Dear Sir,

I object to the Planning Application Number WD/2016/2796/MAO for both the
Hesmonds main site on London Road/Waldron Road and on Ailies Lane. ’

Phlorum’s Failure to Publish Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre Data

I requested an Ecological Data Search from Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre
(SxBRC) and the Summary Sheet of their report is attached. It records 115 Protected
and designated species in the area of the proposed developments. The Phlorum
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Hedgerow Survey Report only refers to 19 of
these protected species. The majority of the Phlorum Report is padded out by their
methodology and about how much they are adhering to various policies. They claim
to have commissioned their own report from SxBRC but have clearly chosen not to
base their report on its contents or publish its Summary Sheet. In place of this they
seem to have gathered data by walking around the site for part of one day in April
2016. They have based their work on a selective desk survey and on the results of the
observations of this single day. This grossly underestimates the number of protected
and designated species that are now under threat. This is inadequate and should be
redone.

Phlorum’s Failure to carry out a Reptile Survey for Protected Reptiles

Phlorum did not carry out a survey for protected reptiles despite them being clearly
identified in the SXBRC Report. Phlorum chose to grade the site as providing Low
potential for reptiles. This ignores the recorded sightings lodged with SXBRC and
they made no attempt to detect them on site. They should have carried out a proper
survey. This would have included placing artificial cover objects over the
appropriate season and surveying them accordingly. This is a legal requirement
and should now be done before any planning approval is granted.



Phlorum's Failure to Survey Whole Site

The Phlorum Report claims to have carried out a survey of the whole site including
Ailies Lane. However, it appears that they did a desk based survey of both sites but
that only the London Road sight was considered for many aspects of their Report.
An example of this is the lack of a Great Crested Newt survey for the ponds in the
area of the Ailies Lane site. None of the ponds in this area were included in their
survey despite being clearly within 500 meters of the site. Phlorum claim that their
map and aerial photograph assessment counted 29 ponds within 500 meters of the
site. I count 41 ponds within 500 meters of the site from the Ordnance Survey
Website. I have not included aerial photographs that would show even more ponds
such as the 3 ponds in my garden that contain Great Crested Newts and do not appear
on the Ordnance Survey Map. I estimate that there are more likely to be 60 ponds in
the site area and Phlorum chose to only survey 6 ponds within a stones throw of the
London Road site. Their survey is therefore wholly inadequate and should be re
done. This is a legal requirement and should now be done before any planning
approval is granted.

The Phlorum Report states at Paragraph 4.13 that “the habitats on site were
widespread and common with the general area and the site was considered not to
support any features of ecological value at [District] level.” I contest this most
strongly. Dr Keith Corbett (an internationally known expert on Herpetology)
correctly identified this site as being central to a meta population of Great Crested
Newts and of National importance. A more thorough survey by Phlorum might have
helped them to also identify this but they seem to have missed it. Their Great Crested
Newt Survey came in for huge criticism from Sussex Amphibian and Reptile Group,
Sussex Wildlife Trust and Dr Corbett.

Duty to Protect Biodiversity

The Phlorum Report states that surveys were carried out ... “in order to devise
appropriate mitigation”. Caring for biodiversity should not be about devising
appropriate mitigation. It should be about protecting the biodiversity. The whole
basis of their report is that the development will go ahead, so how can the developer
proceed within the current legislation. This is a shabby approach and is at odds with
Wealden District Core Strategy Local Plan WCS 12 and WCS 13. An Environmental
Consultant would have much more credibility if they told their client about the
damage that the development would do to the local biodiversity. I can see no
statement from Phlorum that suggests any restriction on the plans of the developer.
For example, they seem to be happy that the pond on the London Road site (which
they accept is a breeding pond for Great Crested Newts) is surrounded by concrete
and has all its foraging habitats and transit routes removed.

The Phlorum Report comments on the biodiversity of the sites and proposes things to
mitigate the destruction of the habitats and wildlife. It does not consider fully
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consider the effect of removing the green space as foraging land for the biodiversity
that lives on or surrounds the sites. It does not give any consideration to the effect
that the proposed development will have on the adjoining habitats. These will then
be exposed to noise pollution, light pollution, nitrogen emissions and the inevitable
contamination from household waste and chemicals brought about by the proximity
of householders to these habitats. It does not give any consideration to the effect that
a housing estate full of children and pets will have on the surrounding biodiversity.
The Report does not give any consideration to the effect of water run off from these
large areas of development. This water run off will enter the water courses and cause
flooding to the areas of Ancient Woodland and Ghyll Woodland at both sites. These
woodlands and the biodiversity they support are very sensitive to changes in water
levels and will be damaged by the run off and periodic flooding. How can an
Environmental and Ecological Consultant not comment on such matters ?

Summar

The Phlorum Report does not consider all the available data, it under estimates the
effect on protected and designated biodiversity and in particular has massively
misjudged the importance of the site in the meta population of Great Crested Newts.
It failed to carry out a protected reptile survey and failed to carry out a Great Crested
Newt Survey of the ponds around the Ailies Lane site. It takes no account of the
effects that the pollution and flooding from the developments would have on the
habitats surrounding the proposed development. I urge you to reject this application.






