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8 LAND USE AND SOILS 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Chapter provides an assessment of the potential impacts on land use and soils 

resulting from the proposed development of a freight warehouse and distribution 

centre at HBC Field, Widnes. It describes suitable mitigation measures to manage 

any potential adverse impacts that are identified to be of significance. This Chapter 

has been prepared by AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited. 

Technical Annexes accompanying this Chapter include: 

 Annex 8.1 Agricultural Land Classification Report for HBC Field, Widnes,  

 Annex 8.2 Defra letter on animal burial pits  

 

8.2 SCOPE OF THE ASSESSMENT 

 

The purpose of this Chapter is to: 

 describe the land use and soil types of the application site based on available 

information and field survey carried out specifically for this assessment; 

 describe any agri-environmental management schemes; 

 identify whether there are any area so Common Land, animal burial sites or 

alien and invasive weed species; 

 carry out an assessment of Agricultural Land Classification (ALC); 

 evaluate the land and soil quality and the value and importance of the 

receptors; 

 describe potential impacts (construction and operational) and identify the 

impact significance; 

 identify appropriate mitigation measures; and 

 re-assess residual impacts on soil quality, land use and agricultural receptors. 

 

The area for survey and assessment includes the application site itself, including 

the areas which are now bunds along the south and eastern boundaries and the 

excavated detention pond area.  

8.3 LEGISLATION AND POLICY ON SOILS AND AGRICULTURAL LAND USE IN 

THE UK 

This section identifies and describes legislation, policy and guidance of relevance to 

the assessment of impacts on land use and soils associated with the construction 

and operation phases of the proposed development.  There is no international 

legislation relevant to the soils and land use assessment for this site. 

8.3.1 European Legislation and Guidance 

The European Commission adopted a Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection (COM 

(2006) 231) (Ref 8.1) on 22 September 2006, in order to provide a comprehensive 

common framework for protecting soils across the European Union. This Strategy 

includes: a proposed legislative framework for the protection and sustainable use of 
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soil in order to integrate soil protection into national and EU policies; measures to 

improve knowledge of soil functions; and measures to increase public awareness.  

It also seeks to establish rational land use planning practices, at all levels of 

government, to ensure the sustainability of soils, consistent with a “precautionary 

principle” used by the EU in establishing environmental policy.  

The Thematic Strategy includes proposals for an EU Soil Framework Directive 

requiring Member States to adopt a systematic approach to identifying and 

combating soil degradation and integrate soil protection into other policies, 

especially with respect to agriculture, regional development, transport, and 

research.  This proposed Directive has not yet been passed by the European 

Parliament and Council of Ministers. 

8.3.2 UK Legislation  

The Environmental Stewardship (England) Regulations 2005 and the 

Countryside Stewardship Regulations 2000 (Ref 8.2) 

 

Countryside Stewardship was introduced as a pilot scheme in 1991 to encourage 

farmers and land managers to enhance and conserve English landscapes, their 

wildlife and history. This scheme has been superseded by the Environmental 

Stewardship Scheme which is an agri-environment scheme that provides funding to 

farmers and other land managers in England who deliver effective environmental 

management on their land. 

Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) is open to all farmers and land managers who want 

to deliver a basic level of environmental management.  The scheme requires a 

basic level of environmental management and participants can choose from a wide 

range of management options. These cover all farming types and include matters 

such as hedgerow management, stone wall maintenance, low nutrient input 

grassland, buffer strips, and arable options.  Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) aims 

to deliver significant environmental benefits in high priority situations and areas.  It 

involves more complex environmental management and the preparation of a Farm 

Environmental Plan. 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (Ref 8.3) 

 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act restricts the introduction of certain animals and 

plants. For example Japanese Knotweed and Giant Hogweed are listed under 

Schedule 9 and are subject to Section 14 of the Act which makes it an offence to 

plant, or cause these species to grow in the wild.  In addition, Japanese Knotweed 

and Giant Hogweed are regarded as a controlled waste under the Environmental 

Protection Act 1990 and have to be disposed of at licensed sites or by burning on-

site.  

Law of Property Act 1925 (Ref 8.4) 

 

Section 194 of the Law of Property Act 1925 prohibits “the erection of any building 

or fence, or the construction of any work, which prevents or impedes access to land 

which was subject to rights of common on 1 January 1926” without the consent of 
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the Secretary of State.  Landowners can apply to the Planning Inspectorate under 

Section 16 of the Commons Act 2006 for the common to be de-registered.  The 

land owner must offer an alternative piece of land to the commoners.   

8.3.3 National Policy 

Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS7), Sustainable Development in Rural Areas 

(2004) (Ref 8.5) 

 

PPS7 is the key central government policy on development within the countryside.  

It sets out policy for promoting development in rural areas whilst conserving the 

character of the countryside and protecting the best and most versatile agricultural 

land.  This best agricultural land is defined as Grade 1, 2 and 3a under the UK ALC 

system.  

Paragraph 28 of PPS7 states “…the presence of best and most versatile 

agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) should be taken into account alongside other 

sustainability issues (e.g. biodiversity…. including soil quality) when determining 

applications”. 

The loss of Best and Most Versatile Land (BMVL) is no longer of national 

importance (as was set out in the precursor to PPS7, Planning Policy Guidance 7 

(PPG7)).  The loss of BMVL is now a matter to be taken into account at a local level 

rather than at a national level (via the former Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and 

Food (MAFF)) as was the case previously. 

Soil Strategy for England (Defra) (2008) (Ref 8.6) 

The first Soils Action Plan for England 2004 to 2006 was published in 2004.  

Safeguarding Our Soils: A Soil Strategy for England (Defra) was published in 

September 2009.  The strategy lays out the vision for all of England‟s soils to be 

managed sustainably and soil degradation threats to have been tackled 

successfully by 2030.  The strategy outlines the Government‟s vision that soils will 

play a greater role in the fight against climate change, that soils in urban areas will 

be better valued and construction practices will ensure that vital soil functions are 

maintained, and that soil pollution is prevented and the legacy of contaminated soils 

deal with.   

8.3.4 Regional Policy 

North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (Ref 8.7) 

The North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) to 2021, under 

Policy DP9: Reduce Emissions and Adapt to Climate Change states that adaptation 

measures might include „protecting the most versatile agricultural land‟.  

8.3.5 Local Policy 

Local Plan and Local Development Framework 
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The Local Plan for the area comprises the Halton Unitary Development Plan 

(UDP) (Ref 8.8) which was adopted in April 2005. The Halton Local Development 

Framework (LDF) is intended to replace the UDP but many of the “old”, adopted, 

policies have been saved. The following policies are relevant for the proposed 

development at HBC Field: 

Policy BE1 Built Environment, Part 4 Conservation of the Natural and Historical 

Environment.  (d) states that “…development will be permitted provided that....it 

must not use the best and most versatile agricultural land grades 1, 2 and 3a and if 

any agricultural land is used the impact on agricultural viability and productivity 

should be minimised”.  Justification is given as: “The Plan also seeks to protect the 

most productive farmland which if built upon will be lost forever.  Quality agricultural 

land is a scarce resource and needs to be protected for future generations”.  

