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1 Introduction 
 This representation is submitted on behalf of No Wey Incinerator (NWI), a campaign group 

of local residents, businesses and farmers concerned at Veolia’s plans to build an energy 
recovery facility in the heart of the beautiful Wey Valley. 

 The Applicant, Veolia ES (UK) Ltd, is seeking planning permission for the construction and 
operation of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) on the site of the existing Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) and Waste Transfer Station (WTS) at Holybourne, Alton.  The 
facility would have a generating capacity of 33MW of electricity following the combustion of 
typically 330,000 tpa of non-hazardous residual waste. 

 Following the submission of the planning application to Hampshire County Council in June 
2020, and submission of information in response to three separate Regulation 25 requests 
issued in late 2020, the applicant has submitted further information and clarification. 

 This report has been prepared in response to this further information.  The issues raised in 
the initial representations still stand and should be considered by the LPA in determining 
this planning application. 
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2 Assessment Chapters 
Air Quality 

 Air Quality Consultants has considered the dispersion modelling methodology for 
cumulative assessment submitted by the Applicant and has identified several issues which 
have the potential to underpredict emissions from traffic generated by the scheme.   

 One of the most significant issues is that emissions have been calculated assuming a mix 
of buses and HGVs when the applicant acknowledges that most of the waste would be 
transported in large articulated vehicles (HGVs).  It is inconceivable that waste would be 
transported to the site by bus, but this is what the air quality modelling has assumed.  
There are significant questions regarding the use of this option for the additional traffic 
generated by the scheme, particularly given the way in which increased emissions from 
gradients have been considered. 

 Further detailed technical comment on air quality is provided as an appendix to this report.  

Ecology and Nature Conservation 

 Jonathan Cox Associates (JCA) has considered the additional information submitted by 
the Applicant. 

 No field survey has been undertaken to map the location of sensitive habitats and 
therefore the distribution of mapped habitats must be treated with some caution, 
particularly where these habitats occur as an under-storey to woodlands. 

 JCA were commissioned in 2015 to undertake habitat surveys of a number of the transect 
locations for the South Downs National Park Authority. An extract from this survey is 
provided as an appendix to this report. Extensive areas of sensitive habitat were found 
within the SAC and SPA that are not reflected in the limited transect survey used in the 
Argus Ecology report.  

 Although the current distribution of important habitats needs to be accurately assessed, it 
is also important to consider the future state of these protected sites and the need to 
restore areas of protected habitat that have become invaded with secondary woodland and 
scrub. This is particularly important along the A326 road corridor where extensive areas of 
secondary woodland have developed over areas of heathland and mire habitat.  

 It is important that these areas of recent woodland are removed to restore the 
internationally important pollution sensitive habitats heathland and mire habitats. The 
removal of conifer and other secondary woodland would be seriously compromised by the 
impact of air pollution derived from the road. Not only would the restored habitats be closer 
to the source of pollution, but the removal of woodland would reduce the barrier to the 
movement of polluted air into the protected sites. The added pollution load from the Alton 
Advanced Energy Recovery Facility would further exacerbate this impact.  

 The Argos Ecology report concludes that the in-combination effects of the AAERF 
emissions and traffic growth result in a very small increase in the process contribution, and 
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do not alter the magnitude of effect of any of these parameters. As such they can be 
regarded as inconsequential to the conclusions of an assessment of the Local Plan against 
the SAC Conservation Objectives.  However, it should be emphasised that the background 
levels of air pollution on the Woolmer Forest SAC already exceed the critical load and level 
for a number of pollutants. Although the additional contribution to the pollution load from 
the AAERF is small, it will add further impact to an already bad situation.  

 Interpretation of the approach to the in-combination assessment is controversial and 
subject to debate. Recent European Court of Justice cases have further concluded that 
where a European protected site (SAC or SPA) is already subject to adverse effects, it is 
not appropriate to add further to those effects, even if the magnitude of additional impact is 
small.  

 The full report prepared by Jonathan Cox Associates is provided as an appendix to this 
report.  

 As is clear from the report from JCA, there is some controversy regarding the lawful 
approach to assessing the in combination effects of a project which may not on its own 
give rise to a significant effect, but which would do so in combination with a plan or project 
which does on its own give rise to a significant effect. The applicant has quoted from 
Natural England guidance suggesting that such in combination effects do not need to 
assessed.  However, there is some doubt over the applicability of this guidance, in light of 
case law of the Court of Justice of the European Union (which continues to have legal 
effect in the UK unless explicitly departed from by the UK Supreme Court) and guidance 
produced by the European Commission. In the circumstances, it would be appropriate, 
taking a precautionary approach, to assess the in combination effects of the local plan 
alongside the proposed incinerator. 

