and foraging 
bats. The woodland edge and hedgerows will be maintained as a ‘dark corridor’ to allow for the continuity of these 
features, and any proposed lighting will be strategically designed to minimise light spill onto created habitats. 

 
Working Restrictions 

 
6.7.4. To further minimise disturbance to foraging and commuting bats, it is recommended that the proposed working 

areas are restricted to commencing a minimum of one hour after sunrise and concluding a minimum of one hour 
before sunset. These working restrictions should be in place between March-November, which are the predominant 
months bats may be active within the site. 

 
6.8. BIRDS 

 
Nesting Bird Check 

  
6.8.1. Any necessary vegetation clearance is to be undertaken outside the main breeding bird season of March to 

September, inclusive. If not possible, an ecologist is to carry out a nesting bird check within 48 hours of its removal. 
Active nests will be protected, and a buffer marked out with appropriate fencing (such as Heras fencing), until the 
young have fledged. The project ecologist will determine the required buffer area based on species and the status 
of breeding conditions. 
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(Wales) Act 2016 

Bats Protection measures of 
retained habitats and 

lighting mitigation. 
 

Working restrictions. 

The Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2017 

(as amended) and by UK law by 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 (as amended). 
 

Section 7 of the Environment 
(Wales) Act 2016 

CEMP and External Lighting 
Plan 

Breeding 
Birds 

Removal of vegetation 
outside of the breeding 

bird season. If not 
possible, a nesting bird 

check required.  
  

With certain exceptions, all wild 
birds, their nests and eggs are 
protected by Section 1 of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended) and Bird 

species listed on Schedule 1 of 
the Act receive further 

protection. 
 

Section 7 of the Environment 
(Wales) Act 2016 

CEMP 

Hedgehog Precautionary measures 
during vegetation removal. 

Section 7 of the Environment 
(Wales) Act 2016 

CEMP 

Brown Hare Precautionary measures 
during vegetation removal.  

 

Section 7 of the Environment 
(Wales) Act 2016 

CEMP 
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7. RESIDUAL IMPACTS 
 
Negligible adverse residual effects 
 

7.1.1 Negligible adverse residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should 
the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• Accidental pollution of retained ancient woodland and Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle LWS. 
• Accidental injury or death of common amphibians and reptiles. 
• Accidental injury or death of badgers, brown hare, or hedgehog. Damage to or destruction of new setts (if 

applicable). 
• Noise disturbance for bats. 
• Damage or disturbance to nesting birds and their nests, eggs, or young through construction works and 

noise.  
• Recreational pressures spreading invasive species in River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn 

Tegid SAC and Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar. 
• Increase in RTCs involving otters associated with River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid 

SAC. 
• Increases in eutrophication in Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar. 
• Water pollution to River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC. 

 
7.1.2 The recommended CEMP will ensure that the offsite woodland and Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle LWS is 

protected against any accidental pollution or degradation during construction. 
 

7.1.3 The precautionary working methods are deemed sufficient to protect individual amphibians, reptiles, and other 
terrestrial mammals on site, resulting in very little change from baseline conditions. 
 

7.1.4 Restricted working hours will prevent any impacts of construction noise on foraging and commuting bats, and in 
turn protect other nocturnal fauna. 

 
7.1.5 The site provides very little value for nesting birds currently. As such, it is unlikely that any nesting birds will be 

encountered on the modified grassland during works. The nesting bird check will ensure that should any be 
identified, they will remain insitu, undisturbed, until the young have fledged, allowing for breeding success. 

 
7.1.6 The proposed scheme will incorporate only seven glamping pods, which is not anticipated to generate any 

significant increases in recreational pressures, eutrophication, or RTCs involving otters at nearby designated sites. 
The proposed information packs provided to guests will ensure that they possess environmental awareness 
regarding invasive species, picking up dog waste, and being mindful of otters, further minimising the potential 
impacts. 

 
7.1.7 River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC is located over 1 km from the proposed development 

site, and is not likely to experience high levels of water pollution as a result of development. However, it cannot 
be discounted without mitigation. The provision of a detailed drainage plan which prevents discharge into natural 
waterways or groundwater will ensure that no additional water pollution reaches River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon 
Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC. 

 
Minor adverse residual effects 
 

8.1.1 Minor adverse residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should the 
recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• Introduced lighting for bats. 
 