Policy GE1: The Green Environment, Control of Development in the Green Belt.  

Part 5 states that this policy “….also complies with the positive  purposes of Green 

Belts as set out in the Planning Policy Guidance note “Green Belts” 1995 (PPG2).  

In particular, it will help to safeguard the surrounding countryside, protect 

agricultural land and assist in urban regeneration”.  

Policy GE2: Protection of Ponds. This policy states that “Development will not be 

permitted if it is likely to damage or destroy an existing pond, unless the importance 

of the development can be shown to clearly outweigh both the amenity value and 

the nature conservation value of the pond.  Wherever practical the design and 

layout of development should make provision for the retention of an existing pond.  

If the removal of an existing pond is permitted as part of a development, 

replacement ponds at least equivalent in terms of their size an d quality, should be 

created on or near the site”.  The justification for this requirement is stated as 

“Ponds are an important feature within the region.  They have important 

educational, cultural and Historical associations, as well as being important for 

habitats for native wildlife.  Some also retain an economic function and are used for 

agriculture, fishing and other purposes. 

Policy GE4: Re-Use of Buildings in the Green Belt.  This policy states that: 

“Proposals for the re-use of agricultural or other buildings in the Green Belt will be 

permitted provided that….they would not cause damage to the best and most 

versatile agricultural land or conflict with agricultural interests”. 

8.4 Methodology 

The baseline assessment of soils and land use was based on a desk study 

(including web-based information searches and reviews of aerial photographs, as 

well as field survey.   

8.4.1 Desk study 

The desk study reviewed the following resources: 

 soil types (information obtained from the Soil Survey of England and Wales 

(1984) Soils and Their Use in Northern England. SSEW Bulletin No 10, and 

associated Map Sheet No 1 (Ref 8.9). 
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 preliminary Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) grades (information obtained 

from mapping provided on the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the 

Countryside (MAGIC) website and accessed on 6 June 2011 (Ref 8.10) and  

 agri-environment schemes (Environmental Stewardship Agreements and 

Countryside Stewardship schemes) (information obtained from mapping 

provided on the MAGIC website) and accessed on 6 June 2011 (Ref 8.10). 

 

8.4.2 Soil and Agricultural Land use Classification (ALC) Field Survey 

A field survey was carried out on 10 June 2011.  The survey involved a number of 

hand dug soil inspection pits and auger hole inspections.  A series of observations 

were made across the application site using both hand dug soil pits, supplemented 

by hand augering to examine and record soil profiles.  At each observation 

(augering) point the following site characteristics were recorded:  

 vegetation type/crop/forestry description and percentage (%) surface cover; 

 gradient;  

 aspect; 

 any indication of surface ponding/wetness; and 

 any indication of soil erosion. 

 

At each observation (augering) point the following soil characteristics were recorded 

for each soil horizon (according to Hodgson, 1976) (Ref 8.11) up to a maximum of 

100cm or any impenetrable layer:  

 soil texture;  

 significant stoniness;  

 colour (including local grey and mottle colours);  

 consistency;  

 structural condition; and 

 depth.  

 

All soil textures were derived from hand texturing in the field.   

Soil Wetness Class (WC) was inferred in situ from the matrix colour, and presence 

or absence of, and depth to, greyish and ochreous gley mottling and/or poorly 

permeable subsoil layers at least 15cm thick. WC definitions are described in 

Annex 8.1, Appendix C.  Soil droughtiness was investigated by the calculation of 

moisture balance equations.  For the assessment of Agricultural Land Classification 

9ALC) the crop-adjusted Available Profile Water (AP) is estimated from texture, 

stoniness and depth, and then compared to a calculated moisture deficit (MD) for 

the standard crops: wheat and potatoes.   

Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) 

 

ALC involves grading agricultural land quality into five different classes (see Annex 

8.1, Appendix A).  To establish the ALC, results from the soil surveys were 

combined with data on the topography and climate of the area to provide an 
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assessment of the land classification.  Land grade is determined by a combination 

of soils types, drainage status, climatic factors and topography (land gradient) 

according to the methodology provided in MAFF (1988) (Ref. 8.12)  The ALC 

system classifies land into 5 main categories (Grade 1 to 5) and two subdivisions 

within Grade 3, i.e. Classes a, and b.  Grade 1 is the highest quality land with no or 

very limited restriction to agricultural use.  Grade 5 is of least agricultural value, 

usually only of limited grazing use.  Under PPS 7, Grades 1, 2 and 3a are defined 

as the „best and most versatile‟ land (BMVL) and are a national resource to be 

protected.   

Land Use Crops and Stock 

 

Land use, including agricultural cropping and stocking, was determined from site 

observations during the soil and ALC field survey. 

8.4.3 Consultation 

Consultation with relevant stakeholders has been undertaken  as part of the EIA 

process.  Consultation on soils and land use issues has formed part of the overall 

consultation process, particularly as it relates to (a) terrestrial ecology, (b) surface 

water drainage and (c) landscape issues.  The following organisations were 

contacted for available information on soil types, quality and agricultural land use: 

 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) (animal burial 

pits);  

 Halton Borough Council (information on animal burials and removal of 

Japanese knotweed); and 

 Natural England (agri-environment schemes and ALC data). 

 

8.4.4 Impact Assessment 

Whilst soil loss and land degradation can have adverse consequences, for example 

in relation to agricultural production, water quality and biodiversity, there are no 

established or published methods for assessing the impacts of development upon 

agricultural receptors.  Accordingly, this assessment ahs been carried out using a 

combination of assessment protocols, including methods set out in the Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management‟s. „Guidelines for Ecological Impact 

Assessment in the United Kingdom‟ (2006) (Ref 8.13) 

This assessment addresses likely impacts of the development during the 

construction and operational phases.  The assessment of impacts on soils, land use 

and agricultural receptors relates to the following key factors: 

 the soils types and agricultural land classification grades likely to be affected by 

the development;  

 the type (if any) of farm enterprises present and farming practices including any 

agri-environment schemes; and, 

 the possible presence of crop/soil/animal diseases or noxious weeds. 
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The impact assessment consists of the following elements: impact assessment 

(including assessment of cumulative impacts), provision of mitigation measures and 

re-assessment of residual impacts.  After description of all impacts, the significance 

of impacts is assessed using the impact assessment matrix (IAM) (Table 8.3) which 

combines magnitude and value/sensitivity assessments specific for soil, land use 

and agriculture.   