 Second, the Natural England guidance is applicable only to the HRA process. The 
applicant has purported to apply it in the context of additional information provided in 
accordance with the EIA Regulations. As you know, while connected, the HRA and EIA 
processes are distinct and the ruling out of in combination effects for the purposes of the 
HRA process does not necessarily imply that inter-project cumulative effects should be 
ruled out for the purposes of EIA, at least without some further justification. 



	

	
7 

Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility – Reg 25 Submission  No Wey Incinerator | Version 1.0 

© Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 
July 2021 

 

 

3 Summary and Conclusions 
 This report has been prepared in response to the further information and clarification 

submitted by the applicant in June 2021.  The issues raised in the initial representations 
still stand and should be considered by the LPA in determining this planning application. 

 There remain significant questions regarding the calculation of emissions for the additional 
traffic generated by the scheme, particularly given the way in which increased emissions 
from gradients have been considered. 

 The distribution of mapped habitats must be treated with some caution, particularly where 
these habitats occur as an under-storey to woodlands.  Extensive areas of sensitive 
habitat has been identified within the SAC and SPA that are not reflected in the limited 
transect survey used in the Argus Ecology report.  

 It is also important to consider the future state of these protected sites and the need to 
restore areas of protected habitat that have become invaded with secondary woodland and 
scrub. The removal of conifer and other secondary woodland would be seriously 
compromised by the impact of air pollution derived from the road. Not only would the 
restored habitats be closer to the source of pollution, but the removal of woodland would 
reduce the barrier to the movement of polluted air into the protected sites. The added 
pollution load from the Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility would further exacerbate 
this impact.  

 Interpretation of the approach to the in-combination assessment is controversial and 
subject to debate. Recent European Court of Justice cases have further concluded that 
where a European protected site (SAC or SPA) is already subject to adverse effects, it is 
not appropriate to add further to those effects, even if the magnitude of additional impact is 
small.  

 The applicant has purported to apply the Natural England guidance in the context of 
additional information provided in accordance with the EIA Regulations. The ruling out of in 
combination effects for the purposes of the HRA process does not necessarily imply that 
inter-project cumulative effects should be ruled out for the purposes of EIA, at least without 
some further justification. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) has reviewed the report by Fichtner: “Dispersion Modelling 

Methodology for Cumulative Assessment” (1 June 2021) (‘the Fichtner Report’).  The methodology 

is generally appropriate and where simplifications have been made, they are unlikely to affect the 

overall conclusions.  A number of potentially substantive points have, however, been noted.  Issues 

are broadly categorised using nomenclature described in AQC’s July 2020 review of the 
Environmental Statement.  However, it is not possible to determine the effect that each issue has 

had on the overall conclusions, because the air quality results feed into the in combination 

assessment by Argus Ecology.  The importance of each issue is thus judged based on the relative 

effect that it is likely to have had on the air quality model results.  AQC’s July 2020 review of the 
Environmental Statement sets out the competence of the reviewer.   

1.2 AQC has not commented on the ecological interpretation of results presented in the Argus Ecology 

Report “Interpretation of Effects on Wealden Heaths SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC” (1 June 2021).  
This has been addressed separately by Jonathan Cox Associates. 
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2 Review 

Major Issue 

Fleet Composition 

2.1 The Fichtner report explains that the EFT and CREAM emissions tools have both been run using 

the simple ‘two vehicle class’ option (referred to as “2VC” in Section 2.2.3 of the Fichtner Report).  

This means that the number of Heavy-Duty Vehicles (HDVs) has been entered.  The classification 

of ‘HDVs’ describes the sum of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) and buses.  When ‘HDVs’ are entered 
into the EFT, emissions are calculated assuming a mix of buses and HGVs (of a range of sizes) in 

accordance with the average fleet on UK roads.  When describing non-scheme traffic, it is probably 

appropriate to assume this default fleet composition.  There are, however, significant questions 

regarding the use of this option for the additional traffic generated by the scheme, particularly given 

way in which increased emissions from gradients have been considered.   

2.2 The April 2020 Transport Assessment for the Scheme explains that “The majority of waste would be 

transported to the AAERF from waste transfer stations in large articulated vehicles (HGVs)” (para 

4.2.4).  It seems unthinkable that any of the waste would be transported to the site by bus, but this 

is what the air quality modelling has assumed.  It is simple, within both the EFT and CREAM, to set 

the fleet composition to articulated HGV.  There are also options available in the EFT to set the size 

of the articulated HGVs to match those generated by the scheme, if this is known.  It would have 

been appropriate to calculate the emissions from scheme-generated traffic in this way and add the 

calculated emissions to those from non-scheme-related traffic.   

