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B5  -  Marsh/marshy  grassland
C3.1  -  Other  tall  herb  and  fern  -
ruderal
G1  -  Standing  water
J1.2  -  Cultivated/disturbed  land  -

  amenity  grassland
J2.1.1  -  Intact  hedge  -  native 
species-rich
J2.1.2  -  Intact  hedge  -  species-poor
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T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6

Target  Notes
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Appendix 2 – Site Photographs 

Wern  

 
 

Photograph 1: Dense Scrub: A2.1 Photograph 2: Scattered trees: A3.1 

  
Photograph 3: Semi-improved neutral 
grassland: B2.2 

Photograph 4: Swamp: F1 

 
 

Photograph 5: Tall ruderal: C3.1 
Photograph 6: Species rich intact hedgerow: 
J2.1.1 
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N/A 

Photograph 7: Species poor intact  
hedgerow: J2.1.2 

Photograph 8: Species rich Defunct 
hedgerow: J2.2.1 

 

 

Photograph 9: Standing water: G1  

  
Carreghofa 

  

Photograph 10: Scattered trees: A3 Photograph 11:  Marshy grassland: B5 
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Photograph 12: Tall ruderal: C3.1 Photograph 13: Standing water: G1 

  
Photograph 14: Species rich intact 
hedgerow: J2.1.1 

Photograph 15: Species poor intact 
hedgerow: J2.1.2 

 

 

Photograph 16: Arable field: J1.1  
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Appendix 3 – Relevant Legislation 

An overview of the legislation protecting wild animals and plants relevant to the Site is 
provided below.  

Bats 

In the United Kingdom (UK) all bat (Chiroptera spp.) species and their roosts are legally 
protected, by national legislation. This protection is detailed in the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) (HMSO, 1981)and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2019 (amendment (EU Exit)) (HMSO, 2019). 
 
Together these pieces of legislation make it a criminal offence to: 
 

• Deliberately take, injure or kill a wild bat; 

• Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat in its roost or deliberately disturb a group of 
bats; 

• Damage or destroy a place used by bats for breeding or resting (roosts) (even if bats 
are not occupying the roost at the time); 

• Possess or advertise/ sell/ exchange a bat of a species found in the wild (dead or alive) 
or any part of a bat; and 

• Intentionally or recklessly, obstruct access to a bat roost.  
 

Badgers 

Badgers are protected and so are the setts they live in. Under the Protection of Badgers Act 
1992, in England and Wales it is an offence to: 

• Wilfully kill, injure or take a badger (or attempt to do so). 

• Cruelly ill-treat a badger. 

• Dig for a badger. 

• Intentionally or recklessly damage or destroy a badger sett, or obstruct access to 
it. 

• Cause a dog to enter a badger sett. 

• Disturb a badger when it is occupying a sett. 
 

 

Reptiles 

Reptiles (adder, grass snake, common lizard and slow worm) are protected through Section 
9(1) of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) against intentional killing and 
injuring (note the provision in Section 9(1) of Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 prohibiting 
“taking” does not apply to reptiles). 
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Hedgehog  

Hedgehogs have some degree of legal protection in the UK: 

• they are listed on schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) which makes 
it illegal to kill or capture wild hedgehogs, with certain methods listed 

• they are also listed under the Wild Mammals Protection Act (1996), which prohibits 
cruel treatment of hedgehogs 

• They are a species of ‘principal importance’ under the NERC Act (2006) and 
Environment Wales Act (2016) which is meant to confer a ‘duty of responsibility’ to 
public bodies. 

 

Wild Birds 

Nesting and nest building birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (HMSO, 
1981). It is an offence to: 

• Intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird; 

• Take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird when it is in use or is being built;  

• Take or destroy an egg of any wild bird.  

Some bird species are listed on Schedule 1 of this act, making it an offence to intentionally or 
recklessly disturb birds and their young at, on or near an ‘active’ nest.  