The EIA Regulations require that an Environmental Statement should identify and 

describe the likely significant impacts of the proposals on the environment.  This 

requires consideration of: 

 whether the impacts are beneficial or adverse; 

 impact duration (short, medium or long term); 

 impact nature (direct or indirect effects, reversible or irreversible);  

 whether the impacts are permanent or temporary; 

 the extent, magnitude and complexity of the impact; and  

 whether a particular impact occurs in isolation or is cumulative or interactive 

with another impact. 

 
As outlined above, when undertaking an EIA, environmental impacts are classified 

as either permanent or temporary. Permanent impacts are those which result in an 

irreversible change to baseline conditions (for example the removal of topsoil and 

subsoil due to the need to excavate soils and possibly rock to provide a level 

footprint for the proposed development). In the context of the development 

proposals, temporary impacts are those which occur over shorter time periods and 

which are associated mainly with the construction, dismantling and removal phases 

of the development.  The duration of impacts is indicated in the criteria for impact 

magnitude in Table 8.1.  

Assessment of Impact Magnitude  

 

The magnitude of impact has been based on the consequences that the 

development would have upon soils, land and agricultural receptors (see Table 

8.1).  Where an impact could reasonably be placed within more than one magnitude 

rating, conservative professional judgement has been used to determine which 

rating would be applicable.  There is no published guidance on thresholds for 

assessing what scale of loss is a significant loss of agricultural land, but the 

presence of best and most versatile land (BMVL) is a factor in the consideration of 

the sustainability of development proposals as set out in Paragraph 28 of PPS7. 

PPS7 promotes the creation of a sustainable countryside framework, and places 

the loss of best and most versatile land within the context of meeting wider 

sustainability objectives.  The assessment of magnitude of change is based on (a) 

generic guidelines used throughout this EIA, (b) timescales of permanent or 

temporary (both long and short term) loss of agricultural land and (c) land area loss 

thresholds previously adopted by MAFF (1988) (Ref. 8.12) when considering 

proposals involving more than 20ha of best and most versatile land, and also land 

not classified as BMVL, but still given over to agricultural use. 
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Table 8.1.  Guidelines for the Assessment of Impact Magnitude 

Magnitude Guidelines 

High Permanent or long–term (over 10 years) loss of over 

50ha of BMVL, or entire regional resource of BMVL (ALC 

Grades 1, 2, 3a).  

Existing land use would not be able to continue. 

Medium Medium to long term (5-10 years) loss of 20 - 50ha of 

BMVL, or large proportion of local resource of BMVL. 

Existing land use would be able to continue but 

noticeable changes occur. 

Low Temporary (<5 years) loss of 10 - 20ha of BMVL, or 

large proportion of local resource of BMVL. 

Existing land use would be able to continue but 

noticeable changes occur. 

Very Low Temporary short term (<two years) loss of <10ha of 

BMVL.  

Short term adverse changes to the value of the receptor 

but recovery is expected in the short term (0 – one 

years), and there would be no impact on its integrity.  No 

material change to existing land use.  Loss or 

degradation of area of BMVL but a small proportion of 

local resources.  

No impact on overall agricultural land availability for 

wider area/region. 

 

Receptor Value and Sensitivity 

 

All of the soil, land and agricultural receptors that may be impacted by the 

development have been assigned a level of importance in accordance with the 

quality of the soil and the ALC grade of land. These are described in Table 8.2.  

Where a receptor could reasonably be placed within more than one value and 

sensitivity rating, conservative professional judgement has been used to determine 

which rating would be applicable. 

Table 8.2.  Guidelines for the Assessment of Receptor Value and Sensitivity 

Value and 

Sensitivity 

Guidelines 

High Grade 1 agricultural land and specialised agricultural activity such 

as horticultural crops, soft fruit, etc. 

Irrigated agriculture. 

Higher level Agri-environment scheme lands. 

Soils with low or no wetness limitation affecting workability 
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Value and 

Sensitivity 

Guidelines 

(wetness class I or II), where drought is not also a limitation. 

Medium Grades 2 and 3a agricultural land. 

Annual horticultural cropping (non irrigated). 

Entry level Agri-environment scheme lands. 

Soils with low wetness limitation affecting workability (wetness 

class II), where drought is not a limitation. 

Low Grades 3b and lower agricultural land. 

Arable or grassland areas. 

Soils with moderate wetness limitation affecting workability 

(wetness class III or IV). 

Very Low Agricultural land of Grades 4 or 5  

Arable or grassland areas. 

Soils with high wetness limitation affecting workability (wetness 

class V or VI). 

 

Evaluation of Impact Significance 

 

The potential significance of predicted impacts before mitigation has been 

determined through assessment of the magnitude of the potential impact, the value 

or sensitivity of the receiving soil/land use environment or receptor, the likelihood of 

the impact occurring, its duration and the extent to which it is reversible.  

An Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) has been developed (Table 8.3) to assist in 

evaluating impact significance. Where necessary, the evaluation of impacts has 

been informed and moderated by professional judgement. 

Table 8.3  Impact Assessment Matrix 

 Value/Sensitivity of Receptor 

Magnitude Very low Low Medium High 

Very Low Negligible Negligible Minor Minor 

Low Negligible Minor Minor Moderate 

Medium Minor Minor Moderate Major 

High Minor Moderate Major Major 
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The assessment of impact significance is the most important step in the EIA 

process, since it is this which is used to determine whether mitigation is required 

and also to determine whether mitigation measures have reduced the impact to an 

acceptable residual level.  It is only those impacts assessed as being worse than 

minor adverse which require mitigation.  Consequently, impacts rated as negligible 

or minor adverse are considered to be generally acceptable without the requirement 

for further mitigation. 

Residual impacts 

 

The final step in the EIA process is the assessment of the residual impacts after the 

implementation (where necessary) of the proposed mitigation measures.  In this 

assessment, residual impacts assessed as minor or negligible are considered to be 

acceptable for the project. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

 

Cumulative impacts on soils and land use are considered in this chapter.  If any 

such cumulative impacts are identified they will be assessed using the same 

methodology as described above.   

8.5 Soil and Land Use Baseline 

This section presents the baseline environmental characteristics for the HBC Field 

development and relevant surrounding areas with specific reference to soil and land 

use.   

8.5.1 Study Area Description 

Figure 8.1 illustrates the site boundary and the study area. 

