
From:                                 Saskia Lower <slower@eceplanning.com>
Sent:                                  19 May 2026 15:40:42 UTC+01:00
To:                                      "Anna Tidey" <anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc:                                      "Sam Watling" <sam@remmushomes.co.uk>; "Chris Barker" 
<cbarker@eceplanning.com>
Subject:                             RE: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
Attachments:                   6791E_Hilgay Cottage, Burgess Hill_BNG Feasibility Assessment_V2.pdf

Hi Anna, 
 
Please find the attached which clarifies all outstanding matters. 
 

Kind Regards,

Saskia Lower
Senior Planner, AssocRTPI

T 01903 248777 

Planning Appeals are changing in April 2026. Read our latest insights to find out what's changing and 
how to prepare.

Sussex studio 64-68 Brighton Road, Worthing, BN11 2EN

 
From: Anna Tidey anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk 
Sent: 19 May 2026 14:08
To: Saskia Lower slower@eceplanning.com
Subject: RE: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
 
Dear Saskia 
Thank you for your email. 
I have received the following advice from Hamish Jackson today: 
 
‘The landscape plan is not a post-development habitat map. Therefore, I would advise that this 
map should be provided, as it is part of minimum information required to support the submission 
of a Biodiversity Gain Plan and to ensure a consistent approach for all Biodiversity Gain Plan 
submissions.’
 
I therefore request a post-development habitat map, to support the above application. 
Regards 
Anna 
 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fece.group%2Finsights%2Fsubmit-once-submit-right%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985340925226%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=zizPdmxbeGz7MFjSsnwdz8RD6%2BSRDrUX8KAizx3cU38%3D&reserved=0
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:slower@eceplanning.com
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Feceplanning.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985340958557%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=r%2Fkrbf8dkYnF2B%2BJAqOdOFT05JLDjJirjYG%2BlZL9K8A%3D&reserved=0


---------------------------------------------- 
Submit your planning application online. 
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk  
---------------------------------------------- 
Anna Tidey BA(Hons) MPhil MRTPI 
Planning Officer 
Development Management 
 
Tel: +44 (0)1444 477342 
anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk      http://www.midsussex.gov.uk  
 

 
Working together for a Better Mid Sussex. 
 
  - SAVE A TREE Only print this email if absolutely necessary.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Saskia Lower <slower@eceplanning.com> 
Sent: 19 May 2026 09:50
To: Irene Fletcher <Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk>; Anna Tidey 
<anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
 
Thanks so much Irene. 
  
@Anna Tidey would you be able to nudge Hamish if possible. 
  

Kind Regards,

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.planningportal.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985340990704%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=oqSkD1l%2BMHNy4QOkCoSU1ArcFC6GXucoIy1%2BBc96ZOc%3D&reserved=0
mailto:anna.hilditch@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341018001%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=dVmG06oQh20g1qK%2BiNi7COVZ3hb%2FSr4gRi1LjroZrIE%3D&reserved=0
mailto:slower@eceplanning.com
mailto:Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk


Saskia Lower
Senior Planner, AssocRTPI

T 01903 248777 

Planning Appeals are changing in April 2026. Read our latest insights to find out what's changing and 
how to prepare.

Sussex studio 64-68 Brighton Road, Worthing, BN11 2EN

 

From: Irene Fletcher <Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Sent: 19 May 2026 08:51
To: Saskia Lower <slower@eceplanning.com>
Cc: Anna Tidey <anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
  
Hi Saskia, 
  
I’m afraid that I am not able to reply directly to you, as a consultee. However, I have passed my 
comments on to Anna and I have no concerns regarding tree sekections. 
  
Kind Regards, 
  
Irene Fletcher 
Tree Officer 
Development Management 
Mid Sussex District Council 
(Mon – Thurs) 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  
  
From: Saskia Lower <slower@eceplanning.com> 
Sent: 14 May 2026 10:07
To: Irene Fletcher <Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk>; Anna Tidey 
<anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Chris Barker <cbarker@eceplanning.com>; planninginfo <planninginfo@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
  
Hi Irene, 
  
I note that Anna is currently on leave, so I hope you do not mind me contacting you directly. 
  

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fece.group%2Finsights%2Fsubmit-once-submit-right%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341037886%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UYw1zc0hSJMa7tEkA28S5lzEqAsYXHMaCAitH0QF%2BSA%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:slower@eceplanning.com
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341076365%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=eStuCBTllvTiy2ikioKqngIlJlv9YkAAbWxgm7iwgcc%3D&reserved=0
mailto:slower@eceplanning.com
mailto:Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:cbarker@eceplanning.com
mailto:planninginfo@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Feceplanning.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341057999%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LgvTsrJbYYp3Odsqmw922Q5GlMXlx0Yz8A0suV19yeI%3D&reserved=0


Thank you for your comments below. In response, we have updated the landscaping plans to replace the 
proposed wildflower meadow treatment with a shade-tolerant mix, and have made amendments to the 
proposed tree positions and species. This includes a reduction in the use of multi-stem Amelanchier, 
together with further revisions to address your comments on the overall tree selection.
  