Hedgehog  

Hedgehogs have some degree of legal protection in the UK: 

• they are listed on schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) which makes 
it illegal to kill or capture wild hedgehogs, with certain methods listed 

• they are also listed under the Wild Mammals Protection Act (1996), which prohibits 
cruel treatment of hedgehogs 

• They are a species of ‘principal importance’ under the NERC Act (2006) and 
Environment Wales Act (2016) which is meant to confer a ‘duty of responsibility’ to 
public bodies. 

 
Common amphibians  

Native amphibians are protected under the Animal Welfare Act 2006. This states that is an 
offence to cause unnecessary suffering to an animal. 

The four widespread species of amphibian, the smooth and palmate newts, the common frog 
and common toad, are protected only by Section 9(5) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended).  This section prohibits sale, barter, exchange, transporting for sale and 
advertising to sell or to buy. 
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Otter 

Otters (Lutra lutra) are fully protected as a European protected species under listed under 
Annex II of the Habitats Directive and under sections 9 and 11 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (HMSO, 1981). 
 
It is an offence to: 
 

• capture, kill, disturb or injure otters (on purpose or by not taking enough care); 

• damage or destroy a breeding or resting place (deliberately or by not taking enough 
care); 

• obstruct access to their resting or sheltering places (deliberately or by not taking 
enough care); and. 

• possess, sell, control or transport live or dead otters, or parts of otters. 
 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

SSSIs are the most important sites for Wales’ natural heritage. They are highly protected to 
safeguard the range, quality and variety of habitats, species and geological features in all parts 
of Wales. They are the cornerstones of conservation work, protecting the core of natural 
heritage. 

Each SSSI has a list of activities that NRW think are likely to damage the site’s special interest.  

Before you carry out, or allow someone else to carry out, activities on that list, you must notify 
NRW in writing and obtain our consent. You should include what you propose to do, and give 
details about where, when and how it will be carried out. 

European sites - Natura 2000 

The European Union have identified the most important sites for wildlife in Europe as the 
Natura 2000 sites. There are two types of Natura 2000 sites: 

• Special Protection Areas - designated because of rare or migratory birds and their 
habitats 

• Special Areas of Conservation - for a wide range of habitats and species other than 
birds 

The Special Protection Areas (SPAs) in Wales are areas that have been designated 
specifically to conserve wild birds that are listed as rare and vulnerable in the Birds 
Directive. They also include the sites in Wales that migratory birds use as stop-off points 
on their journeys across the planet. 

The Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) have been chosen to make a significant 
contribution to conserving habitats and wildlife species that live there, named in the EC 
Habitats Directive. 

Marine SACs are also being developed to protect marine habitats and species. 
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R.E. Great Crested Newt and White Clawed Crayfish Survey 2022 / 2023 

This letter reports the findings of the great crested newt and white clawed crayfish surveys conducted in relation 
to the proposed works of bridge construction and creation of nature reserves along the Montgomery Canal. 
Specifically, this report relates to an assessment of potential impacts to great crested newts which may result 
from the creation of Nature reserves and from the construction of Walls Bridge and Carreghofa Lane Bridge by 
The Canal and River Trust. Mitigation measures are outlined where appropriate. 

Introduction  

Arcadis was commissioned in 2022 by the Canal and River Trust to conduct ecological assessments necessary 
to inform a proposed scheme of works to build two new bridges to permit boat traffic along the Montgomery 
Canal and build three reserves (at the time of writing reduced to two reserves) to provide compensatory habitat 
to permit the restoration of boat traffic along the Montgomery Canal. As a component of this, it was necessary 
to conduct surveys for great crested newt (GCN) and white clawed crayfish (WCC) in order to assess the 
potential impacts from the proposed works. 

Assessments were conducted in relation to ponds and water bodies identified within the potential zone of 
influence (ZOI) of the works. 