8.1.2 The sensitive lighting strategy will protect valuable foraging and commuting habitats for bats, allowing for the 
availability of foraging resources on site, particularly species less tolerant to introduced lighting. The introduced 
lighting all comprises low level specifications, which will minimise the impacts upon commuting and foraging bats. 
Nevertheless, the site will provide some form of additional lighting, which currently does not exist on site, although 
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this will not be directed towards any retained habitats, which were found to be utilised by commuting and foraging 
bats. The woodland edge and hedgerows will be maintained as a ‘dark-corridor’ to allow for the continuity of these 
features and any proposed lighting will be strategically designed to minimise light spill onto created habitats. 

 
Major beneficial residual effects 
 

8.1.3 Major beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should 
the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• New habitats on site providing abundant prey, new linear commuting features, and a greater diversity of 
foraging niches, directly enhancing the site’s value for the full assemblage of bats present. 

 
Moderate-Minor beneficial residual effects 

 
8.1.4 Moderate-Minor beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, 

should the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 
• Increased prey abundances, foraging resources and sett building habitats for badgers. 
• Increased habitat value in relation the new mosaic of wildflower meadow, scrub, hedgerows, and 

woodland edge, creating a structurally diverse environment. These features provide basking, foraging, 
and refuge opportunities for reptiles and amphibians, while also offering commuting routes, cover, and 
rich feeding habitats for terrestrial mammals such as hedgehog and brown hare. 

• The proposed landscaping scheme introduces wildflower meadow, species-rich grassland, native scrub, 
hedgerows, and woodland edge planting, replacing species-poor modified grassland. These habitats 
provide a wide variety of nectar, pollen, and larval food plants, alongside sheltered microhabitats and 
structural diversity for invertebrates. 

 
Major-Moderate beneficial residual effects 
 

8.1.5 Major-Moderate beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, 
should the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• An increase in nesting provisions for birds relating to new bird boxes in offsite woodland. 
• An increase in roosting provisions for bats relating to new bat boxes in offsite woodland. 

 
Geographical importance 
 

8.1.6 The ecological receptors on site are assessed as the following geographical importances: 
• International Importance: River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC and Midland Meres 

& Mosses Ramsar. 
• UK Importance: None 
• Regional Importance: foraging bat assemblage.  
• County Importance: None 
• Local Importance: invertebrates; common amphibians and reptiles; badgers, brown hare, and hedgehog. 
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8. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
8.1.1 The area surrounding the site has a history of small householder and residential development. A review of the 

relevant planning portal (undertaken on 24th September 2025) identified the following planning applications 
surrounding the site boundary:  

• Numerous small householder applications. 
• P/2019/0669 - JONELL QUEENSBRIDGE OVERTON WREXHAM LL13 0LE: CONVERSION OF BARN 

TO FORM DWELLING TOGETHER WITH SINGLE-STOREY EXTENSION (REFUSED) 
• P/2018/0229 - LAND AT KNOLTON BRYN FARM KNOLTON OVERTON WREXHAM LL13 0LE: 

OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION TO ERECT AGRICULTURAL WORKERS DWELLING WITH 
ASSOCIATED ACCESS (APPEAL ALLOWED) 

• P/2023/0578 - METHODIST CHAPEL KNOLTON OVERTON WREXHAM LL13 0LE: TRAWSNEWID 
CAPEL I ANNEDD / CONVERSION OF CHAPEL INTO A DWELLING (GRANTED) 

• P/2025/0167 - TROTTING MARE CARAVAN PARK, KNOLTON, OVERTON, WREXHAM, LL13 0LE: 
REPLACEMENT OF 18 NO TOURING PITCHES WITH 18 NO STATIC CARAVANS WITH ALL 
ASSOCIATED WORKS (UNDER CONSULTATION) 

 

8.1.2 There is minimal planning applications within the surrounding area dated within recent years. Many of the 
applications relate only to small-scale extensions; loft conversions; and agricultural buildings, with most pre-dating 
2010. These applications will not have any significant cumulative impacts upon any ecological receptors. 
 

8.1.3 There are several applications dated between 2018-2023 relating to single dwellings, which are not anticipated to 
cause significant cumulative impacts upon any ecological receptor. 
 

8.1.4 A planning application for the replacement of 18 no touring pitches with 18 no static caravans with all associated 
works is currently under consultation approximately 1.4 km southeast from the site boundary. There is not 
anticipated to be any cumulative impacts as there is no net gain of holiday provisions above baseline and therefore 
no additional impacts on water pollution, highways, or recreational pressures. 
 