2.3 The Fichtner report explains that a range of speeds and gradients have been used to calculate 

emissions and that the ‘rural’ fleet composition is assumed.  These values have been used, by AQC, 

to show the effect on NOx emissions of assuming a default mix of HDVs in EFT V10.1 when 

compared with an ‘average’ size of articulated HGVs1.  The results are shown in Table 1.  It should 

be noted that not all the speed/gradient combinations shown in Table 1 may be relevant, but it is not 

possible to tell, from the Fichtner report, which combinations were used.   

2.4 Table 1 shows that (if only ‘average’ sized articulated HGVs are used) the assessment will have 
overpredicted emissions on links with an average speed of 25 kph and with no gradients.  There will 

have been no bias where there is no gradient and the average speed is 40 kph.  In all other cases, 

the model will have underpredicted emissions.  In the extreme case of a link with an average speed 

of 80 kph and 6% gradient, the under-prediction will have been some 43%. 

 
1  i.e. no further attempt has been made here to characterise the size of the articulated HGVs that would be used. 
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2.5 CREAM V1A contains fewer input variables but the equivalent values are set out in Table 2, showing 

a 10% under-prediction.   

2.6 Because most of the scheme-related traffic which is being assessed is expected to comprise 

articulated HGVs, and because gradients of to 6% (and speeds of up to 96 kph) have been included 

in the model, it is suggested that the assessment should be redone assuming that waste is 

transported to the site using articulated HGVs rather than by a mix of vehicles which includes buses.  

Furthermore, if the size of the HGVs is known, then the EFT settings could be set to match this2. 

Table 1:  Effect on NOx Emissions of Assuming some of the Waste is Transported by 
Bus (2030) 

Speed (kph) 
Gradient 

(%) 

NOx (g/km/s) 

% Under-read HDV Articulated HGV 

25 

0 

0.59 0.59 -1% 

40 0.34 0.34 0% 

64 0.18 0.18 2% 

80 0.13 0.13 3% 

96 0.11 0.12 5% 

25 

3 

1.06 1.12 6% 

40 0.66 0.71 7% 

64 0.40 0.45 12% 

80 0.31 0.36 17% 

96 0.29 0.34 20% 

25 

6 

1.06 1.22 15% 

40 0.65 0.78 20% 

64 0.39 0.53 35% 

80 0.31 0.45 43% 

96 0.30 0.43 42% 

Table 2:  Effect on NH3 Emissions of Assuming some Waste is Transported by Bus 
(2030) 

NH3 (g/km/s) 

% Under-read HDV Articulated HGV 

0.108 0.119 10% 

 
2   If the developer were to commit to only serving the site using Euro VI vehicles, then this might also be reflected in 

the EFT inputs, although it should be noted that this might have little effect given that the EFT already assumes 
that most HGVs will be Euro VI by 2030.  Furthermore, while this might reduce NOx emissions, it might increase 
ammonia emissions. 
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Moderate Issue 

Model Verification 

2.7 Figure 3 of the Fichtner Report shows poor overall performance of the (adjusted) model when 

compared with measurements.  Only one of the five values is predicted within 10% of the 

measurement, and two of the five values are more than 20% different from the measurement.  It 

would be usual to present statistics such as the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Fractional 

Bias for the model verification, in line with the procedure in LAQM.TG(16) which is cited in the 

Fichtner Report.  If the RMSE is >4, measures should be taken to investigate why and improve the 

way in which the model is configured.   

2.8 Diffusion tube measurements are subject to uncertainty and, in any event, it is unreasonable to 

expect perfect model performance.  Furthermore, there are sometimes details which ADMS-Roads 

is incapable of accounting for and so appreciable ‘scatter’ in plots such as Figure 3 is sometimes 
inevitable.  There is, however, no evidence supplied to suggest that such a situation applies here. 

2.9 It is difficult to have confidence in the ability of this model configuration to accurately predict 

concentrations at the ecological receptors when it displays such a degree of uncertainty at the air 

quality monitors.  The reasons for this poor performance should be investigated and, if possible 

corrected.   

Minor Issues 

Assumed Trajectory for Ammonia 

2.10 The report states that “increases in ammonia emissions from traffic are likely to be counteracted by 

reductions in ammonia emissions from other sources, such as farming”.  The best-available future 

projections of background ammonia concentrations in the UK come from recent modelling, in which 

AQC was involved, on behalf of the Joint Nature Conservation Committee3.  This is summarised in 

Figure 1, below.  It shows that, unless additional measures are put in place over and above those 

which are currently implemented, background ammonia concentrations will increase between 2017 

and 2030 (the middle plot in Figure 1).  If, however, the UK introduces new emissions reductions 

measures (the right-hand plot) background ammonia will reduce in most places.  Fichtner’s 
statement thus accords with an optimistic view of future policy-making but relies on projections of 

future policy interventions and not on existing measures. 