We have also noted your comments regarding any future substitutions being agreed with the LPA, and 
the need for separate applications/notifications for works to trees within the Conservation Area.
  
I hope the attached revised information is acceptable, and I look forward to hearing from you. 
  

Kind Regards,

Saskia Lower
Senior Planner, AssocRTPI

T 01903 248777 

Planning Appeals are changing in April 2026. Read our latest insights to find out what's changing and 
how to prepare.

Sussex studio 64-68 Brighton Road, Worthing, BN11 2EN

 

From: Irene Fletcher <Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Sent: 21 April 2026 14:17
To: Anna Tidey <anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: DM/26/0783 Hilgay Cottage Burgess Hill
  
Hi Anna, 
  
The Landscape, Maintenance and Management Plan details are considered acceptable. 
However, an informative should be attached advising that works to trees require separate 
application/notification due to their location within the Conservation Officer.
  
With regard to the wildflower meadow, the selection of plants is not shade tolerant, yet the 
wildflower area is shown under the shade of trees and within the area for new tree planting. The 
water feature is also shown in the shade. 
  
The tree selection includes a preponderance of Amelanchier. These are really large shrubs and 
do not provide any longevity or presence to the site. I also note a number of Malus, these have 
the same issues, tend to be grafted, disease prone plants. I would rather that a few larger 
species were included, whilst accepting that there may be a lesser number of these. I am 
pleased to note large trees around the entrance. Malus are also included in the hedgerow and 
this is a more suitable location for them. However, reference is made to substitution being 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fece.group%2Finsights%2Fsubmit-once-submit-right%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341094894%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=btaXJ16QXgB15bFg4nsGa7tgGX4GfYNngG1IROST4WQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Irene.Fletcher@midsussex.gov.uk
mailto:anna.tidey@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Feceplanning.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341112928%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bBjtEyDhxbXVoMARiGb2hMgEUV6RmD8jpzLLB39rQLA%3D&reserved=0


agreed with the contractor. This is not appropriate and an informative attached to the effect that 
substitutions, once a final scheme is agreed, must be the subject of agreement with the LPA.
  
Thanks, 
  
Irene 
  
  
  
  
  
Irene Fletcher 
Tree Officer 
Development Management 
Mid Sussex District Council 
(Mon – Thurs) 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
  
  
The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is 
legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole 
or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about the subject 
matter of this email. This email and any attachments may contain confidential 
information and is intended only to be seen and used by the named addressees. If you 
are not the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of 
this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this email in error 
please notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and 
remove this email and its attachments from your system. The views expressed within 
this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex 
District Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software 
viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before accessing this 
email and any attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be responsible 
for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and 
any attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and 
any attachments. 
The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is 
legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole 
or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about the subject 
matter of this email. This email and any attachments may contain confidential 
information and is intended only to be seen and used by the named addressees. If you 
are not the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of 
this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this email in error 
please notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and 
remove this email and its attachments from your system. The views expressed within 
this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex 
District Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Canna.tidey%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C5b5b44ce42764e42a54908deb5b49f67%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639147985341138984%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JsrRm3eGuTrxCMavnBZtst1EfelUxMUeCycTqU5Ik7Y%3D&reserved=0


viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before accessing this 
email and any attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be responsible 
for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and 
any attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and 
any attachments. 


	OWAAMBD416541EF824F40B872AE85A9C8A767
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Instruction 


1.1.1 PJC Consultancy Ltd was commissioned by Remmus Homes to undertake a Biodiversity Net Gain 
(BNG) Feasibility Assessment in support of the proposed development at Hilgay Cottage, Birchwood 
Grove, Burgess Hill, East Sussex, RH15 0DL (hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’).  


1.2 Document Objectives 


1.2.1 The aim of this BNG Feasibility Assessment is to: 


• Ascertain the biodiversity value of the Site pre-development (i.e. the ‘baseline’); 


• Ascertain the anticipated biodiversity value of the Site post-development; 


• Provide a summary of the overall BNG calculations; and 


• Provide recommendations to achieve BNG based on recognised good practice principles.  


1.3 Legislation and Planning Policy 


1.3.1 In England, BNG is mandatory under Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
inserted by Schedule 14 of the Environment Act 2021). Schedule 14 of the Environment Act 2021 makes 
provision for biodiversity gain to be a condition of planning permission in England. The statutory 
framework for BNG has been designed as a post-permission matter to ensure that the biodiversity gain 
objective of achieving at least a 10% gain in biodiversity value will be met for development granted 
planning permission. Once planning permission has been granted, unless exempt, a ‘Biodiversity Gain 
Plan’ must be submitted and approved prior to the commencement of that development. This 
‘Biodiversity Gain Plan’ is the mechanism to ensure that the biodiversity gain objective is met and in 
particular the post-development biodiversity value of the development’s onsite habitat is accurate 
based on the approved plans and drawings for the development. 