8.1.5 Overall, there are not any cumulative impacts anticipated as a result of development. 
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9. CONCLUSION 
 

9.1 LEGISLATION  
 

9.1.1 The assessment considered the presence of protected and notable species within the site. The proposed scheme 
has addressed all legal issues with respect to ecology. 

 
9.1.2 In order to allow the proposed development to proceed in accordance with relevant legislation and policy, a CEMP 

is required to ensure fauna and flora on site is protected from harm during site clearance and the operational 
phase and to ensure the proposed works is in line with the Wrexham County Council Planning Policy. 

 
9.1.3 In addition, it is recommended that a HMMP is produced to detail proposed species and long-term management 

of proposed habitats.  
 

9.2 PLANNING POLICY 
 

National 
9.2.1 Implementation of the proposed impact avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures outlined in this report 

will minimise the potential significant negative residual impacts in the zone of influence of the proposed scheme. 
 

Local 
9.2.2 In line with the Future Wales: the National Plan 2040, the assessment has demonstrated that ecological surveys 

have been completed (including surveys for species and habitats of principal importance where appropriate) to 
enable a suitable assessment of the potential impact on biodiversity on and off site. Where necessary, the 
assessment also demonstrates how the development will protect, mitigate and / or enhance biodiversity.  
 

9.2.3 The impact avoidance, mitigation, and compensation measures, when implemented will ensure that there is no 
negative residual effect due to the proposed developed on listed habitats and fauna detailed on Section 7 of the 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016. 

 
9.2.4 The proposed development at Queensbridge Farm demonstrates strong alignment with Planning Policy Wales, 

particularly its requirement for all developments to deliver a Net Benefit for Biodiversity (NBB). The scheme avoids 
significant ecological harm by relocating the glamping pods from ancient woodland to species-poor modified 
grassland, thereby protecting irreplaceable habitats and sensitive species. Valuable features such as hedgerows 
and offsite woodland are retained and buffered, and no tree felling is proposed. The ecological assessment 
confirmed the absence of significant populations of protected species within the development footprint, and 
appropriate mitigation measures are in place for species that may be present, including badgers, hedgehogs, and 
amphibians. The landscaping scheme introduces a mosaic of habitats—wildflower meadows, native scrub, 
hedgerows, and woodland edge planting—that will significantly enhance the site’s ecological value. These habitats 
support a wider diversity of fauna and promote ecosystem resilience through increased structural diversity and 
connectivity. Additional enhancements include the installation of bat and bird boxes and the implementation of a 
Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) to ensure long-term ecological benefits. Sensitive lighting and 
pollution control measures further protect nocturnal and aquatic species, maintaining dark corridors for commuting 
bats such as lesser horseshoe and Myotis species. In line with the Chief Planner’s 2019 guidance, which states 
that developments failing to deliver NBB should be refused, this scheme clearly demonstrates a net gain in 
biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. As such, it fully complies with both national and local planning policy and 
sets a strong precedent for sustainable development in ecologically sensitive areas. 
  

9.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

9.3.1 The proposed scheme with its avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement proposals will minimise risk 
of no unlawful actions occurring during the site clearance and operational/ restoration phase. Ecological 
enhancements will ensure the site is to be of greater benefit to the local wildlife. 
 

9.3.2 This report has been prepared in relation to the proposed development effects on nearby designated site, habitats, 
and protected species. The assessment has been informed by a PEA and range of Phase 2 surveys, including 
NBW surveys; bat static surveys; updated habitat walkovers; and a badger walkover. Other habitats and species 
were protected through other mitigation measures where further surveys are deemed disproportionate to the risk. 
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9.3.3 Many of the likely significant effects are beneficial and predominantly surround the new habitat creation including 
introduction of wildflower meadow, scrub, hedgerows, and woodland edge which will provide a significant 
ecological enhancement to the site by providing a range of new niches for fauna, including birds, bats, herptiles, 
and terrestrial mammals. 

 
9.3.4 Likely significant adverse effects include impacts upon European designated sites; accidental pollution incidents 

impacting adjacent ancient woodland; lighting and noise impacts on bats; disturbing nesting birds; and accidental 
harm to herptiles and terrestrial mammals. 