This report presents results from the 2022 surveys for GCN, update surveys for GCN conducted in 2023 and 
White Clawed Crayfish surveys conducted on the canal in 2023. The 2023 surveys were modified to account 
for a reduction in scope (as the proposed Carreghofa reserve was removed form the proposals). 

Methodology 

Great Crested Newts 

In line with current guidelines, ponds within 500 metres of the proposed works were identified from aerial 
mapping. Ponds were identified using Ordnance Survey mapping. Initially, 25 ponds were identified from 
mapping as potentially requiring assessment. Ponds identified are presented in Figure 1, Appendix F (numbered 
1 – 23 (with 21a and 22a)). Other ponds present on the ordinance survey mapping that were not assessed were 
either over 500m from the proposed works, hydrologically connected to ponds that were assessed / sampled or 
separated from the proposed works by significant barriers to great crested newt dispersal.  

Where possible, ponds were initially assessed on site through HSI (habitat suitability index) assessment 
methodology which allocates each pond a condition and therefore likelihood of supporting great crested newt. 
Following this, where it was safe to do so, water samples were collected from the ponds and eDNA assessments 
were conducted. eDNA assessments identify the presence of great crested newt DNA within the pond water (a 
description of the eDNA survey technique is presented in Appendix A). The same process was used and eDNA 
assessments were conducted to identify the presence of white clawed crayfish, signal crayfish and crayfish 
plague in two sites, Williams Bridge and Carreghofa Lane Bridge. The HSI assessments and the eDNA samples 
for great crested newts were collected by suitably qualified ecologists on the following days: 
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• 16/06/2022; and 17/06/2022.  
• 12/06/2023; and 13/06/2023. 

White Clawed Crayfish 

Two sites were identified from mapping as potentially requiring assessment for white clawed crayfish presence. 
The sites identified are presented in Appendix F. eDNA assessments were conducted to identify the presence 
of white clawed crayfish, signal crayfish and crayfish plague in two sites, Williams Bridge and Carreghofa Lane 
Bridge. The eDNA samples for white clawed crayfish were collected by suitably qualified ecologists on the 
following day: 

• 12/06/2023 

Samples were taken from canal water at the locations of Williams and Carreghofa Lane Bridge, at OSGR SJ 
2535919849 and SJ 26270 20814 respectively. Both locations are connected by the Montgomery Canal.  

Limitations 

It was not possible to access all 25 ponds initially identified for survey. In 2022, of the 25 ponds initially identified, 
nine could not be accessed, and of the remaining 16, only 14 ponds were suitable for HSI and eDNA 
assessment. In 2023 11 ponds were not accessed, for various reasons (including two ponds that were removed 
from the scope as Carreghofa reserve was removed from the proposals). The table below outlines the reason 
that the water body could not / was not surveyed. The potential impact upon the validity of the overall result due 
to the omission of the pond from the assessment is also presented.  

In 2023, both sites identified for eDNA assessments for the presence of white clawed crayfish were accessed 
and surveys were conducted. No constraints were identified.   

Table 1: Ponds not assessed in one or both of the surveys, rationale and assessment of impact upon the assessment 

Pond 
Number 

Reason for no 
survey in 2022 

Reason for no 
survey in 2023 

Assessment of impact upon results and 
assessment 

3 No access 
obtained. Over 
350m from the 
proposed works 

No access obtained. 
Over 350m from the 
proposed works 

Due to the distance from the proposed works and 
the nature of the works, the omission of this pond 
is not considered to impact upon the veracity of the 
assessments or change the proposed approach to 
managing risk to GCN. 

10 No access 
obtained. Over 
370m from the 
proposed works 

Access Denied Due to the distance from the proposed works and 
the nature of the works, the omission of this pond 
is not considered to impact upon the veracity of the 
assessments or change the proposed approach to 
managing risk to GCN. 

