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Loss of Wildlife Habitat
By their nature, rivers provide for a rich variety of wildlife and The Stort and its wetlands is no
exception.
The Stort floodplain contains a rich mosaic of varied habitats, running water, standing water (lakes,
ponds, etc.), swamp, marsh, fen, wet-woodland, grassland: all provide homes for an abundance of
different wildlife species (biodiversity).
The biodiversity, however, is a fragile ecosystem, meaning removal of one plant can eradicate one or
more species dependent on that plant for food, etc.
The biodiversity of the Stort River Valley is a treasure, which we believe, should be protected.

Key objections based on People for Places (PfP) documentation and
Environment Agency's (EA) letter 2.2.21 to EHDC.
Author: Roz Deer
The Central and Eastern Bridge barrier crossings will destroy flood plain and wetland
The Excavation of the flood plain to provide additional flood water storage of 1,445 cubic metres will
destroy valuable habitat along approximately half of the Harlow stretch of River Stort.
EA suggest possible 'compensation' could be reconnecting disconnected floodplain or, as proposed by
PfP, creating new 'lowland meadow and floodplain grassland' between Harlow & Hunsdon Meads.
Destruction of the Stort floodplain would deprive Harlow people of the natural beauty and rich
biodiversity along the Harlow stretch of the Stort.
Issue: A minimum 10% Net Gain Biodiversity (NGB) via 'compensation' is an uncertain outcome.
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (BIA) re-calculations were requested by EA due to PfP underrecording water courses & wetland habitat loss.
Stort Valley rivers have been classed only as 'running water habitats' instead of being assessed using
specific river metric.
Around Central and Eastern Crossing points, 10 hectares of swamp habitat will be lost, yet only 0.6
hectares of 'compensation' marsh grassland is proposed.
100s of wet-woodland trees (Habitat of Principal Importance) where the proposed new road joins
Riverway have been excluded from the BIA due to inappropriate categorising.
This extremely high value habitat is potentially lost forever as it would be difficult to re-create
wet-woodland. Appropriate mitigation/compensation measures depend on an accurate BIA.
Questions and issues: Where are the re-calculations? It is not in the application. This question
remains unanswered at the time of writing this report.
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The proposed crossing intersects several officially recognised places of ecological sensitivity: Local
Wildlife Sites (recognised in National Planning Policy Framework): Fiddlers Brook Ecosites: Hollingson
Meads Quarry and Pye Corner Tip and potentially impacts on Harlow's Local Nature Reserves:
Maymeads/Honeymead Marsh, Marshgate Spring and Parndon Marsh are visited by many of
Harlow's nature lovers and 'birders' who report extensive lists of bird species; approximately 40% of
these species are on Birds of Conservation Concern red and amber lists, and many of these birds use
these sites for breeding.
As yet, there are no proposals to protect Harlow's LNRs (Local Nature Reserves). The two ecosites are
likely to be seriously impoverished, if not destroyed, by the crossing construction and land-use
change post-construction. Again, this is a loss to Harlow's people.

Re- Protected species (The Wildlife & Countryside
Act 1981)
Water voles and otters
a) Water voles & otters The EA criticised the applicant's final report (Append 14.9 May 2019
Water Vole & Otter) based on surveys containing out of date data, inadequate
methodology and disagreed with report's conclusion of no significant impact to these
animals.
b) New field surveys are proposed before commencement of the development together
with details how the development will mitigate and/or compensate for impacts on otters
and water voles and their habitats and corridors.
c) We have documented sightings of water voles in the area of the proposed Eastern
Crossing and at least one otter during the last months; these have been passed to Herts
Environmental Records Centre for verification.
Issue: The fact that surveys are to be submitted after planning permission (if this is the
case), engenders distrust that appropriate mitigation/compensation measures will be
carried out. HGGT's website denial until recently of the presence of these animals
reinforces this.

Bats:
a) The proposed crossing intercepts bat (Pipistrelle and Daubenton's) commuter routes
between Gilston, Eastwick, Pye Corner and the Stort Navigation.
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b) Factors such as the felling of trees, fragmentation of foraging habitat, impact of
construction/post-construction phases together with road casualties will adversely affect
the bat population.
c) The Report's overall assessment is that, even with mitigation/compensation measures,
bats will be 'impacted negatively at district level'. (See ref: Append14.9 Final Report - Bats).
d) This is an unacceptable outcome for protected animals. even with
mitigation/compensation measures,
Issues:
a) In The Report Summary, PfP argue that:
“by exceeding a minimum 10% Net Gain Biodiversity, the destroyed Stort floodplain will
be 'mitigated/compensated' for by creating new lowland meadow/floodplain grassland
between Harlow and Hunsdon Meads”.
This is unguaranteed because:
i)
Biodiversity Impact Assessment is inexact and dependent on an ecologist's
interpretation.
a. At present the BIA is deemed inaccurate by the EA.
Issue:
ii)
The areas of wet woodland marked for removal will be permanently destroyed: wet
woodland (Habitat of Principal Importance) takes 400 years to regenerate, and
conditions will not be conducive to this regeneration: (see Lords Environment Bill
Amendments debate Sept 2021)

iii)
iv)

The success of establishing new 'compensation' land is uncertain, given point b)
Other “compensation” land is simply replacement for that lost, whereas the impact of
the scheme needs at least a 10 % increase in land where biodiversity can be increased
by at least 10% (as required by the new Biodiversity Metric)
a. Any such, inevitably lower grade land will need on-going management.