2.11 In practical terms, it is difficult for individual assessments to consider changes to background 

ammonia concentrations over time and so the approach taken by Fitchner, of assuming no change 

over time, is not unreasonable.  The justification for this approach is, however, simply that there is 

 
3  https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/nitrogen-futures/ 
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no better approach in common use.  The results should, therefore, be interpreted in the context that 

future ammonia concentrations might be under-predicted. 

 

Figure 1: Ammonia Concentrations in 2017 (left) and Difference to 2030 Business As 
Usual (With Measures) (middle) and 2030 with Assumed Additional Measures 
associated with the National Air Pollution Control Programme and Devolved 
Administration Initiatives (right)3. 

Removing Emissions from Defra Maps 

2.12 The modelling has attempted to remove double-counting of NOx by removing the contribution from 

A roads within each grid square.  In practice, this is likely to have caused traffic-NOx to be 

underpredicted because part of the A3 also falls within the 1 km grid square for Transect E.  Since 

the A3 is a long way from the transect and only a small part of it is within the grid square, the effect 

will be small and so the issue is classed as minor.  It would be more important if larger sections of 

road had been omitted. 

Road Widths and Transect Distances 

2.13 Modelled road widths are not given and the location of the closest transect point to the road edge is 

not stated in the Fichtner Report.  The results presented in the Argus Ecology Report “Interpretation 

of Effects on Wealden Heaths SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC” do not extend to the edge of the road 

(i.e. Figures 7 and 10 do not extend all the way to the road and so miss out the highest deposition 

fluxes).  It is assumed that this reflects the edge of the priority habitat, but it is unclear if this is the 

case. 
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Ecology Review: Alton Advanced Energy Recovery 
Facility– Comment on Veolia Regulation 25 Response 
1.0 Introduction 
1.1 A review of the ecological aspects of the Environmental Statement (ES) and supporting 

appendices for the Veolia Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility was undertaken by 
Jonathan Cox in July 2020.  This review identified a number of failings in the Environmental 
statement that formed part of the representation made by No Wey Incinerator to Hampshire 
County Council. 

1.2 Following the submission of the Environmental Statement, the County Council issued a 
Regulation 25 Response that requires the applicants to submit further information and 
evidence.  Issues relating to Ecology were provided in this initial response in the form of a 
report by Argus Ecology (Report 18-058/R25-1 08/12/2020). 

1.3 Comments on this response were made by Jonathan Cox Associates in February 2021. 

1.4 Following that initial consultation on the Regulation 25 Response, further information has now 
been provided on behalf of the Veolia application. 

1.5 This report focuses a report by Argus Ecology which provides an Interpretation of effects on 
Wealden Heaths SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC.  Report Ref. 18-058_R25/1 (01/06/2021).  It 
also considers further information provided regarding protected species. 

2.0 Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) 
2.1 In our original response, we raised a number of concerns about the HRA, in particular relating 

to air quality impacts on European Protected Sites.  Our concerns related largely to a lack of a 
proper ‘In combination’ assessment of impacts.  Further concerns were also raised in our 
additional response in February 2021.  These related to the treatment of autonomous 
reductions in pollution loads and levels in the assessment and a lack of assessment of impacts 
of ammonia. 

2.2 The latest report from Argus Ecology provides an ecological interpretation of dispersion and 
deposition modelling, in order to assess the in-combination effects of stack and vehicle 
emissions from the proposed Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility with other emission 
sources on sensitive ecological receptors within the Woolmer Forest SAC and Wealden Heaths 
Phase II SPA. 

2.3 Following the earlier rounds of consultation, the applicants have accepted that impacts on 
these two designated sites could not be screened out of the assessment without further 
analysis of in-combination effects from traffic generated by the proposed Energy Recovery 
Facility and traffic generated by developments within the Local Plan. 

Spatial disposition of sensitive habitats 
2.4 The Argus Ecology report has mapped the location of sensitive habitats within the Woolmer 

Forest SAC and Wealden Heaths SPA from Google Earth images of the site.  It should be noted 
that no field survey has been undertaken to map these habitats and hence the distribution of 
mapped habitats must be treated with some caution, in particular where these habitats occur 
as un under-storey to woodlands. 

2.5 Habitats have been mapped along five transects from the centre of the adjacent A326 into the 
adjacent SAC and SPA.  There is not justification for the location of these transects but at least 
two of these appear to follow the boundary of the designated site and should have been 
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moved to coincide with the distribution of the sensitive habitats.  This is particularly evident in 
relation to Transect A and Transect C.  In both situations, the transect would have provided 
much more useful information if it had been moved 100m further south to cross areas of 
heathland and mire habitat. 

2.6 The use of the centre line of the road as the start of the transect is also of concern.  These 
transects should have been used to model impacts for at least 200m from the road edge into 
the adjacent European protected sites. 