 
9.3.5 Embedded mitigation includes: 

• The relocation of the glamping pods out of the ancient woodland and into the adjacent modified grassland 
field. 

• The retention of any valuable habitats including woodland and native hedgerow. 
• A detailed, sensitive landscape design with major benefits for local fauna. 
• The provision of bird and bat boxes in the retained woodland. 

 
9.3.6 Mitigation measures have been outlined which are deemed sufficient to reduce the likely significant effects through 

construction.   
 

9.3.7 Negligible adverse residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should 
the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• Accidental injury or death of common amphibians and reptiles. 
• Accidental injury or death of badgers, brown hare, or hedgehog. Damage to or destruction of new setts. 
• Noise disturbance for bats. 
• Damage or disturbance to nesting birds and their nests, eggs, or young through construction works and 

noise.  
• Recreational pressures spreading invasive species in River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn 

Tegid SAC and Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar. 
• Increase in RTCs involving otters associated with River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid 

SAC. 
• Increases in eutrophication in Midland Meres & Mosses Ramsar. 
• Water pollution to River Dee and Bala Lake/ Afon Dyfrdwy A Llyn Tegid SAC. 

 
9.3.8 Minor adverse residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should the 

recommended mitigation be adhered to: 
• Introduced lighting for bats. 

 
9.3.9 Major beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, should 

the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 
• New habitats on site providing abundant prey, new linear commuting features, and a greater diversity of 

foraging niches, directly enhancing the site’s value for the full assemblage of bats present. 
 

9.3.10 Moderate-Minor beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, 
should the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• Increased prey abundances and sett building habitats for badgers. 
• Increased habitat value in relation the new mosaic of wildflower meadow, scrub, hedgerows, and 

woodland edge, creating a structurally diverse environment. These features provide basking, foraging, 
and refuge opportunities for reptiles and amphibians, while also offering commuting routes, cover, and 
rich feeding habitats for terrestrial mammals such as hedgehog and brown hare. 

• The proposed landscaping scheme introduces wildflower meadow, species-rich grassland, native scrub, 
hedgerows, and woodland edge planting, replacing species-poor modified grassland. These habitats 
provide a wide variety of nectar, pollen, and larval food plants, alongside sheltered microhabitats and 
structural diversity for invertebrates. 
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9.3.11 Major-Moderate beneficial residual effects are anticipated as a result of development upon the following receptors, 
should the recommended mitigation be adhered to: 

• An increase in nesting provisions for birds relating to new bird boxes in offsite woodland. 
• An increase in roosting provisions for bats relating to new bat boxes in offsite woodland. 
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11.2 NIGHT-TIME BAT WALKOVER MAPS 
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woodland (Shropshire VI-5 – 1901 (Appendix 4)). However, due to the season the survey was conducted, ancient woodland 
indicators may not have been present and further survey effort is recommended to fully assess the woodland on site.  
 
h2a – Native Hedgerow 
The hedgerow onsite has varying height sections and species present include hawthorn (D) and blackthorn (A) with ivy (F), nettle 
(O) and bramble (R). The hedgerow within the survey site boundary to the north is ~1.6m in height and ~0.7m in width. There 
are sections of vertical gaps throughout the onsite hedgerow which amount to <10% of the hedgerow surrounding the field. 
The observed section within the survey boundary has no observed gaps.  
 
Offsite habitats  
r2b – Other river and streams 
The stream just offsite to the south of the site is ~2m wide and ~15cm – 32cm deep. The stream is flowing with limited 
submerged vegetation. The banks are observed to be steep with sparse vegetation. The stream floor consists of stones and 
rock.  
 
Local notable habitats 
The following are local notable habitats that were returned from COFNOD (local environmental record centre) within a 2km 
radius of the site and the closest records. 

- Ancient woodland – onsite (see appendix 1.e), ~960m northwest, ~616m east, 1km east, 1.15km southeast, 1.2km 
south and ~165km west.  

- Traditional Orchard - ~20m north, ~85m north, ~325m northwest, ~552m southwest, ~750m south, ~760m south, 
~770m south and ~1.2km east. 

- Semi-Improved Grassland - ~960m. 
- Coastal Floodplain and Grazing March - ~1km north.  
- Lowland Meadows - ~1km east and ~1.4km northwest. 
- Lowland Fens and Reedbeds - ~1.4km northwest.  