The HBC Field development comprises land which was formerly arable agricultural 

land and is now open access parkland.  The land is generally open countryside, 

with a species-poor hedgerow and young planted British native trees in the west of 

the site. The site is flat to gently undulating and consists of unmowed, semi-

improved grassland, dominated by Lolium perenne, Holcus lanatus and Festuca 

rubra, with annual weed species, including curled dock (Rumex crispus), ox eye 

daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare) and creeping thistle (Cirsium arvense).  A 

topographic hollow in the west of the site forms a natural drainage route and is 

seasonally wet.  Adjacent land use to the west, to the south of Halebank Road, and 

to the north of the railway line is primarily agricultural.   

Steep-sided, 10-15m tall bunds were created along the southern and eastern 

boundaries of the site in 2008, using subsoil removed from a rectangular borrow pit 

area within the eastern part of the site.  In order to do this, topsoil was removed, 

subsoil stripped and the topsoil replaced in situ.  This borrow pit area currently lies 

at an elevation of approximately 1m lower than the surrounding land. The northern 

part of this „borrow pit‟ area had ponded, standing water, at the time of the survey. 

The vegetation in this area consists of wetland species. 
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A steep sided balancing pond was built at the same time as the bunds and lies in 

the south east of the site.  There are three small semi-natural ponds of agricultural 

origin in the centre of the site.  

A small area of land which formerly contained three agricultural outbuildings is 

located in the south west of the site.   

A photographic record is provided in Annex 8.1, Appendix B.   

Baseline Description of Soil Types 

 

Soil parent materials 

 
Maps published by the British Geological Survey (BGS) show the solid geology 

beneath the study area to comprise sandstones of the Sherwood Sandstone Group, 

dominated by the Chester Pebble Bed Formation (formerly Bunter Pebble Beds) in 

most parts of the site and the Kinnerton Sandstone Formation (previously Lower 

Mottled Sandstone) within the south western corner. 

The superficial geology overlying the study area has been mapped mainly as 

Devensian Glacial Till, with the exception of the north western part of the site where 

Tidal Flat Deposits are shown.  Devension Glacial Till deposits comprising cohesive 

clays (diamicton) often comprise discontinuous beds and lenses of granular 

materials such as sands and gravels and occasional cobble sized fractions. Tidal 

Flat deposits anticipated comprising sands, silts, clays and infrequent peat 

inclusions have been mapped in the north western corner of the study area. 

Soil Types 

The more generalised distribution of soil types (Soil Survey of England and Wales 

(SSEW), 1984) (Ref. 8.9) indicates that the soils of the site belong to the Salop 

Association which are described as being fine loamy and clayey stagnogleys, with 

slowly permeable subsoils.  The Salop Soil Association is the main soil type 

present low lying and flat land north of the Mersey Estuary between Liverpool and 

Widnes.  There is little run-off on level or gently sloping land and so these slowly 

permeable soils are seasonally waterlogged.  Most of these soils, when undrained, 

are waterlogged for long periods in the winter (Wetness Class IV). They can be 

improved to Wetness Class III with underdrainage.  

The SSEW (1984) (Ref 8.9) describe Salop soils as being difficult to work and 

timing of cultivation is critical. Autumn cereals or permanent grassland are the main 

crops on these soils but there is some risk of surface ponding where soils become 

compacted.  In western England, including the site at Ditton, potential grass yields 

are large because drought seldom restricts growth and there is a valuable autumn 

flush.   

 

A field soil survey took place on 10th June, 2011.  The results of the survey are 

provided in Annex 8.1, Appendix D.  Example Salop Association soil profile 

descriptions are provided in Annex 8.1, Appendix E.   
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Field survey has confirmed that the soils on site are relatively heavy silty clay loams 

with stiff, dense and semi-impermeable subsoils at depths of 30-40cm.  These 

subsoils have caused ponding and seasonal waterlogging in various parts of the 

site, notably the western part of the site where there is a topographic hollow which 

accumulates drainage, resulting in wet soil conditions for at least part of the year.  

The northern part of an area excavated as a borrow pit for creation of the bunds in 

2008 had standing water at the time of the field survey and much of the borrow pit 

area showed evidence of past waterlogging.  

8.5.2 Historic Land Use 

A review of historical land use plans has confirmed that the site has been used in 

the past exclusively for agricultural (arable) practices. There has been no 

development within the boundary of the study area. Ten residential dwellings 

situated along Halebank Road (adjacent to but outside the southern boundary of 

the site) were constructed pre-1928 and out buildings associated with Linner Farm 

were constructed in the south west of the site. 

8.5.3 Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) 

In order to assess the impacts of the works on soils and land use, the baseline soil 

conditions and land use on and around the site have been assessed.  The ALC was 

assessed through site survey (AMEC, 2011) (Ref 8.14) (see Annex 8.1).  

The methodology for determining ALC combines the results from the soil surveys 

with topographic data and long term averaged climate data of the area. 

Published broad scale mapping of agricultural land quality (ALC status), at a scale 

of 1:250,000, indicates the entire application site and most of the surrounding land 

as being of Grade 3, but this is not subdivided into Grades 3a and 3b.  This grade 

split is the divide between what government policy defines as best and most 

versatile (Grades 1, 2 & 3a) and land of only moderate quality.   

Field survey results of ALC conditions indicate that the principal constraints to 

agriculture within the application site are: 

 soil wetness, caused by ponding above a moderately heavy, silty clay loam 

sparingly permeable subsoil at depths of between 30-40cm. The severity of soil 

wetness in these moderately heavy silty clay loam soils places all land within 

the planning application boundary in ALC Grade 3b, which is classed as 

moderately good agricultural land, but is not BMVL;  

 risk of both winter and summer flooding in (a) the hollow area to the west of the 

site and in (b) part of the borrow pit area to the east of the site which are 

assigned an ALC Grade of 3b and 4 respectively;  

 slope steepness (approximate gradients of 11o to 17o) in the area of made 

bunds and pond margins which would limit agricultural cultivation and would be 

assigned an ALC grade of 3b or 4; and 

 superficial stoniness and compaction, caused by plant movements and creation 

of the bunds and balancing pond, which makes cultivation, seed-bed 

preparation and seed sowing difficult. 
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The distribution of surveyed ALC grades across the HBC Field site is illustrated in 

Figure 8.2. 

The areas occupied by the various ALC Grades for the HBC Field site are given in 

Table 8.4 below.  A full explanation of this assessment is provided in Annex 8.1.   

Table 8.4.  Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) Grades for the HBC Field 

site 

Grade Description Area 

(ha) 

Area  

(% of land 

within red 

line 

boundary) 

Subgrade 

3b 

Moderate 

quality 

22.84 72.4 

Grade 4 Poor quality 8.30 26.3 

Non-

Agricultural 

 0.41 1.3 

Total Land  31.55  

 

In summary, just under 75% of the surveyed land is classified as Moderate Quality 

Agricultural Land (ALC Subgrade 3b). Just over 25% is Poor Quality (ALC Grade 4) 

land.  There is no BMVL within the site. 