1.4 Statutory Biodiversity Metric Rules / Principles 


1.4.1 The following rules and principles underpin the use of the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ and have 
been applied during the design and consultancy process. The rules and principles have informed the 
use of the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ and the contents of this BNG Feasibility Assessment. 


Table 1: Biodiversity Metric Rules. 
Rule Rule Detail 
1 The trading rules of this biodiversity metric must be followed. 
2 Biodiversity unit outputs, for each type of unit, must not be summed, traded, or 


converted between types. The requirement to deliver at least a 10% net gain applies 
to each type of unit. 


3 To accurately apply the biodiversity metric formula, you must use the ‘Statutory 
Biodiversity Metric’ calculation tool or small sites biodiversity metric tool (SSM) for 
small sites. 


4 In exceptional ecological circumstances, deviation from this biodiversity metric 
methodology may be permitted by the relevant planning authority. 


Table 2: Biodiversity Metric Principles. 
Principle Principle Detail 
1 The metric assessment should be completed by a competent person. 
2 The use of this biodiversity metric does not override existing biodiversity protections, 


statutory obligations, policy requirements, ecological mitigation hierarchy or any 
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Principle Principle Detail 
other requirements. This includes consenting or licensing processes, for example 
woodlands. 


3 This biodiversity metric should be used in accordance with established good practice 
guidance and professional codes. 


4 This biodiversity metric is not a complex or comprehensive ecological model and is 
not a substitute for expert ecological advice. 


5 Biodiversity units are a proxy for biodiversity and should be treated as relative values. 
6 This biodiversity metric is designed to inform decisions in conjunction with locally 


relevant evidence, expert input, or guidance. 
7 Habitat interventions need to be realistic and deliverable within a relevant project 


timeframe. 
8 Created and enhanced habitats should be, where practical and reasonable, local to 


any impact and deliver strategically important outcomes for nature conservation. 
9 This biodiversity metric does not enforce a minimum habitat size ratio for 


compensation of losses. Proposals should aim to: maintain habitat extent - 
supporting more, bigger, better and more joined up ecological networks; and ensure 
that proposed or retained habitat parcels are of sufficient size for ecological function. 


1.5 Site Description 


1.5.1 The Site, approximately 0.26ha in size, is located on Birchwood Grove Road, within the town of Burgess 
Hill (centred on OS grid reference: TQ 31843 18281). The Site is bordered by residential dwellings and 
associated gardens on all other aspects. More broadly, the Site is situated within a suburban landscape 
that comprises predominantly residential dwellings and associated gardens, which are intercepted by 
road infrastructure. The location of the Site within its environs is presented in Appendix I. 


1.5.2 The Site comprised predominantly vegetated garden, with bramble scrub along the northern 
boundary, native hedgerow along the western boundary, and developed land/sealed surface. 


1.6 Documents and Information Provided 


1.6.1 Development proposals are anticipated to include the construction of two detached residential 
dwellings with associated access, parking and gardens. 


1.6.2 This BNG Feasibility Assessment report should be read in conjunction with the initial preliminary 
ecological appraisal (PEA) report ref: 5661E/24/V2 (PJC Consultancy, 2024).  
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2 METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Approach to Biodiversity Net Gain 


2.1.1 This BNG Feasibility report adheres to the recognised biodiversity net gain: good practice principles 
for development (CIEEM, CIRIA and IEMA, 2019). 


2.2 Competency of Assessor 


2.2.1 The author of this report, Naomi Cornwell BSc(Hons) MSc has been a practising ecologist in ecological 
consultancy since 2020. During this time, Naomi Cornwell has assisted on and completed multiple BNG 
Feasibility Assessments and accompanying reports, using both the Statutory Biodiversity Metric (and 
previous versions) and Small Sites Metric.  


2.3 Biodiversity Unit Calculation: Pre-Development (Baseline) 


2.3.1 The total number of number of ‘habitat units’, ‘hedgerow units’ and ‘watercourse units’ (hereafter 
collectively referred to as ‘biodiversity units’) generated by the Site pre-development (the ecological 
baseline) was calculated for all area habitats (habitat units) and linear terrestrial and aquatic / riparian 
habitats (hedgerow and watercourse units) within the Site, which accounts for the area/length, 
distinctiveness, condition and strategic significance of each habitat parcel recorded. The ecological 
baseline was calculated using the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’. 


2.3.2 The DEFRA Statutory Biodiversity Metric uses habitat areas (in hectares (ha)) as its core measurement, 
except for hedgerow and watercourse habitats where habitat length is used (in kilometres (km)). For 
individual trees (which is considered area-based habitat), the DEFRA Statutory Biodiversity Metric tool 
contains a tree helper which automatically generates an area value based on the trees diameter at 
breast height.  


2.3.3 The habitat type and area/length as well as the condition of each habitat parcel was informed from 
habitat data collected during the ecological walkover survey and habitat condition assessment 
undertaken on the 15th April 2024 by Naomi Cornwell BSc(Hons) MSc (see Appendix II).  


2.3.4 In accordance with recognised good practice principles, the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ excludes 
protected and irreplaceable habitats (i.e. ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees, blanket bog, 
sand dunes, salt marsh and lowland fen). 