2.7 Jonathan Cox Associates were commissioned in 2015 to undertake habitat surveys of a 
number of these transect locations for the South Downs National Park Authority.  An extract 
from this survey is provided at Appendix to this report.  We found extensive areas of sensitive 
habitat within the SAC and SPA that are not reflected in the limited transect survey used in the 
Argus Ecology report. 

2.8 Although the current distribution of important habitats needs to be accurately assessed, it is 
also important to consider the future state of these protected sites. 

2.9 The Argus Ecology report rightly refers to the need for management to conserve these 
pollution sensitive habitats.  However, it is equally important to restore areas of protected 
habitat that have become invaded with secondary woodland and scrub.  This is particularly 
important along the A326 road corridor where extensive areas of secondary woodland have 
developed over areas of heathland and mire habitat.  It is important that these areas of recent 
woodland are removed to restore the internationally important pollution sensitive habitats 
heathland and mire habitats.  Transect E and the woodland to the south of Transect C are 
good examples of such woodlands where Jonathan Cox Associates have undertaken field 
survey.  Much of the woodland in this vicinity has developed over heathland and mire 
vegetation that could be restored in future. 

2.10 The necessary removal of conifer and other secondary woodland to restore habitats would be 
seriously compromised by the impact of air pollution derived from the road.  Not only would 
the restored habitats be closer to the source of pollution, but the removal of woodland would 
reduce the barrier to the movement of polluted air into the protected sites.  The added 
pollution load from the Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility would further exacerbate this 
impact. 

2.11 Reliance on the presence of a woodland barrier to prevent polluted air impacting the 
internationally important designated wildlife sites is therefore misplaced as conditions are 
likely to change in future as these sites are restored to ecologically favourable condition. 

Results 
2.12 The results of transect modelling undertaken by Argus Ecology state:- 

“The in-combination effects of the AAERF emissions and traffic growth result in a very small 
increase in the process contribution, and do not alter the magnitude of effect of any of these 
parameters. As such they can be regarded as inconsequential to the conclusions of an 
assessment of the Local Plan against the SAC Conservation Objectives.” 

2.13 However, this assessment considers that the planned growth in traffic arising from Local Plan 
development will have “medium or medium-high magnitude impacts” on the Woolmer Forest 
SAC.  It should also be emphasised that the background levels of air pollution already exceed 
the critical load and level for a number of pollutants. 

2.14 Although the additional contribution to the pollution load from the AAERF is small, it will add 
further impact to an already bad situation. 
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Treatment of in-combination effects on Woolmer Forest SAC 
2.15 The Argus Ecology report considers the impacts of Local Plan development may “be regarded 

as having an effect on site integrity”.  

2.16 However, the report then quotes from Natural England guidance that states; “In other words, 
it is only the appreciable effects of those other plans and projects that are not themselves 
significant alone which are added into an in- combination assessment with the subject 
proposal (i.e. ‘don’t combine individual biscuits (=insignificant) with full packs (=significant)’).” 

2.17 By contrast, the European Commission have also published advice on the treatment of in-
combination effects.   

2.18 Commission notice "Managing Natura 2000 sites. The provisions of Article 6 of the 'Habitats' 
Directive 92/43/EEC" states; 

“the assessment should consider the cumulative effects not just between projects or between 
plans but also between projects and plans (and vice versa). For example, a new project to 
build a major motorway through an area may on its own not adversely affect the site, but 
when considered in combination with an already approved housing development plan for the 
same area, these impacts may become significant enough to adversely affect the site. On the 
other hand, a plan may have no significant impact on Natura 2000 sites on its own but may be 
assessed differently if considered in combination with an already proposed or authorised 
major development project not included in that plan.” 

2.19 In short, interpretation of the approach to the in-combination assessment is controversial and 
subject to debate.  Recent European Court of Justice cases have further concluded that where 
a European protected site (SAC or SPA) is already subject to adverse effects, it is not 
appropriate to add further to those effects, even if the magnitude of additional impact is 
small1. 

3.0 Protected Species 
3.1 Following comments made by the County Ecologist in February 2021, further information has 

been provided by Argus Ecology relating to protected species, in particular reptiles and 
dormice.  I have no further comment to make on the impact of development on these species 
within the red line boundary of the application site. 

3.2 However, my concerns remain over the impact of the proposed construction compound on 
protected species.  These were raised over the initial consultation and at the February 2021 
Regulation 25 consultation.  These concerns continue to be ignored by the County Council and 
the applicant, but in my mind remain as a significant issue that should be properly addressed.   