8.5.4 Agri-environment schemes 

There is no land within the site or adjacent to the site boundary that is part of any 

agri-environment scheme.  The nearest areas land that area part of of entry level 

Environmental Stewardship Scheme are located 600m away, to the north of the 

railway line and north of the A562.   To the south of the site the nearest land 

belonging to an entry and higher level Environmental Stewardship Scheme is just 

over 1km to the south. 

8.5.5 Common Land 

There is no Common Land within or adjacent to the HBC Field site.  

8.5.6 Invasive and Alien Weed Species 

Invasive weed species such as Japanese knotweed Reynoutria japonica and 

ragwort Senecio jacobea are not currently considered to be widespread or invasive 

within the application site, although ragwort is currently present and Japanese 

knotweed has been present in the past.   

A small patch of Japanese knotweed was identified on site in 2007 adjacent to a 

hedge in the south of the site which was to be removed for the re-routing of a 

sludge main across the site (see AMEC, 2010) (Ref 8.15). A specialist sub-
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contractor was appointed by Halton Council to treat, remove and bury the 

knotweed, according to accepted EA guidance. The methodology used is provided 

as an Appendix in AMEC (2010) and involved herbicide spraying, excavation and 

burial, with periodic monitoring over a three year period.  There is no evidence to 

indicate whether periodic surveillance visits over a three year period, as 

recommended by the specialist contractor, were actually undertaken and indeed 

whether any regrowth of knotweed occurred that required further intervention 

through herbicide application.  It is understood that the Japanese knotweed burial 

trench is now located beneath part of the landscape screening bund on the 

southern boundary of the site.   

Recent (2011) baseline habitat surveys for the application site (see Chapter 6 on 

Ecology and Nature Conservation) have not recorded any presence of Japanese 

knotweed on site and, although these surveys were not primarily concerned with 

identifying invasive species, the presence of such species would be recorded if 

observed in the course of survey.  It is concluded that there is currently no evidence 

of Japanese knotweed on site.  

8.5.7 Animal Health and Animal Burial Pits 

The Animal Health Division of Defra has been consulted about the potential 

presence of any recorded animal burial pits relating to foot and mouth or other 

disease outbreaks (Annex 8.2).  No such pits are recorded within the application 

site. 

It should be noted that burial pits were not registered before 1972, and individual 

animals could still be buried without registration up to the early 1990s.   

In 2008 Halton Council became aware of the presence of animal bones on site and 

it was subsequently confirmed that the tenant farmer had buried 12 pig carcasses in 

various locations on site, including locations around Linner Farm over a period of 

time up to 2002 (see AMEC, 2010) (Ref 8.15).  The location of discovered bones: in 

a northern part of the site, in a mound area close to the railway line, was not 

considered at the time to be the same location as the carcass burials described by 

the farmer.  Defra advised Halton Council that there was no health risk associated 

with the bones and the discovered bones were subsequently re-buried on site.  The 

rationale was that the bones would be buried until such time as the site was 

redeveloped and at that time they would be removed for destruction at an animal 

rendering facility. 

With respect to animal remains, it is a fact that both registered and unregistered 

animal burial pits may be present on virtually any farm where livestock has been 

raised. As a result, the potential that animal remains may be found during 

excavations on the HBC Field site is not unusual.  In light of these discoveries, the 

potential for encountering unrecorded burials within the application site, although 

low, cannot be discounted. 

8.6 Impact Assessment 

This section provides an assessment of potential impacts on soils, land use and 

agricultural receptors during construction and operation of the development. 
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Impacts are assessed in relation to (a) development activities, (b) identified soil, 

land use and agricultural receptors and (c) relevant legislation and policy, as 

described in Section 8.2.  The implementation of standard, good construction 

working practices is assumed as part of the design of the development ahead of 

impact assessment.  As a precautionary approach to the impact assessment, where 

more than one receptor value or sensitivity is considered relevant, the higher or 

more sensitive score is used in the significance assessment to ensure that „worst 

case‟ is assessed.  

Since there is no BMVL within the HBC Field site and there is no land which is the 

subject of any agri-environment scheme either within or adjacent to the site, these 

issues are not addressed any further in this chapter. 

The potential for construction activities, particularly the ground preparation works, to 

cause a breach of the WCA (as amended) in relation to the spread of noxious and 

invasive weeds, and possible impacts affecting animal health are also assessed. 

8.6.1 Construction Impacts 

The development at HBC Field is the construction of a single, rail-served building 

for storage and distribution purposes, together with associated infrastructure, 

parking and open space. 

Activities during the construction phase with the potential to cause adverse impacts 

on soils and land use include: the vehicle and plant activities associated with 

removal of trees and hedgerows, the erection of perimeter fencing, soil stripping 

and soil stockpiling and the excavation of a pond in the west of the site. Other 

activities, including earthworks to level the site, construction of the warehouse 

platform and construction of the site access road(s), will take place after vegetation 

clearance and topsoil stripping has occurred.  Therefore, there would be no adverse 

impacts on soils and land use related to these activities in addition to those arising 

during the soil stripping phase. A portion of stripped soil will be used to elevate the 

height of certain bunds.  Soil will not be stripped from the west of the site, but will be 

retained for use in landscaping around the pond.  

Construction impacts arising from HBC Field development activities are likely to 

include permanent land take of land which was formerly in agricultural use and loss 

of or damage to soils.  Potential impacts on soil quality as a result of accidents and 

incidents, such as fuel or materials spillages, are assessed in Chapter 7 on 

Contaminated Land. Potential impacts on buried archaeology or cultural heritage 

are addressed in Chapter 14 on Cultural Heritage.  

Potential Impacts During the Construction Phase 

 

The following potential impacts on soils, land use and agriculture have been 

identified and are assessed in this section: 

 permanent loss of formerly agricultural land; 

 damage to in situ soil quality and soil profiles due to vegetation removal, 

ground preparation activities and associated vehicle and plant trafficking;  
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 damage to soils and agricultural land which are adjacent, but off-site, due to 

soil erosion, surface runoff or dust deposition;  

 damage to animal health; and 

 spreading of noxious weeds. 

 

Permanent loss of formerly agricultural land 

 

Approximately 31.5ha of land which was formerly in agricultural use, will be will be lost 

permanently within the HBC Field development boundary.  Of this, 18.1ha of land will 

be used for the construction of the infrastructural footprint, including the warehouse 

building and all associated hardstanding, access roads and parking areas.  This direct 

and adverse impact on former agricultural land is considered to be of medium 

magnitude according to the criteria in Table 8.1.  Since the majority of the land is at 

best ALC Grade 3b and is not classed as BMVL the value of the receptor (agricultural 

land) is assessed as being low, according to the criteria set out in Table 8.2.  This 

adverse impact is certain to occur and is assessed to be of minor significance. 