2.3.5 The ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ also accounts for various multipliers such as strategic significance. 
The strategic significance of each habitat accounts for whether or not each habitat is situated within 
an area identified locally, typically in a relevant policy of plan, as being of significance for nature. 


2.3.6 The ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ operates by applying a score or multiplier to each of these separate 
variables (distinctiveness, condition and strategic significance). It then multiplies the area/length of 
each habitat using each of these scores/multipliers to produce a number that represents the 
biodiversity unit value of each distinct habitat, hedgerow and/or watercourse. The ecological baseline 
of the Site is calculated by totaling the units across all habitats, hedgerows and watercourses within 
the Site. 


Habitat Distinctiveness 


2.3.7 Habitat distinctiveness is defined as a collective measure of biodiversity, including parameters such 
as species richness, diversity, rarity and the degree to which a habitat supports species rarely found in 
other habitats. 


2.3.8 The distinctiveness of each habitat is preassigned in the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’. The 
distinctiveness bands are based upon the UK Habitat Classification System. A combination of simple 
rules and expert judgement have been used to assign each habitat type to the appropriate 
distinctiveness band. The DEFRA distinctiveness bands, and corresponding scores are as follows: 
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• Very high (8); 


• High (6); 


• Medium (4); 


• Low (2); and 


• Very low (0). 


Habitat Condition 


2.3.9 Habitat condition is defined as the quality of a particular habitat which measures the biological 
‘working-order’ of a habitat type judged against the perceived ecological optimum state for that 
particular habitat, as it considers how many of the key physical characteristics and typical species of 
a particular habitat type are present in a habitat. 


2.3.10 Habitat condition assessment bands were assigned to each habitat using condition assessment 
criteria detailed within the appropriate habitat condition sheet as presented in the Statutory 
Biodiversity Metric Technical Supplement (Natural England, 2024). These condition assessment 
criteria list positive indicators for each habitat and indicate how many of these indicators need to be 
present to meet certain thresholds of condition. The habitat condition bands and corresponding 
scores are as follows: 


• Good (3); 


• Fairly Good (2.5); 


• Moderate (2); 


• Fairly Poor (1.5); and 


• Poor (1). 


Strategic Significance 


2.3.11 Strategic significance in the ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ considers the importance of each habitat 
on a landscape scale, for example whether habitats are situated in preferred locations for biodiversity 
and other environmental objectives. 


2.3.12 Strategic significance utilises published local plans and objectives to identify local priorities for 
targeting biodiversity and nature conservation objectives, such as Nature Recovery Areas/Networks, 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, local biodiversity action plans and green infrastructure strategies. In 
summary, proposed developments within areas of strategic significance are assigned a higher 
strategic position multiplier than proposed developments that are not situated within areas of 
strategic significance. 


2.3.13 The strategic significance and corresponding scores are as follows: 


• High (1.15) - Where the location has been identified within a local plan, strategy or policy as being 
ecologically important for the specific habitat type or where that habitat has been identified as 
being locally ecologically important; 


• Medium (1.10) - Where there is no relevant plan, strategy or policy in place, professional 
judgement may be used to justify the use of the medium strategic significance category; and 


• Low (1) - If the habitat is not included in local plans, strategy or policy.  


Measurement of Habitats 


2.3.14 Baseline and proposed habitat areas were measured as distinct habitat parcels. Baseline habitat 
parcels were measured using habitat mapping, aerial imagery and proposed plans overlain in 
AutoCAD and GIS software.  
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2.4 Biodiversity Unit Calculation: Post-Development 


2.4.1 The total number of biodiversity units of the Site post-development was calculated using the 
Landscape General Arrangement Plan ref: PJC/1520/001 (PJC Consultancy, 2026). 


2.4.2 The area/length of retained and enhanced habitats, hedgerows and watercourses previously 
identified as part of the ecological baseline calculation was inputted into the ‘Statutory Biodiversity 
Metric’. The area/length of all newly created habitats was also inputted into the ‘Statutory Biodiversity 
Metric’. The area/length of retained, enhanced and created habitat, hedgerow and watercourse 
habitats are defined as the following: 


• Retention: there is no loss of the habitat, hedgerow or watercourse and/or the habitat, hedgerow 
or watercourse is retained in its baseline condition; 


• Enhancement: the habitat, hedgerow or watercourse is retained and there is an improvement in 
condition compared to the baseline state, or a change to a higher distinctiveness habitat within 
the same broad habitat group compared to the baseline state; and 


• Creation: the loss of a habitat, hedgerow or watercourse and replacement with another, and/or a 
change in the broad habitat, hedgerow or watercourse type. 