4.0 Other ecological concerns raised in our February 2021 response 
Concerns were raised in our response to the February 2021 Regulation 25 consultation.  These 
related to the impacts of air pollution on locally designated wildlife sites and threats to the River 

 
1 Mark A. Sutton, (2019) Risks from air pollution to the integrity of Ashdown Forest Special Area of 
Conservation: Analysis of the (Regulation 19) consultation responses from Natural England, South Downs 
National Park Authority, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council and Lewes District Council concerning the proposed 
Wealden Local Plan. NERC Centre for Ecology & Hydrology. 
Opinion of Advocate General Kokott of the European Court of Justice on Joined Cases C-293/17 and C-294/17. 
(25 July 2018).  
Judgement of the European Court of Justice on Joined Cases C-293/17 and C-294/17. (7 November 2018). 
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Wey both from pollution and changes in hydrology.  Both of these issues remain of concern but have 
not been considered further in the June 2021 Regulation 25 consultation. 
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Blackmoor 

Blackmoor SSSI 

Description 
Site Visit 11/09/2014 Neil Sanderson 
Blackmoor is still mostly grazed, except for an area to the east cut off by an internal fence, which has been 
long ungrazed.   No animals were on the site at the time of survey but the site is still well grazed and short 
to the north. Grazing intensity is much lower to south, in particular the ephemeral pond (was OV35 when 
heavily grazed, now not very identifiable) and poor fen (M6) vegetation is too rank here and the Dystrophic 
pond vegetation (A24) becoming Poor Fen.  The 1987 survey suggests that there was a gradient in grazing 
pressure from the north but the 2003 EPR report indicates the whole site was well grazed.  This is 
confirmed by Google Earth aerial photographs from 2005, which shows clear signs of effective grazing to 
the south.  As well as ranker vegetation a comparison with the 2005 aerial photograph shows a massive loss 
of open heath to Pine since then.  As well as the spread, there are still large areas of Scots Pine over easily 
restored heath vegetation, little treatment visible since 1980s!!  Scattered Rhododendron is untreated and 
spreading slowly.  
 
Crassula helmsii invasion has occupied all OV35/M30 habitat, but is absent from M6 & A24 ponds. Crassula 
helmsii probably excluded from the latter by acidity, so is unlikely to spread much more.  

Condition 
Unfavourable declining 
Grazing decline is leading to loss of quality and distinctiveness, especially in the pond areas. 
 
Pine has spread since 2005 and there has been no significant restoration of heath from older Pine since the 
1980s. 
 
Crassula helmsii invasion has occupied much of vulnerable habitat. 
 
Scattered Rhododendron is untreated and spreading slowly. 

Mitigation and management recommendations 
1 Restore effective all year round grazing to the whole SSSI. 

Grazing is also mitigation for Crassula helmsii, as experience from the New Forest indicates that 
grazing reduces dominance by Crassula helmsii but does not exacerbate its spread.  Spread is still 
mainly by humans. 

2 Instigate a major Pine clearance programme. 
3 Eliminate Rhododendron. 
 
Humid Heath 3.18 6.87% 
Wet Heath 1.44 3.11% 
Poor Fen 6.13 13.24% 
Acid Grass 6.61 14.27% 
Wet Lawn 1.24 2.68% 
Bog Woodland 2.11 4.56% 
Conifer Woodland 25.6 55.28% 
Total Area 46.31 100.00% 
Table 1:  Blackmoor habitat areas surveyed (ha) 
  



Blackmoor Golf Course 

Description 
Site Visit 11/09/2014 Neil Sanderson 
There was insufficient survey time to complete a thorough survey of Blackmoor Golf Course.  The following 
notes were made from a brief visit. 
 
Blackmoor Golf Course roughs are mixtures of U1, U2, M25 and H2. Looks as described by HBIC, who also 
mention rank Carex arenaria community (SD10). South west of the RUP looks like ex farmland, not heath.  
As described by HBIC looks like a good heathland golf course, with mown areas providing short heathland 
habitat lost from adjacent derelict heathland.  Heath roughs outlined on map. 
 
No obvious priorities for any action.  This is in contrast to The Warren and the Slab to the north where the 
heathland is in desperate condition and needs a lot of work to restore open habitat and grazing. 
 

 
 



 
Blackmoor Vegetation Map:  See table for details of habitat composition and condition 



 
Figure 2:  Extract showing Blackmoor and Woolmer Pond, taken from original large scale drawing made for the one-
inch-to-the-mile OS maps between the 1780s and 1840 published by the British Museum.  Not the lack of tree cover 
within the extensive heathland landscape. 