 

Damage to soil quality due to trafficking and ground preparation activities  

 

Removal of trees, hedges and surface vegetation, the stripping of topsoil, the 

excavation of the balancing pond and the erection of perimeter fencing will involve 

vehicles and heavy plant which have the potential to damage in situ topsoils and 

subsoils which are being retained for use in landscaping around the new facility.  In 

addition, there is the potential for damage to soils which will be stripped for the creation 

of the warehouse platform and associated hardstanding and parking areas.  Should 

soil stripping and handling activities take place when the soil is wet the potential for 

damage to soil structure would be increased. Since these activities are currently 

planned to commence in October 2011 and be carried out in late autumn and winter, 

there is a high probability that the soils will be wet and vulnerable to structural damage, 

puddling, rutting and compaction.  Any further handling, transport and stockpiling of 

soil has the potential to cause further structural damage, leading to the creation of 

anoxic conditions and loss of soil biological activity. The magnitude of this adverse 

impact on soils is therefore assessed to be medium, according to the criteria set out in 

Table 8.1.  Soil, particularly agricultural topsoil, is assessed as a valuable national 

resource and should be protected. Although the soil Wetness Class at HBC Field is 

assessed as WC III or IV, this is due to the presence of a poorly permeable subsoil. 

Once stripped, the silty clay loam topsoil is assessed to be a resource of medium to 

high value according to the criteria set out in Table 8.2.  Topsoil structure is also 

considered to be vulnerable to damage and is considered to be of high sensitivity (see 

Table 8.2).  It is highly likely that this direct and adverse impact will occur if the work is 

carried out, as planned, in wet autumn and winter conditions and hence the impact is 

assessed as being of major significance without mitigation, but at a local geographic 

scale, i.e. in terms of impacts on soils within the development site itself. 

 

Damage to soils and agricultural land which are adjacent, but off-site  

 

Since the HBC Field site is bounded to the north by the main London to Liverpool 

railway line, to the south and east by the new bunds which separate the site from 

residential areas and to the west by the proposed new western link road, there will be 
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no agricultural land immediately adjacent to the site boundary.  Therefore there will be 

no potential for any adverse impacts on adjacent or nearby agricultural land due to 

surface runoff, soil erosions or dust deposition. 

 

Damage to animal health 

 

Although Defra hold no records of animal burials within the HBC development site (see 

Annex 8.2), the presence of animal burial on site has been confirmed by Halton 

Council. The likelihood of encountering or accidentally disturbing other unrecorded old 

burial pits is considered to be possible.  The potential impacts on humans of these or 

any other unrecorded burial pits be discovered are addressed in Chapter 7, on 

Contaminated Land.  With regard to non-human receptors (including livestock, pets 

and working dogs), the value/sensitivity is considered to be high but the magnitude of 

impact low.  Livestock and other animals would not be present within construction 

working areas, but may be present on public paths and on adjacent domestic 

properties and farmland, hence there is the possibility of exposure to disease from old 

burial pits should the recorded or any other unrecorded pit be disturbed during works.  

The significance of impact is assessed as minor adverse. 

 

Spreading of noxious weeds 

 

Areas of bare ground created within the site during construction works provide 

opportunities for colonisation by a variety of plant species, including potentially noxious 

and invasive weeds.  If left uncontrolled, these could potentially spread beyond the 

HBC development site on to the adjacent planted bunds, nearby areas of agricultural 

land, domestic properties or railway line embankments off site, and cause an offence 

under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (Ref. 8.3) (see Section 8.2).  The likelihood of 

such an impact is possible, particularly in relation to the fact that Japanese knotweed 

has been identified and treated/removed and buried on site in the past.  Since the 

location of Japanese knotweed and its burial is no located beneath the southern 

landscape screening bund, there is considered to be no, or only a very low, potential 

for this to be disturbed during earthworks and subsequent construction activities.    

 

For other weed species with windblown seed dispersal, the pattern of dispersal, would 

affect a relatively small area of land in close proximity to the development site.  Such 

an impact is readily reversible and short term.  It is both a legal requirement and 

standard construction good practice to implement prevention and control measures to 

avoid the establishment and spread of invasive and noxious weed species.  

 

As a result, the potential magnitude of impact of weed colonisation of or spread from 

either the stripped areas or from the previously buried area of Japanese knotweed  is 

assessed as low, affecting the ALC or land quality of adjacent, off-site land or causing 

a nuisance to domestic properties (garden areas) or a management concern for 

Network Rail.  The value and sensitivity of adjacent off-site agricultural land, domestic 

gardens or railway embankments is assessed as medium.  The significance of impact 

on agricultural land quality, domestic gardens or railway embankments is therefore 

assessed, pre-mitigation, as minor adverse, given the lack of evidence of any existing 

weed problem within the development site.   
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The movement of plant and machinery on and off-site has the potential to spread or 

introduce noxious weeds or invasive alien plant species, if carried on tyre treads for 

example.  However, site surveys to date have identified little or no present occurrence 

of invasive weeds and therefore it is considered unlikely to occur unless through the 

accidental transport of weed species in association with vehicles and equipment or 

regeneration from buried Japanese knotweed is discovered.  This effect could have a 

direct impact only on the site itself (ie not on nearby agricultural land, gardens or 

railway embankments) and is assessed as low, but possible, without appropriate 

preventative or control measures in place.  The impact significance is assessed as 

minor adverse given the lack of evidence of any existing weed problem within the 

development site. 

 

8.6.2 Operational Impacts 

Once the HBC Field development is operational the main activities will involve freight 

deliveries by rail, warehouse storage and handling/transport by HGVs.  It is very 

unlikely that any of these activities could have any effect on soils, land use or any 

agricultural receptor during the operation of the development.  Thus it is concluded that 

there are no impacts on soils, land use or agricultural receptors during the operational 

phase. 

 

8.6.3 Cumulative impacts 

Existing planning permissions have already been secured by Halton Council for the 

development of railway sidings between the railway line and the HBC development site 

and a western link road adjacent to the western boundary of the HBC site.  It is likely 

that if approval is granted for the HBC Field development, all three developments will 

take place at the same time.  The likely temporal coincidence of these developments 

and the fact that they are geographically connected means that there would be 

cumulative impacts on soil and land use receptors.  Two cumulative impacts have 

been identified: 

 

 Permanent loss of land formerly in agricultural use 

 Damage to soil quality and soil profiles 

 

Permanent loss of land formally in agricultural use 

 

The construction of the railway sidings will result in the permanent loss of land which 

was formerly in agricultural use.  The construction of the western link road will result in 

the permanent loss of land which was also formerly in agricultural use.   