2.4.3 The total number of biodiversity units generated by the Site post-development was calculated in a 
similar way to calculating the ecological baseline. However, in addition to considering the area, 
distinctiveness, condition and strategic significance of each habitat, the key risks to delivering 
successful habitat creation, enhancement and creation initiatives were also taken into consideration 
through the application of various risk multipliers. The ‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’ applies three risk 
multipliers. These are to account for the time taken for created or enhanced habitats to reach target 
condition (temporal risk multiplier); the distance between the Site and the location in which the 
compensation is being delivered (spatial risk multiplier: only applied if delivering habitat creation 
initiatives outside the Site), and how difficult the habitat creation and/or enhancement initiative is to 
deliver (difficulty risk multiplier). These various risk multipliers were automatically generated by the 
‘Statutory Biodiversity Metric’. 


2.5 Limitations 


2.5.1 The total number of biodiversity units generated by the Site pre-development has been informed by 
data collected as part of the extended phase 1 habitat survey, habitat condition assessment and 
desktop study (including a review of aerial imagery datasets). However, the ecological value of the Site 
post-development has been informed by the design information that was available at the time (see 
paragraph 1.6.1 above). As such, the assessment is based on a number of important assumptions. This 
report aims to make any such assumptions explicit so that they can be reviewed or updated as 
appropriate. Given the various sources of information used and assessment/measurement tools used 
to inform these calculations, it is possible that minor discrepancies exist, particularly between the size 
and length of the baseline habitats and post-development habitats. However, any discrepancies 
present are not anticipated to significantly influence the outcome of the various calculations and the 
overall BNG Feasibility Assessment. 


2.5.2 In addition to aiming to achieve BNG within developments, developers must implement avoidance, 
mitigation, compensation and/or enhancement measures required to prevent harm to legally 
protected species (such as nesting birds). Achieving BNG does not override the legal protection of 
these species and their habitats. Further information about avoidance, mitigation, compensation 
and/or enhancement measures required, are included in the PEA report ref: 5661E/24/V2 (PJC 
Consultancy, 2024).  
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3 BIODIVERSITY UNIT CALCULATION: PRE-DEVELOPMENT (BASELINE) 
3.1 Irreplaceable Habitats 


3.1.1 No irreplaceable habitat types were recorded within the Site as part of the ecological walkover survey 
and desk study.  


3.2 Habitats 


3.2.1 The habitat types recorded within the Site and associated units generated pre-development 
(ecological baseline) is presented in Table 3 below. Overall, pre-development, a total of 2.14 habitat 
units are generated on-site. A map displaying the type and distribution of habitats on-site is also 
presented in Appendix III.  


3.3 Hedgerows 


3.3.1 The  hedgerow types recorded within the Site and associated units generated pre-development 
(ecological baseline) is presented in Table 4 below. Overall, pre-development the Site generated a 
total of 0.27 hedgerow units. A map displaying the type and distribution of hedgerows on-site is also 
presented in Appendix III.   


3.4 Watercourses 


3.4.1 No watercourses were recorded within the Site as part of the initial extended phase 1 habitat survey 
and habitat condition assessment.  
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Table 3:  On-site habitats pre-development. 


H
abitat ID  


H
abitat Type 


Area (ha) 


Distinctiveness 


Condition  


Strategic Significance 


Total H
abitat Units 


Baseline Units Retained 


Baseline Units Enhanced  


H
abitat Units Lost  


1 Developed land; 
sealed surface 


3.4.2 0.049 Very Low 
(0) 


N/A (0) Low (1) 3.4.3 0.00 3.4.4 0.00 3.4.5 0.00 3.4.6 0.00 


2 Vegetated garden 3.4.7 0.201 Low (2) N/A (1) Low (1) 3.4.8 0.40 3.4.9 0.00 3.4.10 0.00 3.4.11 0.40 


3 Urban tree 3.4.12 0.0163 Medium 
(4) 


Good 
(3) 


Medium 
(1.1) 
3.4.13 0.22 3.4.14 0.22 3.4.15 0.00 3.4.16 0.00 


4 Urban tree 3.4.17 0.0366 Medium 
(4) 


Good 
(3) 


Medium 
(1.1) 
3.4.18 0.48 3.4.19 0.48 3.4.20 0.00 3.4.21 0.00 


5 Urban tree 3.4.22 0.0765 Medium 
(4) 


Good 
(3) 


Medium 
(1.1) 
3.4.23 1.01 3.4.24 1.01 3.4.25 0.00 3.4.26 0.00 


6 Bramble scrub 3.4.27 0.0067 Medium 
(4) 


N/A (1) Medium 
(1.1) 
3.4.28 0.03 3.4.29 0.03 3.4.30 0.00 3.4.31 0.00 


TOTAL      2.14 1.74 0.00 0.40 


 
 
 
Table 4: On-site hedgerows pre-development.  


H
abitat ID 


H
edgerow


 Type 


Length (km
) 


Distinctiveness 


Condition 


Strategic Significance 


Total H
edgerow


 Units 


Baseline Units Retained 


Baseline Units Enhanced 


H
edgerow


 Units Lost 


1 Native hedgerow 3.4.32 0.068 Low (2) Moderate 
(2) 


Low (1) 0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00 


TOTAL      0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00 
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4 BIODIVERSITY UNIT CALCULATION: POST-DEVELOPMENT 
4.1.1 Assumptions have been made regarding the type and targeted condition of habitats that are proposed 


to be created and enhanced. These assumptions include: 


• Retention of 0.068km of existing native hedgerow along the western Site boundary; 


• Retention of 0.067ha of existing bramble scrub within the northern extent of the Site; 


• Creation of 0.201ha of vegetated garden within Site; 


• Retention of all medium and large trees within the Site;  


• Creation of 0.133km of native hedgerow along the proposed curtilage boundaries which will be 
appropriately managed long-term to target ‘moderate’ condition. 