11 No access 
obtained. Over 
370m from the 
proposed works 

Access Denied Due to the distance from the proposed works and 
the nature of the works, the omission of this pond 
is not considered to impact upon the veracity of the 
assessments or change the proposed approach to 
managing risk to GCN. 

12 No access 
obtained. Over 
370m from the 
proposed works 

Access Denied Due to the distance from the proposed works and 
the nature of the works, the omission of this pond 
is not considered to impact upon the veracity of the 
assessments or change the proposed approach to 
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Pond 
Number 

Reason for no 
survey in 2022 

Reason for no 
survey in 2023 

Assessment of impact upon results and 
assessment 

managing risk to GCN. 

14 No access 
obtained.  

It was confirmed by 
the landowner that 
there was no pond in 
this location 

No impact no pond in this location. 

15 Accessed Not surveyed as 
modified works are 
not within 500m of the 
pond 

No impact 

16 No access 
obtained. Over 
458m from the 
proposed works 

No access obtained. 
over 500m from the 
updated proposed 
works 

Due to the distance from the proposed works and 
the nature of the works, the omission of this pond 
is not considered to impact upon the veracity of the 
assessments or change the proposed approach to 
managing risk to GCN. 

18 No access 
obtained. 

Access Denied This pond is located relatively close to the 
proposed works. A precautionary assessment of 
presence will need to be made. 

19 No access 
obtained. Over 
500m from the 
proposed works 

Landowner confirmed 
there is not a pond at 
this location. 

No impact no pond in this location. 

22a  Accessed Not surveyed as 
presence of GCN 
confirmed in 2022 

Presence confirmed – no further survey needed. 

23 No access 
obtained. 

Access obtained No impact – surveyed in 2023 

 

Where it was assessed that the lack of a survey of a water body could affect the value of the assessment or 
result in potential impacts to great crested newts, a precautionary assessment of presence was assumed. For 
each pond where precautionary assessment of presence is made the approach to safeguarding great crested 
newt in this area will be the same as ponds where presence was confirmed (unless confirmed otherwise at a 
later date). Through this approach it will be possible to ensure that the conservation status of great crested newt 
is maintained and therefore does not impact upon the validity of the assessment made in this memo. 

Results 

Great Crested Newts 

Of the 25 ponds initially identified for survey, nine were not surveyed in 2022 or 2023 and of the remaining 16, 
only 15 ponds were suitable for eDNA assessment. A table presenting the results of the HSI assessment and 
eDNA surveys is presented below in Table 2. The certificates for the 2022 eDNA water sample testing are 
provided in Appendix B, and the full HSI assessment results are presented in Appendix C, and the 2023 eDNA 
surveys are presented in Appendix E.  
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Table 2: Results of the HSI assessments and eDNA surveys conducted for great crested newts 

Pond HSI Assessment eDNA Result 2022 eDNA Result 2023 

1 Good Negative Negative 

2 Good Negative Negative 

4 Excellent Negative Negative 

5 Good Negative Negative 

6 Excellent Negative Negative 

7 Below Average Negative Negative 

8 N/A Pond Dry 

9 N/A Pond Dry  Negative 

13 Below Average Negative Negative 

15 Good Negative N/A not needed (out of 
impact area) 

17 Average Negative Negative 

20 Good Negative Negative 

21a Excellent Negative Negative  

21 Good Negative Negative 

22 Good Negative Negative 

22a Poor Positive N/A not needed - 
presence confirmed 

23 N/A N/A Negative 

 

White Clawed Crayfish 

Neither of the sampled water bodies had traces of white clawed crayfish eDNA. The results of the assessments 
are presented below in Table 3. One of the sampled water bodies contained signal crayfish eDNA. White clawed 
crayfish are out competed by signal crayfish and signal crayfish transfer crayfish plague to white clawed crayfish 
(although crayfish plague was not detected), they do not tend to be present in the same locations. These results 
strongly suggest that white clawed crayfish are absent from the two locations sampled. 