 

Foreseen Impacts On-site habitats 
The proposed development will result in the loss of grassland and sections of woodland. Sections of the woodland within the 
development line boundary are designated as ancient woodland, and therefore it is likely that the remaining woodland to be 
impacted is a habitat of principal importance and irreplaceable habitat. This could result in a net loss in biodiversity at the site.  
Furthermore the survey was conducted outside of the optimal season for botanical surveys.   
 
Notable habitats 





Steven Heighway   Queensbridge Farm, Overton On Dee, Wrexham LL13 0LE 

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Roost Assessment  

Orchid Orchis morio. Typical plants of the wet flushes associated with springs and in marshy ground in the valley bottom 
are Hairy Sedge Carex hirta, Sneezewort Achillea ptarmica, Ragged Robin Lychnis flos-cuculi and Fleabane Pulicaria 
dysenterica. One of the pastures includes the margin of an area of Alder carr (woodland) with a dense stand of Great 
Horsetail Equisetum telmateia. 

- River Dee and Bala Lake (SSSI) Special Area of Conservation (SAC) - ~1.4km northwest - The lake has abundant pike, 
perch, brown trout, roach and eel. It also contains the gwyniad, a fish unique to the locality and listed as critically 
endangered by the IUCN due to the introduction of the invasive and non-native ruffe, and the very rare mollusc Myxas 
glutinosa (the glutinous snail). According to legend, whilst the Dee itself flows through the lake, the waters never mix. 
However this was not confirmed by the detailed limnological work undertaken from the 1990s, to understand and 
manage the occurrence of algal blooms on the lake. 

 
Non-statutory designated sites 
Biological records was obtained from COFNOD (Local Environmental Record Centre) which revealed the presence of the 
following non-statuatory sites within 2km:  

- Lightwood and Queensbridge Dingle Local Wildlife Site (LWS) – onsite to the south.  
- Morris, Helt Wood and Neile’s Wood - ~900m north. 
- Llan Y Cefn (LWS) - ~1km northwest.  
- Caerowlin Wood and Meadows (LWS) - ~1.7km northeast.  
- Nantclimbers Grassland and The Dukes - ~1.7km southeast.  

Foreseen Impacts On-site designations 
The proposed plans include the incorporation of glamping pods to the south of the site. Construction will include the removal 
of an unknown number of trees within this designation. Furthermore, although the ponds will be suspended off the ground, the 
construction of the pods will involve disturbance of the ground flora and will increase recreational pressure to this local wildlife 
site due to the use of these pods and further indirect effects such as pollution or tree damage could occur during construction.  
 
Statutory and non-statutory designated sites 
No direct impacts to any further offsite designated sites (not including the above on-site designation) will occur as a result of 
the proposed development. However, due to the proximity of the site to Morris, Helt Wood and Neile’s Wood (LWS), indirect 
effects such as pollution or habitat damage could occur during construction. Similarly the proposed development could result 
in increased recreational pressure to further nearby areas. 
 

Recommendations On-site designations 
Habitats on site, especially the woodland habitats should be protected so far as possible and enhanced where possible.  
Suggested enhancements will be subject to the results of the further botany surveys onsite.  
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- There are three records of goldcrest of which the closest is situated ~700m south.  
- There are two records of grey wagtail of which the closest is situated ~1.3km north. 
- There is one record of tawny owl situated ~1.3km north.  
- There is one record of red kite situated ~1.3km north. 
- There is one record of redwing situated ~1.3km northeast. 
- There is one record of Canada goose situated ~1.5km northwest.  
- There is one record of garden warbler situated ~1.6km south.  
- There is one record of cormorant situated ~1.7km north.  
- There is one record of kingfisher situated ~1.7km north.  
 

Trees and vegetation 
No bird nests were identified within the vegetation on-site; however they all offer nesting opportunities and nest-building 
resources for birds. 
 
Barn owls 

The grassland on site provide habitat for barn owls to forage. Furthermore, the woodland provides further value for foraging 
barn owls. 
 
Overwintering birds 

Due to the small size of the site and the extent and type of the habitats recorded, the site not considered suitable to support a 
significant assemblage of protected and/or notable birds. 

Foreseen Impacts Trees 
The proposed development could result in the destruction or the disturbance and subsequent abandonment of active bird 
nests.  
 