4.2 Habitats 


4.2.1 Post-development, habitat retention measures are anticipated to generate 1.74 habitat units (see 
Table 3) and habitat creation measures are anticipated to generate approximately 0.25 habitat units 
(see Table 5 below). A map displaying the extent of the habitat units expected to be created on-Site 
post-development, can be seen in Appendix IV.  


4.3 Hedgerows 


4.3.1 Post-development, hedgerow retention measures are anticipated to generate approximately 0.27 
hedgerow units (see Table 4) and hedgerow creation measures are anticipated to generate 
approximately 0.45 hedgerow units (see Table 6). A map displaying the extent of the hedgerow units 
expected to be created on-Site post-development, can be seen in Appendix IV.  


4.4 Watercourses 


4.4.1 No watercourse habitats are proposed to be incorporated into the proposed development.  
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Table 5: Habitats created post-development.  


H
abitat Type  


Area (ha) 


Distinctiveness 


Targeted Condition 


Strategic Significance 


H
abitat Units Delivered  


Developed land; sealed 
surface 


0.1229 Very Low (0) N/A (0) Low (1) 0.00 


Vegetated garden 0.1276 Low (2) N/A (1) Low (1) 0.25 
TOTAL     0.25 


 
Table 6: Hedgerows created post-development.  


H
edgerow


 Type  


Length (km
) 


Distinctiveness 


Targeted Condition 


Strategic Significance 


H
edgerow


 Units Delivered  


Native hedgerow 0.133 Medium (4) Moderate (2) Low (1) 0.45 
TOTAL     0.45 
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5 CONCLUSION 
5.1.1 Pre-development, the Site generates a total number of 2.14 habitat units and 0.27 hedgerow units. 


5.1.2 Post-development, the Site is anticipated to generate approximately 1.98 habitat units and 0.72 
hedgerow units through a combination of habitat retention and creation measures.   


5.1.3 This represents a net-loss of -0.16 habitat units, but a net-gain of 0.45 hedgerow units which equates 
to a net % change of -7.28% habitat units and 163.67% hedgerow.  


5.1.4 The overall net loss in habitat units equates to a unit deficit of 0.37 (or unit shortfall of 0.74 Tier A1 
statutory units).   


5.1.5 In addition, the trading rules, in particular ‘Rule 1: The trading rules of this biodiversity metric must be 
followed. ‘Trading down’ must be avoided. Losses of habitat are to be compensated for on a “like for like” 
or “like for better” basis. New or restored habitats should aim to achieve a higher distinctiveness and/or 
condition than those lost.’, have not been satisfied post-development.   


5.1.6 Therefore, based on current detailed design information, the proposed development is not 
anticipated to deliver the minimum 10% BNG. 


6 NEXT STEPS 
6.1.1 Given the spatial constraints of the Site, achieving BNG targets through on-site habitat creation and 


enhancement measures is considered unrealistic.  


6.1.2 BNG targets should therefore be met through off-site habitat creation and enhancement measures, 
for example by purchasing the relevant number of off-site units from a land manager / habitat bank 
provider. If the applicant chooses to purchase off-site units, they will need to explore the marketplace 
to find what is available to buy in order to meet your specific BNG requirements.  


6.1.3 The land manager / habitat bank provider you buy from will need to register the gain site on the 
national biodiversity gain sites register before, at the same time as, or after you buy units on it. Sites 
on the register may be allocated to specific development projects to help them achieve their 
biodiversity gain target.  


6.1.4 Any off-site gains will then need to be secured via a legal agreement (for example a S106 agreement or 
conservation covenant) which will set out who will do the BNG creation, enhancement and 
management work for 30 years (usually the land manager / habitat bank provider).   


6.1.5 Once you have found and agreed a contract with a land manager / habitat bank provider, either the 
land manager or applicant / developer (with the land manager’s permission) must apply to record the 
allocation of the biodiversity units to your development on the biodiversity gain sites register. The 
allocation of any off-site biodiversity gains to your development will need to be recorded before 
the local planning authority can approve your biodiversity gain plan.   


6.1.6 A Biodiversity Gain Plan can then be prepared and submitted to the local planning authority if the 
applicant / developer can meet their BNG requirements with off-site gains, and once the applicant / 
developer have recorded the allocation of any off-site biodiversity gains on the national biodiversity 
gain sites register. 