Blackmoor 
Code Phase 1 NVC Ulex Birch  Bracken  Condition Notes 

BM001 
Parched 
acid 
grassland  

U1b     Rare Well grazed, not very species rich 

Juncus squarrosus O Rumex acetosella 
A, Calluna vulgaris O, Danthonia 
decumbens O, Aira praecox LF, 
Peltigera hymenina R, Potentilla erecta 
LF, Festuca filiformis R 

BM002 

Conifer 
Woodland, 
parched 
acid 
grassland  

U1b, W16   10%, Scots 
Pine 80% 

Rare to occasional 
and week 

Pine over grazed parched acid 
grassland, or drier heath with only thin 
Bracken and denser pine over bare 
floor with sparse vegetation. Easily 
restorable by felling Scots Pine  

Rumex acetosella, Teucrium 
scorodonia,  

BM003 Wet Lawn  
Short 
grazed 
M25b 

      Rich short grazed Wet Lawn, Agrostis 
canina dominant, very good condition  

Juncus squarrosus F, Carex nigra A, 
Molinia caerulea, Potentilla erecta F, 
Calluna vulgaris O, Hydrocotyle vulgaris 
F, Aulacomnium palustre O, Cladonia 
furcata R, Juncus acutiflorus O, Erica 
tetralix R, 

BM004 Conifer 
Woodland W4   Birch 5%, 

Pine 90%   

Pine over Wet Lawn, Agrostis canina 
and Molinia caerulea A and pine over 
former humid heath and wet heath 
with Molinia caerulea, easily restored 
by felling. Rhododendron present, 
scattered little regeneration, but no 
control ether.  No significant Scots Pine 
removal since 1980s!!  

Molinia caerulea A, Potentilla erecta R, 
Sphagnum fallax O, Calluna vulgaris O, 
Erica tetralix O 

BM005 

Parched 
acid 
grassland & 
Bracken  

U1b Rare 
Birch R, 
Scots Pine 
occasional  

Bracken 60% open 
canopy with grassy 
under storey, good 
condition 

Good open Bracken  

Rumex acetosella A, Cladonia furcata 
O, Potentilla erecta R, Calluna vulgaris 
O, Teucrium scorodonia R, Erica 
cinerea R,  



BM006 Humid 
heath  H2c   Few trees Occasional  Short grazed humid heath to north,  

Calluna vulgaris D, Erica cinerea F, 
Cladonia portentosa O, Cladonia 
floerkeana R, Cladonia ciliata var. 
ciliata R, Molinia caerulea F, Erica 
tetralix F, Potentilla erecta O, Juncus 
squarrosus, below pylon Cladonia 
subulata, Cladonia humilis,  

BM006b Humid 
heath  H2c   Few trees Occasional  Grazing intensity drops off markedly to 

south, where heath senescent   

Calluna vulgaris D, Erica cinerea F, 
Cladonia portentosa O, Cladonia 
floerkeana R, Cladonia ciliata var. 
ciliata R, Molinia caerulea F, Erica 
tetralix F, Potentilla erecta O, Juncus 
squarrosus, below pylon Cladonia 
subulata, Cladonia humilis,  

BM007 Wet heath  M16a       Area of short grazed wet heath to north 

Calluna vulgaris D, Molina F, Erica 
tetralix A, Sphagnum tenellum D, 
Sphagnum compactum F, Drosera 
rotundifolia R, Juncus squarrosus LF, 
Carex nigra LF, Cladonia portentosa O, 
Cladonia crispata R, Cladonia 
squamulosa var. squamulosa (heath 
form) 

BM007b Wet heath  M16a       Area of taller little grazed wet heath  

Calluna vulgaris D, Molina F, Erica 
tetralix A, Sphagnum tenellum D, 
Sphagnum compactum F, Drosera 
rotundifolia R, Juncus squarrosus LF, 
Carex nigra LF, Cladonia portentosa O, 
Cladonia crispata R, Cladonia 
squamulosa var. squamulosa (heath 
form) 

BM008 Poor Fen A24, M6b & 
M6d       

Agrostis canina – Sphagnum 
cuspidatum pool with frequent Carex 
nigra. M6 on edges with Juncus 
acutiflorus – Sphagnum cuspidatum 
and Sphagnum fallax.   

Agrostis canina A, Sphagnum 
cuspidatum D, Hydrocotyle vulgaris O, 
Carex nigra F, Juncus bulbosus F, 
Sphagnum fallax O, Potentilla erecta O, 
Molinia caerulea O, Juncus acutiflorus 
F, Eriophorum angustifolium R 



BM009 Poor fen,  
Sphagnum 
cuspidatum 
pool 

      
Acid pool was very shaded, some 
clearence has opened up but not 
enough 

Sphagnum cuspidatum mats D, Molinia 
caerulea A, Glyceria fluitans O, Erica 
tetralix R, Juncus bulbosus O 

BM010 Poor fen M6, A24       

Open shallow hollows in wet heath, 
with Sphagnum cuspidatum mats with 
Eriophorum angustifolium, Molinia 
caerulea & Carex nigra 

Sphagnum cuspidatum D, Molinia 
caerulea A, Eriophorum angustifolium 
F, Carex nigra O, Calluna vulgaris F and 
Erica tetralix F hummocks.  