 

The cumulative permanent loss of former agricultural land is an impact of medium 

magnitude according to the criteria set out in Table 8.1.  The majority of the land over 

all three developments is ALC Grade 3b and is not classed as BMVL.  The value of the 

receptor (agricultural land) is therefore assessed as being low, according to the criteria 

set out in Table 8.2.  This adverse cumulative impact is certain to occur and is 

assessed to be of minor significance. 

 

Damage to soil quality and soil profiles 
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For all three developments there will be a need for ground preparation activities, 

including vegetation removal and topsoil stripping.  A portion of the topsoils stripped 

along the route of the western link road would be retained for use in restoration of road 

verges and embankments.  Topsoils in the footprint of the rail sidings would be 

stripped and removed off site.   

 

Tree and hedgerow removal and soil stripping and handling activities associated with 

the three developments have the potential to damage soil structure and soil profiles 

over a wider area than for the HBC Field development alone and to adversely affect a 

larger volume of soil than for the HBC Field development alone.  As for the 

construction of the HBC Field development, the soil damage associated with these 

three developments would be likely to be more severe if these activities took place 

when the soil is wet.  The cumulative magnitude of this impact is therefore assessed to 

be high, according to the criteria set out in Table 8.1.   

 

All three developments are located on land that was formerly in agricultural use.  Soil, 

particularly agricultural topsoil, is assessed as a valuable national resource and should 

be protected. Although the soil Wetness Class for all three developments is assessed 

as WC III or IV, this is due to the presence of a poorly permeable subsoil. Once 

stripped, the silty clay loam topsoil is assessed to be a resource of medium to high 

value according to the criteria set out in Table 8.2.  Topsoil structure is also considered 

to be vulnerable to damage and is considered to be of high sensitivity (see Table 8.2).  

It is highly likely that the work will be carried out in wet autumn and winter conditions 

and hence the cumulative impact is assessed as being of major significance without 

mitigation. 

 

In conclusion, two cumulative impacts on soils and land use have been identified but 

the significance of these cumulative impacts is not assessed to be higher than for the 

HBC Field development alone.   

 

 

8.7 Mitigation Measures 

8.7.1 Introduction  

This section describes the proposed mitigation measures to manage and reduce, 

wherever possible, any impacts on the soil resources, former agricultural land and 

agricultural receptors during the construction, operation of the HBC Field development.  

 

For the purpose of this assessment, mitigation measures are required where an impact 

of moderate or major significance would occur or is predicted to occur as described in 

Section 8.6.1.  No specific mitigation is proposed for impacts whose significance is 

minor or negligible, as these levels of impact are considered to be acceptable.  There 

may, however, be occasions where mitigation proposed for moderate or major impacts 

also mitigates the impacts of activities rated minor or below. 

 

Where impact significance levels have been assessed as being greater than minor, 

general good practice measures implemented as part of the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for the HBC Field development would be 

relevant in addition to the measures described below. 
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Mitigation of impacts during ground preparation activities 

 

To protect the physical condition of and reduce disturbance to on-site soils during 

vegetation removal and fencing activities, particularly in the west of the site where the 

soil will not be stripped, but will be retained to enable landscaping around the pond, an 

access plan showing permitted routes and working areas will be clearly delimited.  This 

access plan will cover the whole site and will ensure that compaction by vehicles and 

equipment of in-situ soils ahead of stripping and earthworks activities is reduced as far 

as practicable.   

 

Mitigation in to prevent damage to soil quality 

 

The proposed mitigation in relation to impacts on soils and land use during the HPC 

Development (particularly in relation to vegetation clearance and soil stripping and 

stockpiling activities) includes development of a series of soil management procedures 

as part of the CEMP for the development.  Soil management procedures are required 

to conserve surface soils in a viable condition suitable for re-use in landscaping and 

restoring green areas of the site according to the Landscape Masterplan.     

 

The soil management element of the CEMP will include procedures for soil stripping, 

handling, transporting, storing, and reinstatement (or re-use) of soils so as to maintain 

as far as practicable, soil viability and biological activity.  It will follow Defra‟s Code of 

Practice on Sustainable Soils (Ref. 8.16) and will comply with the MAFF Good Practice 

Guide for Handling Soils by Machine (2000) (Ref. 8.17).  The soil management 

element of the CEMP will be synonymous with the term „Soil Resource Plan‟ which is 

described in the Defra (2009) Code of Practice. 

 

A number of different types of measures would be addressed in the soil management 

element of the CEMP.  These can be divided into the following: 

 

 measures of in-situ soil protection ahead of stripping; 

 measures for stripping and storage of topsoil; 

 methods of soil stockpiling; 

 quality control and auditing measures; 

 criteria for cessation of works; and 

 use of Tool Box Talks. 

 

Measures of In-Situ Soil Protection Ahead of Stripping 

 

The ground preparation phase of the construction works will be phased to ensure that 

soils are stripped in each part of the site ahead of earthworks cut and fill activities and 

access routes and working areas will be clearly delimited to ensure that soil 

compaction on areas not directly involved in the works will be avoided.  This will 

minimise the total area impacted and will, as far as possible, protect soil structure so 

that stripped soils can be used in later landscaping programmes. 

 

Measures for Stripping and Storage of Topsoil  
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The soil survey and Site Investigation (SI) trial pit logs (see Chapter 7 on 

Contaminated Land) indicate that topsoil depths vary across the different parts of the 

site from around 30cm to around 40cm. Topsoils will be stripped and stockpiled 

according to the conditions laid out in the Defra (2009) Code of Practice. Excess 

quantities of stripped topsoil will also be stripped and stockpiled according to Defra 

(2009) Code so that their structure and viability is conserved prior to their removed for 

future re-use off site.  Since subsoils across the whole site are heavily textured, dense 

and sparingly permeable, they will not be stripped and conserved for future re-use.  

They will be stripped and removed off site. 

 

Field quality control will be provided by the on-site Environmental Clerk of Works to 

ensure that there is no accidental mixing of useful topsoil and un-useful subsoil.  

Topsoil stockpiling will be regularly inspected during its storage to ensure that it 

maintains its value for planting and future reuse for either ecological habitat creation or 

landscape planting.   

 

Methods of Stockpiling  

 

The viability of topsoil reuse after storage depends on how appropriately the soil has 

been stored.  Accordingly, soil management element of the CEMP will provide clear 

guidance on soil storage, including regular monitoring of stockpile conditions. 

 

Key issues in the Defra (2009) Code of Practice for soil handling and storage are soil 

moisture and soil consistency (plastic or non-plastic).  These characteristics are used 

to determine size and height of stockpiles and their method of formation.  There will be 

two principal methods for forming soil stockpiles, based on the soil moisture and 

consistency of stripped soil: 

 

Method 1 will be applied to soil that is in a dry and non-plastic state when stripped.  