Barn owls 
The removal of the small section of other neutral grassland is considered inconsequential to barn owl populations. However, 
the glamping pods within the woodland will impact on barn owl habitat, however due to the further barn owl habitat 
surrounding the site, the removal of the unknown number of trees to allow the glamping pods is not anticipated to be 
consequential for barn owls.  
 
Overwintering birds 
None foreseen. 
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proximity of the site, indirect effects such as pollution could occur during construction.  Furthermore, construction activit ies 
could result in the death or injury of otters, if present. 
 
Water voles 
No works will be undertaken within 5m of the top of the banks of the watercourse. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated on 
water vole as a result of the proposed development. 
 

Recommendations Otters 
Owing to the nature of the proposed development and the low potential for impacts to otter, further otter surveys are 
considered to be disproportionate. A precautionary working method will be implemented during construction, including the 
following measures: 

• A toolbox talk will be given to contractors regarding the possible presence of otters at the site. 
• A pre-commencement inspection of the site will be undertaken for otters. 

• Heras fencing will be erected around the working area to prevent encroachment within 8m of the watercourse.  

• Any excavations will be covered overnight, or a ramp will be installed to enable any trapped animals to escape. 
• The use of night-time lighting will be avoided, or sensitive lighting design will be implemented to avoid light spill on to 

the watercourse and any retained habitats which otters could use. 

• Best practice pollution prevention measures will be implemented to minimise impacts to the watercourse and any 
retained habitats that otters could use. 

• Any chemicals or pollutants used or created by the development should be stored and disposed of correctly according 
to COSHH regulations. 

In the unlikely event that an otter holt or den is identified, works must cease and advise must be sought from a suitably 
qualified ecologist.  
 
Water voles 
Owing to the nature of the proposed development and the low potential for impacts to water voles, further water vole surveys 
are considered to be disproportionate. A precautionary working method will be implemented during construction, including 
the following measures: 

• A toolbox talk will be given to contractors regarding the possible presence of water vole at the site. 

• Heras fencing will be erected around the working area to prevent encroachment within 5m of the watercourse.  

• Any excavations will be covered overnight, or a ramp will be installed to enable any trapped animals to escape. 
• The use of night-time lighting will be avoided, or sensitive lighting design will be implemented to avoid light spill on to 

the watercourse and any retained habitats which water voles could use. 
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Summary of Survey 

Findings 

The woodland and hedgerow onsite provides high value foraging and commuting opportunities for hedgehogs, with 

connections to further woodland habitat nearby.  

 

Biological Records Data (2km) 

- There are three records of hedgehog of which the closest is situated ~1.3km north.  

Foreseen Impacts Other neutral grassland will be removed during construction, along with disturbance to the ground floor of the woodland for 
the installation of the camping pods. The loss of the grassland is likely to be inconsequential to local hedgehog populations 
owing to their low value and the presence of more extensive habitat locally. However, construction activities could result in  
the death or injury of hedgehogs, if present. 

Recommendations Similar to the badgers, a precautionary working method will be implemented during construction, including the following 
measures: 

• Any excavations will be covered overnight, or a ramp will be installed to enable any trapped animals to escape. 

• The use of night-time lighting will be avoided, or sensitive lighting design will be implemented to avoid light spill on to 
retained habitats which hedgehogs could use. 

• Any chemicals or pollutants used or created by the development should be stored and disposed of correctly according 
to COSHH regulations. 

If any hedgehogs are found in the working area these should be allowed to disperse of their own accord or, if at immediate 
risk, should be moved by hand to a sheltered, vegetated area away from disturbance. 
 
Suggested biodiversity enhancements 
The following habitat creation and enhancement opportunities could be incorporated into the proposed development which 
would be beneficial for hedgehogs: 

• Planting species-rich grassland to increase foraging opportunities. 

• Creation of brash piles or installation of hedgehog houses in shady areas. 

• Installation of gaps under boundary fencing to enable hedgehogs to move freely through the site.  
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Appendix 1: PEA Map 
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Appendix 1b: Pond Map  
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Appendix 1c: Ancient Woodland Location Map  
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Appendix 1d: Local Wildlife Site Map 
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Appendix 1e: Onsite Designations And Notable Habitats 
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Appendix 2: Location map 
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Appendix 3: Proposed plan 
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Appendix 4: Ordinance Map – Shropshire VI 5 - 1901 
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11.4 PROPOSED LANDSCAPING PLANS (DC LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, 2025) 
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