Table 3: Results of the eDNA surveys conducted for white clawed crayfish 

Site name HSI White clawed 
crayfish eDNA 
Result 2023 

Signal crayfish 
eDNA Result 2023 

Crayfish plague 
eDNA Result 2023 

Williams Bridge N/A Negative Positive Negative 

Carreghofa Lane 
Bridge 

N/A Negative Negative Negative 
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Conclusions 

Overall, of the 25 ponds identified from mapping it is assessed that only one pond (22a) has confirmed great 
crested newt presence, and one pond (18) is assessed as having presence on a precautionary basis until 
access can be obtained. For works within the vicinity of these ponds, it will be necessary to employ measures 
to ensure that impacts to great crested newt are managed in such a way that the favourable conservation 
status of the great crested newt populations can be maintained. The subsequent sections of this report outline 
an assessment of the potential impact of the proposed works upon great crested newt populations (utilising 
the rapid risk assessment provided by Natural England within the great crested newt method statement 
template) and a subsequent section includes recommendations for completing the works whilst safeguarding 
great crested newt. 

Of the two bridge sites identified, both were accessed and surveyed for white clawed crayfish presence. No 
evidence of WCC was found at either site, and at Williams Bridge, eDNA for signal crayfish was found, 
reinforcing the evidence that no white clawed crayfish are present. 

Rapid risk assessment 

The tables below present a rapid risk assessment in relation to the potential impact upon great crested newt. 
This assumes removal of the areas shown in in pink in Figure 4, Appendix E. The rapid risk assessment tool 
from Natural England is presented as Image 11. The results of the assessment are presented in Table . An 
explanation of what the colour coded risk assessment result means is presented in the subsequent section. 

Image 1: Example Rapid Risk Assessment from the Natural England method Statement 

  
Table 4: Rapid risk assessment output for works 

Area Risk assessment Advice 

In the vicinity of 18 AMBER: OFFENCE LIKELY Reasonable avoidance measures 

In the vicinity of 22a AMBER: OFFENCE LIKELY Reasonable avoidance measures 

 

Recommendations 

As shown in the table above (Table ), for the ponds that were surveyed (or given a precautionary assessment 
of presence), which fall within a great crested newt impact zone, the assessed risk of conducting works is amber. 
An amber assessment as is stated in the section below can be avoided through non-licensed avoidance 

 
1 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/879595/gcn
-method-statement.xlsm 
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measures.  

"Amber: offence likely" indicates that the development activities are of such a type, scale and location that an 
offence is likely. In this case, the best option is to redesign the development (location, layout, methods, duration 
or timing; see non-licensed avoidance measures tool) so that the effects are minimised. You can do this and 
then re-run the risk assessment to test whether the result changes, or preferably run your own detailed site-
specific assessment. Bear in mind that this generic risk assessment will over- or under-estimate some risks 
because it cannot take into account site-specific details, as mentioned in caveats above. In particular, the exact 
location of the development in relation to resting places, dispersal areas and barriers should be critically 
examined. Once you have amended the scheme you will need to decide if a licence is required; this should be 
done if on balance you believe an offence is reasonably likely.” (Source: the instructions for the rapid risk 
assessment tool). 

Considering the detail of the proposed works (in both locations this will be the creation of a reserve offering 
significantly enhanced habitat for GCN) it is considered that a reasonable avoidance approach will be the correct 
methodology for avoiding impacts in relation to these works. The section below outlines the likely prescriptions 
for the reasonable avoidance measures. Any reasonable avoidance measures which are required must be 
secured within a method statement and followed by the appointed contractors at all times. Whenever works are 
being conducted within the great crested newt impact zones, it will be necessary for an ecological clerk of works 
to attend the site. An example toolbox talk which the ecological clerk of works would provide to the appointed 
contractors prior to work commencing is provided in Appendix D. 

As WCC are considered absent, no further input in relation to WCC is considered necessary. 