BM011 Poor fen M6c       
Juncus effusus – Sphagnum fallax poor 
fen, Crassula helmsii locally dominant, 
rather under grazed  

Sphagnum fallax, Carex nigra F, 
Agrostis canina O 

BM012 Bog 
woodland M4b   Birch F and 

Sallow D   
Poor fen invaded by Sallow and Birch 
some time ago, mature and positive 
feature 

Calliergon cordifolium A, Sphagnum 
squarrosum O, Carex nigra R 

BM013 Poor fen M6b       

Carex nigra – Agrostis canina – 
Sphagnum fallax poor fen, hollows with 
Sphagnum cuspidatum mats (former 
A24) 

Sphagnum fallax, Carex nigra A, 
Agrostis canina A, Molinia caerulea A, 
Sphagnum cuspidatum F, Calluna 
vulgaris R, Erica tetralix R, Juncus 
bulbosus F, Eleocharis multicaulis O, 
eastern pond also Hypericum elodes R, 
Warnstorfia exannulata F, Sphagnum 
fallax F, Molina F 

BM014 Poor fen, 
wet heath  M6, M16       Hummocks with wet heath, with wet 

poor fen between  

Sphagnum fallax F, Sphagnum 
cuspidatum A, Eriophorum 
angustifolium F, Calluna vulgaris A, 
Erica tetralix A, Molinia caerulea A, 
Carex nigra F, Hydrocotyle vulgaris O 

BM015 Poor fen M6c       
Poor fen with dominant Juncus effusus, 
under grazed, Crassula helmsii in wet 
open areas.  

Hydrocotyle vulgaris A, Calluna vulgaris 
R, Carex nigra F Hypericum elodes O, 
Eriophorum angustifolium O, Juncus 
acutiflorus R 



BM016 
Ephemeral 
pond 
vegetation  

Degraded 
OV35, S19        

Lees acid ephemeral pond community, 
less acid so with Crassula helmsii 
frequent but not overwhelming, except 
in wettest area. Under grazed. Mixed 
under grazed M30 to south, Eleocharis 
palustris swamp to north.  

Carex nigra F, Eriophorum 
angustifolium O, Warnstorfia 
exannulata A, Molinia caerulea R, Lotus 
pedunculatus R, Galium palustre O, 
Sphagnum auriculatum O, Eleogiton 
fluitans R, Persicaria amphibia O, 
Veronica scutellata F, Lycopus 
europaeus R, Hydrocotyle vulgaris A, 
Agrostis canina A, Eleocharis palustris 
O, Ranunculus flammula O 

BM017 
Big 
woodland, 
poor fen 

W4, M6   
Birch 20%, 
Scots Pine 
60% 

  

Poor fen (M6) invaded by Scots Pine, 
Sallow and Birch, poor quality habitat, 
clear to open mire, retaining some 
Birch and Sallow patches.  

Sphagnum fallax A, Molinia caerulea A, 
Calluna vulgaris O, Erica tetralix R,   

BM018 Poor fen M6c, M6d       
Nice wet open M6c poor fen, with 
Juncus effusus not overwhelmingly 
dominant.  

Sphagnum fallax A, Molinia caerulea A, 
Carex nigra F, Eleocharis palustris O, 
Calluna vulgaris O, Erica tetralix O, 
Warnstorfia fluitans? F, Eriophorum 
angustifolium F, Juncus acutiflorus F,  

BM019 Poor fen M25a/M6       
Open area of poor fen outside of 
grazed area, much more Molinia 
caerulea  

Molinia caerulea D, Sphagnum fallax A, 
Erica tetralix R, Calluna vulgaris O, 
Carex nigra O, Agrostis canina F, 
Eriophorum angustifolium R 

BM020 Open water  M29       
Deep drainage ditch, with Hypericum 
elodes – Potamogeton polygonifolius, 
thick mats of Crassula helmsii to south.  

Potamogeton polygonifolius A, 
Hypericum elodes F 

BM021 Humid 
heath  H2c   

Scots Pine 
encroaching
, cleared 
under pylon 
line, closing 
in beyond, 
60% 

  
Poor, much Molinia caerulea and Scots 
Pine invasion uncontrolled beyond 
pylon ride.  

Calluna vulgaris A, Molinia caerulea A, 
Erica tetralix F,  



BM022 Bracken  U20   

Spraying 
has allowed 
much Scots 
Pine 
regeneratio
n this year.  

  

Ungrazed corner, was dense Bracken, 
but sprayed with herbicide, unless to 
be grazed point of this not clear. Has 
allowed much Scots Pine regeneration 
this year.  

Rumex acetosella A, Teucrium 
scorodonia O,  

 