6.1.7 If developers cannot achieve on-site or off-site BNG, they must buy statutory biodiversity credits from 
the government. This should be a last resort. 
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8 APPENDICES 
Appendix I: Site Location Plan 
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Appendix II: Habitat Condition Assessment 


 
  







Notes (such as 
justification)


A


Y Y Y Y


B


Y Y Y Y


C


Y Y Y Y


D


Y Y Y Y


E


Y Y Y Y


F


Y Y Y Y


Condition Assessment Score


Good (3) Y Y Y Y


Moderate (2)


Poor (1)
Note that ‘Fairly Good and Fairly Poor’ condition categories are not available for this broad habitat type.


Condition Sheet: INDIVIDUAL TREES Habitat Type
Habitat Types
Individual trees – Urban trees
Individual trees – Rural trees
Complete a condition sheet for each tree or block of trees.


Please see separate Line of trees condition sheet for a line of Rural trees.
Habitat Description


Individual trees (description applied to the urban or rural environment): 
Young trees over 7.5 cm in diameter at breast height whose canopies are not touching.


Urban Perimeter / Linear Blocks and Groups (description applied to the urban environment only): 
Groups or stands of trees (size requirement as defined above) within and around the perimeter of urban land. This includes those along urban streets, highways, railways and canals, and also 
former field boundary trees incorporated into developments. Canopies must overlap continuously. Groups of urban trees that don’t match the descriptions for woodland may be assessed within this 
category.


The tree is a native species (or at least 70% within the block are native species).


The tree canopy is predominantly continuous, with gaps in canopy cover making up 
<10% of total area and no individual gap being >5 m wide (individual trees 
automatically pass this criterion).


On-site or off-site, site name 
and location


Hilgay Cottage, Burgess Hill


Limitations (if applicable)


Condition Assessment Criteria


Survey date and 
Surveyor name
Survey reference (if 
relating to a wider 
survey)


15th April 2024 - Naomi Cornwell BSc(Hons) MSc


Habitat parcel reference


Grid reference


Criterion passed (Yes or No)


Passes 3 or 4 criteria


Passes 2 or fewer criteria


Suggested enhancement interventions to improve condition score 2


Score Achieved ×/✓


Passes 5 or 6 criteria


The tree is mature (or more than 50% within the block are mature) 1.


There is little or no evidence of an adverse impact on tree health by human activities 
(such as vandalism, herbicide or detrimental agricultural activity). And there is no 
current regular pruning regime, so the trees retain >75% of expected canopy for 
their age range and height.


Natural ecological niches for vertebrates and invertebrates are present, such as 
presence of deadwood, cavities, ivy or loose bark.


More than 20% of the tree canopy area is oversailing vegetation beneath.


Condition Assessment Result 
(out of 6 criteria)


Number of criteria passed







ukhab – UK Habitat Classification


Survey date and Surveyor name


Survey reference (if relating to a wider 
survey)


Habitat parcel reference


Criteria - the minimum requirements for 
‘favourable condition’ 


Criteria description


A1. Height >1.5 m average along length


Y


A2. Width >1.5 m average along length


N


B1. Gap - hedge base Gap between ground and base of canopy <0.5 m 
for >90% of length


Y


B2. Gap - hedge canopy 
continuity


Gaps make up <10% of total length; and 
No canopy gaps >5 m


Y


C1.
Undisturbed ground 
and perennial 
vegetation


>1 m width of undisturbed ground with 
perennial herbaceous vegetation for >90% of 
length:
· Measured from outer edge of hedgerow; and
· Is present on one side of the hedgerow (at 
least).


N


Habitat Type


Notes (such as 
justification)


Hilgay Cottage, Burgess Hill


Core groups - applicable to all hedgerow types


Native hedgerow
Native hedgerow - associated with bank or ditch
Native hedgerow with trees
Native hedgerow with trees - associated with bank or ditch
Species-rich native hedgerow
Species-rich native hedgerow - associated with bank or ditch
Species-rich native hedgerow with trees
Species-rich native hedgerow with trees - associated with bank or ditch


Criterion passed 
(Yes or No)


15th April 2024 - Naomi Cornwell BSc(Hons) 
MSc


See the Statutory Biodiversity Metric Technical Annex 2 and UK Habitat Classification:


The average width of woody growth estimated at the widest point of the 
canopy, excluding gaps and isolated trees. 


Outgrowths (such as blackthorn Prunus spinosa  suckers) are only included 
in the width estimate when they are >0.5 m in height.


Laid, coppiced, cut and newly planted hedgerows are indicative of good 
management and pass this criterion for up to a maximum of four years (if 
undertaken according to good practice).


Condition sheet: HEDGEROW Habitat Types


Attributes and functional 
groupings (A, B, C, D 
and E) 


The average height of woody growth estimated from base of stem to the top 
of the shoots, excluding any bank beneath the hedgerow, any gaps or 
isolated trees.


Newly laid or coppiced hedgerows are indicative of good management and 
pass this criterion for up to a maximum of four years (if undertaken 
according to good practice).


A newly planted hedgerow does not pass this criterion (unless it is >1.5 m 
height).


Habitat Description 


Hedgerow favourable condition attributes


A series of ten attributes, representing key physical characteristics are used for this assessment. Each attribute is assigned to one of five functional groups (A – E) and the condition of a hedgerow is assessed 
according to the number of attributes from these functional groups which pass or fail the ‘favourable condition’ criteria.