Likely Methodology for Reasonable Avoidance Measures 

The section below presents an example of the likely reasonable avoidance measures likely to be recommended 
to be implemented to safeguard great crested newt. The approach will need to be updated and expanded once 
the timings for the proposed works and the exact details of the construction location and methods are known.  

In addition to these measures to be employed in areas where potential presence has been identified, contractors 
will also need to be aware of the potential presence of great crested newts elsewhere along the route, potentially 
associated with water bodies that were not identified from the aerial imagery. Details of safeguarding measures 
to be employed elsewhere along the route will need to be finalised once the details of the proposed works are 
known.  

Example Reasonable Avoidance Measures 

Works should be undertaken in the great crested newt (GCN) active season. 

Prior to commencement of the works, an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) will liaise with the contractor to 
clearly demarcate the required working areas, including those required for vehicular access. Where possible, 
excavations will be located within areas of suboptimal GCN habitat and avoid areas of optimal GCN habitat. 
Where it is necessary to undertake works within areas of suitable GCN habitat the following precautionary 
measures will be put in place to avoid encountering and accidentally injuring GCN: 

• Where possible, the ECoW will work with the contractor to microsite the location of the works into habitat 
less suitable to support sheltering GCN. 

• Amphibian sheltering features (i.e. log and vegetation piles) will be avoided. If this is not possible, these 
will be checked by the ECoW before their removal (should this be required).  

• Where excavation or ground-disturbing works are necessary, an excavator will be used to slowly and 
gradually strip the upper layer of vegetation and top soil. Deeper excavations will then be made where 
required. All of these works shall be overseen by the ECoW. 

• All excavtions left open over night shall be checked in the morning for amphibians. If any are discovered, 
the ecologist must be contacted.  

Summary 
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Of the ponds assessed for the potential presence of great crested newt, one pond (22a) has confirmed presence 
of Great Crested Newts and one pond (18) was given a precautionary assessment of presence. As such, within 
the vicinity of these ponds, methodologies to safeguard great crested newt will need to be employed during the 
construction. Of the sites assessed for the potential presence of white clawed crayfish, no sites had confirmed 
presence and this species is considered absent. No further inputs in relation to WCC is needed. 
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Appendix A – eDNA information and Protocol 
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Appendix B – 2022 eDNA results certificates  
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Appendix C – Full HSI Results (2022) 

 

Table 4: Pond 1 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produh
isHSI 
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Macro
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Zon
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0m2 

0
.

8 
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0
.

9 
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te 

0.
67 

0-
60
% 1 
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0.
67 
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ible 

0.
67 6 

0.
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0.
67 26-30% 

0
.

6 
0.0731
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0.7698
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od 

 

Table 5: Phis 2 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10 
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y 
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0
.

8 
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0
.

9 Good 1 

0-
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% 1 
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r 

0.
6
7 
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r 

0.
3
3 6 

0.
8
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0.
6
7 
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20% 0.5 

0.04479
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4699 

Go
od 
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Table 6: Pond 4 HIS 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
Prod
uct 

HSI 
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bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
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Pond 
Drying  

Water 
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0
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Table 7: Pond 5 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
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.

5 Poor 

0.
3
3 
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r 
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3
3 
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9
5 
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51588 

0.7425
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Table 8: Pond 6 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
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t 
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bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sh
ad
e  

Fo
wl  Fish  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Modera
te 

0.
67 

0-
60
% 1 

Mi
nor 

0.
67 

Poss
ible 

0.
67 

>1
2 1 Good 1 51-55% 

0.
85 

0.1840
66956 

0.8443
01543 

Excel
lent 
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Table 9: Pond 7 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suitabili

ty Loca
tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sh
ad
e  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestria
l Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Moder
ate 

0.
6
7 

0-
60
% 1 

Mi
no
r 

0.
6
7 

Ma
jor 

0.
0
1 

>1
2 1 Good 1 

61-
65% 

0.
9
5 

0.0030
70476 

0.5606
87108 

Below 
Average 

 

Table 11: pond 13 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
Prod
uct 

HSI 
Suitabilit

y Loca
tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nds  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zone 
A 1 

200m
2 

0
.