The aim would be to create a large core of dry soil, and to restrict the amount of water 

that can get into the stockpile during the storage period.  Dry soil that is stored in this 

manner can remain so for a period of years and it is re-useable within days of re-

spreading. 

 

Method 2 will be applied if the programme or prevailing weather conditions result in soil 

having to be stockpiled when wet and/or plastic in consistency.  This method 

minimises the amount of compaction, while at the same time maximising the surface 

area of the stockpile to enable the soil to dry out further.  It also allows the soil to be 

heaped up into a „Method 1‟ type stockpile, once it has dried out. Details of each are 

provided below. 

 

Good methods of soil stockpiling are required to prevent loss of soil structure and the 

development of anaerobic conditions.  Since the soil types present in the application 

site are slowly permeable, heavy clay soils, particular care is required to maintain their 

viability for future use in reinstatement.  For this reason, sufficient space will be set 

aside within the site to (a) ensure that stockpiles are no higher than 4m and, should it 

be necessary, (b) areas for drying very wet soils in windrows before stockpiling.  

 

It is possible that soil stockpiles could be stored for several months before they are 

reused in landscaping. It is thus appropriate to specify how stockpiles will be 
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maintained during their lifetime. The general principles in relation to stockpile location 

and stability are as follows: 

 

 stockpiles will not be positioned within the root or crown spread of trees, or 

adjacent to ditches, watercourses or existing or future excavations; 

 topsoil stockpiles will be graded and seeded with a neutral grassland seed mix 

to maintain slope stability and to prevent erosion or dust generation; 

 grass seeded and maintained stockpiles will have a maximum side slope of 1 in 

2 (25°); and 

 topsoil stockpiles will be regularly inspected and managed to ensure 

maintenance of stockpile stability and integrity. 

 

Quality Control and Auditing Measures 

 
Managing and documenting the topsoil stripping and stockpiling process will form a 

part of the soil management element of the CEMP.  There will be an associated written 

procedure and paper trail for each topsoil stockpile which would address: 

 

 soil depth stripped and source area identifier code; 

 stockpile location, identifier code and stockpile height; 

 stripping and handling method employed (noting any special conditions or 

measures used in stripping or stockpiling, such as preliminary windrowing to 

dry the soil); and 

 planned and actual restoration or re-use, including proposed location identifier 

code. 

 

Mitigation to prevent the spread of weeds and animal disease 

 

As part of general good working practice, procedures will be implemented as part of 

the CEMP for the HBC Field development to ensure appropriate biosecurity (disease 

and pest control) and weed control to protect both on-site soils and adjacent land 

holdings. Should any animal burials be encountered, Defra will be informed and their 

advice sought on methods of carcass disposal. Standard procedures will be developed 

in line with Environment Agency guidance to control the spread of invasive/alien plants 

or disease for example the inspection and cleaning of vehicle and plant wheels and 

tread, and inspection of any planting material brought in for landscape restoration.  In 

addition, the design includes a wide buffer zone created by soil bunds along the 

southern and eastern boundaries of the site.   

 

8.8 Residual Impacts 

 

The only adverse impact identified as being significant during the construction phase of 

the HBC Field development is the potential for formerly agricultural topsoil to be 

damaged during ground preparation activities including removal of trees, hedges and 

surface vegetation, the stripping of topsoil, the excavation of the balancing pond and 

the erection of perimeter fencing.  Soil damage, loss of soil structure and compaction 

was assessed to be an impact of potentially major significance. 
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With the implementation of soil stripping, handling, stockpiling and re-use methods as 

specified in the soil management element of the CEMP, the residual impact on soil 

quality is assessed to be reduced to a level of minor significance and hence is 

acceptable for the HBC Field development. 

 

 

A summary of initial construction impacts and residual impacts, once mitigation 

measures are in place, is provided in Table 8.5. 
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Table 8.5: Summary of Impact Significance (Before and After Mitigation) 

 

Receptor Potential Impact Potential 

Magnitude 

Description Value/Sensiti

vity 

Impact 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Proposed 

Mitigation 

Residual Impact 

Significance 

Construction  

Former 

agricultural land 

Permanent loss of 

former agricultural 

land of ALC 

Grade 3b and 4 

Medium Site Specific 

Direct  

Adverse 

Temporary 

Low Minor None proposed Minor 

Soil quality and 

profiles – within 

application site 

Trafficking and 

other ground 

preparation 

activities 

including: 

vegetation 

removal, topsoil 

stripping and 

stockpiling, pond 

excavation and 

erection of 

fencing, causing 

damage to soil 

quality. 

Medium Site Specific 

Direct  

Adverse 

Temporary 

High Major Soil management 

element of the 

CEMP. 

Phasing of works 

and designated 

access and 

routing.  

Range of specified 

procedures for soil 

stripping, handling, 

stockpiling and 

reuse. 

Minor 

Animal health 

(including livestock, 

domestic pets and 

working dogs) 

Indirect damage 

to livestock and 

animals due to 

disease from past 

animal burials  

Low Indirect  

Adverse 

Temporary 

High Minor No specific 

mitigation 

required. Good 

standard working 

practices as part of 

the CEMP. Inform 

Minor 
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Defra and follow 

their advice on 

disposal if any 

sites found. 

On site bare 

ground and off site 

agricultural land, 

domestic gardens 

and railway 

embankments and 

their vegetation and 

crops 

Spreading of 

noxious weeds 

and resultant 

competition with 

landscaping on 

site and native 

plants, garden 

plants and crops 

off site 

Low Indirect 

Adverse 

Temporary 

Medium Minor No specific 

mitigation 

required. Good 

standard working 

practices as part of 

the CEMP. Follow 

Defra and EA 

guidance on weed 

control and inspect 

and clean all plant, 

tyres and 

equipment before 

access to site. 

Minor 

Operational Phase 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Cumulative impacts 

Former agricultural 

land – additive over 

three adjacent 

development sites 

Permanent loss 

of former 

agricultural land 

of ALC Grade 3b 

and 4 

Medium Across three 

sites 

Direct  

Adverse 

Temporary 

Low Minor None proposed Minor 

Soil quality and soil 

profiles – additive 

over three adjacent 

development sites 

Trafficking and 

other ground 

preparation 

activities 

including: 

vegetation 

Medium Across three 

sites 

Direct  

Adverse 

Temporary 

High Major Soil management 

element of the 

HBC Field CEMP. 

Phasing of works 

and designated 

access and 

Minor 
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removal, topsoil 

stripping and 

stockpiling, pond 

excavation etc, 

causing damage 

to soil quality. 

routing.  

Range of specified 

procedures for soil 

stripping, handling, 

stockpiling and 

reuse. 
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