This assessment is based on the Hedgerow Survey Handbook 1 and Favourable Conservation Status document 2. For further clarification please refer to the Hedgerow Survey Handbook. 


Best practice would be to record the species, age, spacing and other key information about all trees present along a hedgerow within the 'Habitat Description' box, as well as other key features of the 
hedgerow. 


Condition Assessment Details


On-site or off-site, site 
name and location


Limitations (if 
applicable)


Grid reference


This is the vertical ‘gappiness’ of the woody component of the hedgerow, 
and its distance from the ground to the lowest leafy growth.


Certain exceptions to this criterion are acceptable (see page 65 of the 
Hedgerow Survey Handbook).


This is the horizontal ‘gappiness’ of the woody component of the hedgerow. 
Gaps are complete breaks in the woody canopy (no matter how small). 


Access points and gates contribute to the overall ‘gappiness’ but are not 
subject to the >5 m criterion (as this is the typical size of a gate).


This is the level of disturbance (excluding wildlife disturbance) at the base of 
the hedgerow.


Undisturbed ground is present for at least 90% of the hedgerow length, 
greater than 1 m in width and must be present along at least one side of the 
hedgerow. 


This criterion recognises the value of the hedgerow base as a boundary 
habitat with the capacity to support a wide range of species. Cultivation, 
heavily trodden footpaths, poached ground etc. can limit available habitat 
niches.







C2. Nutrient-enriched 
perennial vegetation


Plant species indicative of nutrient enrichment of 
soils dominate <20% cover of the area of 
undisturbed ground.


N


D1. Invasive and 
neophyte species


>90% of the hedgerow and undisturbed ground 
is free of invasive non-native plant species 
(including those listed on Schedule 9 of WCA 3) 
and recently introduced species.


Y


D2. Current damage >90% of the hedgerow or undisturbed ground is 
free of damage caused by human activities.


N


E1. Tree class


There is more than one age-class (or 
morphology) of tree present (for example: 
young, mature, veteran and or ancient 8), and 
there is on average at least one mature, ancient or 
veteran tree present per 20 - 50m of hedgerow.


N


E2. Tree health


At least 95% of hedgerow trees are in a healthy 
condition (excluding veteran features valuable 
for wildlife). There is little or no evidence of an 
adverse impact on tree health by damage from 
livestock or wild animals, pests or diseases, or 
human activity.


Y


Category Requirements Metric Score


No more than 2 failures in total; 
AND
No more than 1 failure in any functional group.


3


No more than 4 failures in total; 
AND
Does not fail both attributes  in more than one 
functional group (for example, fails attributes 
A1, A2, B1 and C2 = Moderate condition).


2


Fails a total of more than 4 attributes; 
OR
Fails both attributes  in more than one functional 
group (for example, fails attributes A1, A2, B1 
and B2 = Poor condition).


1


Category Requirements Metric score


No more than 2 failures in total; 
AND
No more than 1 failure in any functional group.


3


No more than 5 failures in total; 
AND 
Does not fail both attributes  in more than one 
functional group (for example, fails attributes 
A1, A2, B1, C2 and E1 = Moderate condition).


2


Fails a total of more than 5 attributes; 
OR 
Fails both attributes  in more than one functional 
group (for example, fails attributes A1, A2, B1 
and B2 = Poor condition).


1


The hedgerow condition assessment generates a weighting (score) ranging from 1 - 3, which is used within the Statutory Biodiversity Metric. The scores for each are set out in the tables below.


Recently introduced species refer to plants that have naturalised in the UK 
since AD 1500 (neophytes).  Archaeophytes count as natives. For 
information on archaeophytes and neophytes see the JNCC website 4, as well 
as the BSBI website5 where the ‘Online Atlas of the British and Irish Flora’ 6 


contains an up-to-date list of the status of species. For information on 
invasive non-native species see the GB Non-Native Secretariat website 7.


This criterion addresses damaging activities that may have led to or lead to 
deterioration in other attributes. 


This could include evidence of pollution, piles of manure or rubble, or 
inappropriate management practices (for example, excessive hedgerow 
cutting).


This criterion addresses if there are a range of age-classes or morphologies 
which allow for replacement of trees and provide opportunities for different 
species.


Additional group - applicable to hedgerows with trees only


Score achieved:


Good


Moderate


This criterion identifies if the trees are subject to damage which compromises 
the survival and health of the individual specimens.


Category


Good


Moderate


Poor


Score achieved:


The indicator species used are nettles Urtica spp., cleavers Galium aparine 
and docks Rumex  spp. Their presence, either singly or together, does not 
exceed the 20% cover threshold.


Supplementary planting of diverse native species and suitable management regime
Suggested enhancement interventions to improve condition score


Poor


Condition categories for hedgerows without trees
Category


Condition categories for hedgerows with trees
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Appendix III: Baseline Habitat Map 
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Appendix IV: Proposed Habitat Map 
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