4 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 Good 1 
71-
75% 

0
.

7 
Abs
ent 1 

Ma
jor 

0.
01 

>1
2 1 Good 1 6-10% 

0
.

4 
0.00

1008 
0.5015
86747 

Below 
Average 

 

Table 12: Pond 15 HSI  

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
Produc

t 
HSI 

Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nds  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Modera
te 

0.
67 

0-
60
% 1 

Mi
nor 

0.
67 

Mi
nor 

0.
33 

>1
2 1 Good 1 6-10% 

0
.

4 
0.0426
63456 

0.7294
66922 

Good 
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Table 13: Pond 17 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestria
l Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Moder
ate 

0.
6
7 

76-
80
% 

0
.

6 

Mi
no
r 

0.
6
7 

Mi
no
r 

0.
3
3 6 

0.
8
4 Good 1 6-10% 

0
.

4 
0.0215
02382 

0.6811
59247 

Aver
age 

 

Table 14: Pond 20 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sh
ad
e  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Modera
te 

0.
67 

0-
60
% 1 

Mi
nor 

0.
67 

Mi
nor 

0.
33 6 

0.
84 Good 1 

96-
100% 

0
.

8 
0.0716
74606 

0.7683
10081 

Good 

 

Table 15: Pond 21 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sh
ad
e  

Fo
wl  

Fis
h  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macro
phytes  
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Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Modera
te 

0.
67 

0-
60
% 1 

Mi
nor 

0.
67 

Mi
nor 

0.
33 6 

0.
84 Good 1 

96-
100% 

0
.

8 
0.0716
74606 

0.7683
10081 

Good 

 

 

 

Table 16: Pond 21A HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  Fish  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestria
l Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Moder
ate 

0.
6
7 

76-
80
% 

0
.

6 

Mi
no
r 

0.
6
7 

Poss
ible 

0.
6
7 6 

0.
8
4 Good 1 

66-
80% 1 

0.1091
40877 

0.8013
06645 

Excel
lent 

 

Table 17: Pond 22 HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  

Produc
t 

HSI 
Suita
bility Loca

tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  Fish  

Po
nd
s  

Terrestria
l Habitat  

Macro
phytes  

Zon
e A 1 

>200
0m2 

0
.

8 
Never 
Dries 

0
.

9 
Moder
ate 

0.
6
7 

76-
80
% 

0
.

6 

Mi
no
r 

0.
6
7 

Poss
ible 

0.
6
7 6 

0.
8
4 Good 1 6-10% 

0
.

4 
0.0436
56351 

0.7311
47069 

Goo
d 

 

Table 18: Pond 22A HSI 

SI1  SI2  SI3  SI4  SI5  SI6  SI7  SI8  SI9  SI10  
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Loca
tion  

Pond 
Area  

Pond 
Drying  

Water 
Quality  

Sha
de  

Fo
wl  Fish  

Po
nds  

Terrestrial 
Habitat  

Macrop
hytes  

Prod
uct 

H
SI 

Suita
bility 

Zone 
A 1 

>2000
m2 

0.
8 

Never 
Dries 

0.
9 Poor 

0.
33 

76-
80% 

0.
6 

Mi
nor 

0.
67 

Poss
ible 

0.
67 6 

0.
84 Good 1 <1% 0 0 0 

Poor 
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Appendix D – Example Toolbox talk 
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Appendix E – 2023 eDNA Certificates 
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Appendix F: Figures 

Figure 1: Ponds scoped in for assessment 

Figure 2: Results of assessment of GCN presence 2022 

Figure 3: Results of assessment of GCN presence 2023 

Figure 4: Impact Areas (250m) 

 