Issues:
a) Note: Any change of land use post-construction, i.e., Stort Valley Park, means species that
currently enjoy a peaceful environment will be exposed to more public access, to their
detriment.
b) At a time of climate crisis and increasing biodiversity loss (in England 13% of species is at
risk of extinction and just 9% of England is covered by woodland (National Biodiversity
Network 'State of Nature Report 2019')),
c) There is an urgent need to re-evaluate plans and halt the Eastern Stort Crossing.
d) The HDC/EHDC Stort boundary provides opportunity for cross-boundary stewardship of
existing precious biodiversity, not destruction.
e) Does Harlow District Council really want a legacy of handing over Harlow's greenbelt and
natural resources to be devastated by concrete and polluted by cars (60% journeys by
bike/walking.
HGGT and PFP themselves have added weight to the case for not building the Eastern
Crossing:
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HGGT have promised to deliver a transport system so that eventually 60 % of journeys are not using
private car.
This further reduces any perceived need for the Eastern bridge barrier crossing.
Their consultants and the EA have identified significant issues regarding flooding, loss of flood plain
and species especially during construction. All of which can be avoided by simple and low cost
alternatives.
Installation of a tram transport system or hydrogen bus system across the 7 villages into Harlow via
the central crossing together with the provision of hireable electric scooters, bubble cars would
reduce the carbon emissions by significantly.
Per person travelling: Trams emit around 1g CO2/ Km compared to cars 122g CO2/km.
More people are expecting to turn to cycling and walking: zero emissions.

Rail Routes and Redricks Lane:
HGGT and PfP have recently published information to the public https://hggt.co.uk/stort-crossingsfaq which dismisses out of hand other options that are greener, less costly and that would reduce the
carbon impact on building materials being shipped in and waste shipped out by rail by more than
80%, they need to come through on their promise to be greener and seriously invest in the
alternative solutions.
With these innovations in place the literal physical space needed on roads to enable people to travel
is reduced by a massive amount; compare the space taken by the average car to that of a bus or
bicycle. The space saving on the roads is massive and allows far more people to travel in a much
smaller space.
This is even more reason to eliminate the Eastern bridge barrier crossing from the plans.
HGGT, in their green transport plan have failed to recognise that if developed as promised removes
the need for a 60 mph Eastern bridge barrier crossing structure.
There are other far less costly, greener and more efficient routes for traffic that HGGT, PfP, Harlow
and East Herts Councils are failing to even consider.
By going greener, ironically, HGGT will make their homes more desirable, boosting their profits, as
the public are more and more onside against climate change, healthier environments and the
protection of nature
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A glimpse into the wildlife found around the habitat where the proposed
roundabout is to be constructed.

An all day and evening survey:

A Survey carried out by Jonathan Forgham

General Details:
Survey Date: 03.08.21
Times: 07.45hrs – 17.00hrs for all aspects of the wildlife
20.00hrs – 23.00hrs with the moth trap.
Equipment: Sweep net, Butterfly net, white sheet for tapping insects from trees, Nikon camera with
150 – 600mm lens and 70mm macro lens, Heath type Actinic 15W portable moth trap with sheets,
head torch and butterfly net for walking the tow path.
Temperatures: Day time rose to a high of 24C whilst during the moth session temperatures dropped
to 12C and many moths were not flying in such temperatures, hence the earlier than planned
conclusion.
Sites: As well as walking the towpath, to observe the more obvious wildlife such as the birds and larger
insects, between the footbridge to the north of The Moorhen public house and Latton Lock gates even
further north, 2 sites were selected for a specific survey. These were at TL452118 and TL454120.
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Survey Site details:
a) TL452118. Here there is a wide variety of vegetation offering the chance for a diverse
selection of insects to be recorded. The main vegetation was comprised of hawthorn and
Blackthorn bushes with a tangle of grasses and plants such as various willow herbs and
Meadow sweet. On the towpath, some 3 metres away, bulrushes and sedges were noted.
Nettles and brambles proliferate, and the list of insects reflects the presence of the nettles
in the vicinity. The sweep net survey took place between 10.15hrs and 12.00hrs.
b) TL454120 was selected as it is the nearest point to the proposed roundabout site without
encroaching upon private land. Much more willow herb here and less dense nettle.
Meadowsweet stood tall, attracting a wide range of nectar seeking insects. The sweep net
survey here was carried out between 14.15 – 16.30hrs.
The overall site is well documented in many papers on this proposal but basically, it is a rich and diverse
wetland flower meadow, bordered to the west by a tree line of mainly willows. To the north, Horse
chestnut and limes predominate with occasional oak, more willow and ash. Scrub hawthorn and
blackthorn make up a hedgerow in places along the towpath whilst further to the west is the raised
mound of the landfill site. Access to this site is not feasible but a quick check through binoculars shows
it to be wildflower rich, with good stands of ragwort and a habitat where Bee orchids have been
reported. Indeed, I would be most surprised if there were not also Pyramidal orchid, Common spotted
orchid and in the wetland areas, Marsh orchid species. These are late May/early June flowers and
therefore it can only be assumed that they are present. A record of the wild plants has already been
compiled, so, unless specific to an insect, most of these plants do not feature within this survey.
Geology wise, the ground level soil is an alluvial mix and this will be sitting on Reading and London clay
beds with possible small areas of glacial remains of gravel and sand. I expect a full geological survey
has been carried out and this will be included in previous documents.
Methodology:
Sweep netting is a simple procedure involving a thorn resistant large net with a reinforced edge and is
50 cm deep with an open space at the top of some 1050 square cm. A series of 5 sweeps is made before
the net is flicked over to entrap what has been knocked inside. The net is then inspected and easier
insects to identify are listed there and then whilst those that require further examination/dissection
are potted in glass tubes to be studied later. Once identified, common species are released in my
garden whilst those that require a specific habitat, such as wetland with oaks, are transported to a
suitable site for release. A few species had to be euthanized for genital examination or dissection. Any
that underwent this procedure were then kept as a microscope slide for future reference by the author.
Dispatching insects is either carried out by placing them in a freezer for a few minutes which kills them
promptly or by a quick blast of C02 into the tube. A few seconds of this will make them easier to handle
before they come around and fly off. A tube full of CO2 will kill them efficiently and very rapidly.
Another technique employed to find as much as possible was to place a large white sheet under a tree
or hedgerow and shake the branches. Insects fall off and become visible upon the sheet whereupon
they are potted, identified and either released or retained for further examination.
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Whilst running the moth trap, a bat detector was employed but no bats were on the wing and so not
recorded. Plenty of previous records exist showing the site to hold at least Common Pipistrelle, Soprano
Pipistrelle and Daubenton’s bat.
The final method used was just a walk around the habitat, recording the birds seen as well as those just
calling or territorial singing. As this was early August, many birds, whilst still present, will have remained
unseen and unheard as they are in post breeding molt. This means the bird species remain hidden in
dense hedgerows whilst growing their new feathers following the breeding season where the plumage
will have become much worn and, in many occasions, damaged by feather mites and other parasites
that live within the structure of the nest. Larger insects such as the Odonata species can also be
recorded by this visual method.
Ornithology:

Greenfinch

The following birds were noted at the site throughout the day and are listed below. Some of these birds
are of the highest conservation concern and all are birds that would be anticipated to inhabit a site
such as this. As it was August, very little evidence of breeding was seen, but this is mentioned where
relevant.
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General Comments on the Ornithology
In total, 37 species were recorded during the day: a good total for the time of year. A regular survey
over the past 24 months, possibly once per month during the winter months and once a week during
March – June would undoubtedly add to this list. The author carried out a similar survey around an
area of similar vegetation and geology some 7 miles north of Latton Island between 2004 – 2006 and
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recorded a total of 101 species of bird that used the habitat for residence, breeding, feeding or just
stopping off on migration. Rivers such as the Stort, flowing North-South, are frequently used by
migratory birds such as the hirundine species as a method of navigating their migration. It is scientific
thinking that the birds have a memory of such a route and will use it the following Spring to re-navigate
back to their birth site. The author, an ornithologist with over 50 years experience in the field, maintains
that certain birds will use this habitat as a winter roost site. Birds such as Starling, which is rapidly
decreasing in number for reasons not fully understood and Reed Buntings that winter roost in flocks
are two such examples. In May, it is likely that the secretive Grasshopper warbler will be present and
may well breed in the ground level vegetation whilst winter thrushes and finches (Fieldfare, Redwing,
Siskin and Lesser redpoll) will be present feeding upon seeds and berries throughout the winter
months.
The presence of Euthrix potatoria (The Drinker moth, see Lepidotera section) may well give rise to the
cuckoo using such a site as this. The larval stage of this moth is a favourite food for the cuckoo and,
along with the presence of warblers such as the recorded Sedge warbler, also offers a nesting site as
cuckoos are also known to favour such birds to lay their eggs in the nests. It is well documented that
cuckoo numbers are decreasing rapidly and part of this crash in numbers can be explained by a loss of
breeding habitats whilst also, loss of habitat in their overwintering grounds in Sub Saharan Africa must
also be considered as another reason for their decline. Other factors are also thought to be involved.
An overall view from an experienced and knowledgeable amateur would be to regard this whole
habitat as one for rich and varied ornithological sightings. These areas form a definite breeding ground
for many species as well as an important winter roost site for hedgerow and grassland birds as well as
wetland birds such as the Reed bunting.
The River Stort is well known to have populations of Kingfishers, Cormorants and over wintering Little
Grebe and all 3 of these species would certainly be recorded here on many occasions.
Odonata: Dragonflies and Damselflies.
Habitats such as this are the best possible sites for the success of Odonata species. The river and
emergent vegetation upon the surface are perfect for ovipositing (egg laying) females whilst the
damper areas to the west of the river offer an ideal habitat for other such species to breed. The
bankside vegetation such as the bulrushes and sedges are ideal for the nymphs of both damselflies and
dragonflies to haul themselves from the riverbed and emerge into full adults. Indeed, mating was noted
with several species whilst a female Anax imperator (Emperor dragonfly) was seen to oviposit just
upstream from Latton Locks.
Some dragonfly nymphs remain in this stage for up to 3 years, so any change in the quality, flow or
temperature of the water can have a huge effect upon the nymphs. Small amounts of localised
pollution can have a serious effect upon these insects whilst a lack of oxygen courtesy of a profusion
of Blue/Green algae can also disrupt emergence and very rapidly, odonatan species can disappear from
a site before recolonising over a period of 10 years.
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Odonata list. See next page

Banded demioselle

Zygoptera (Damselflies)
 Calopteryx splendens. Banded demoiselle. Seen in good numbers 20+
 Coenagrion puella. Azure damselfly. Less than 10 seen but its presence indicates a good
resident population. Early August is right at the end of its flight season. Suspect it will
have been prolific in June and July.
 Enallagma cyathigerum. Common blue damselfly. Ubiquitous and in large numbers.
Many recorded as mating couples and ovipositing from lily pads and floating vegetation
 Ischnura elegans. Blue tailed damselfly. Recorded in low number, including an unusual
form rufescens.
 Erythromma najas. Red eyed damselfly. Only noted by checking lily pads with binoculars,
rarely seen over land. Good numbers
 Erythromma viridulum. Small red eyed damselfly. Again, noted on lily pads through
binoculars. Low numbers. An insect new to the UK in 1999 and now establishing itself
throughout Essex and East Herts. First recorded in Essex.
Anisoptera (Dragonflies)
 Aeshna mixta. Migrant hawker. Seen over the river and several immatures patrolling over
trees near Latton Locks.
 Aeshna cyanea. Southern Hawker. Just the one recorded, but this is a dragonfly seen into
mid-September.
 Aeshna grandis. Brown Hawker. Seen in good numbers with males patrolling their
territories over the water and occasionally hunting through the trees.
 Anax imperator. Emperor. Several noted with one female seen to ovipositing in the river.
 Sympetrum striolatum. Common darter. Noted in small numbers but only the beginning
of this insect’s flight season. Will be noted in larger numbers throughout August and
September and often seen until the first frosts.
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General Notes:
All species recorded are to be expected in such a habitat and it can be virtually guaranteed that the
following will have also been present, but their flight period has now passed. Insects such as Four spot
chaser (flight period May/June,) Black tailed skimmer (flight period June/July) and Broad bodied Chaser
(flight period June/July.) The Ruddy darter will also be present as they invariably are where Common
darter are found. This is just coming on to the wing now.
Orthoptera. Bush crickets, crickets and Grasshoppers
 Leptophyes punctatissma. Speckled bush cricket
 Metrioptera roeselli. Roesel’s Bush cricket
 Omocestus viridulus. Common Green Grasshopper
Lepidoptera (Butterflies and Moths)
The lepidoptera group are split into 3 groups: micro moths, butterflies and finally macro moths.
Micro Moths (with numbers where applicable)

Pleuroptya ruralis, Mother of Pearl















Monopsis weaverella x1
Cameraria ohridella. Horse chestnut leaf miner x100+
Plutella xylostella Diamond back moth x2
Blastobasis adustella x3
Mompha subbistrigella. x1
Coleophora sp Requires dissection to name to species. x1
Epiphyas postvittana. Light brown apple moth x1
Anthophila fabricana.Nettle tap moth x1
Celypha lacunana x2
Enarmonia formosana Cherry Bark Tortrix x1
Eucosma hohenwartiana x1
Eucosma cana x3
Acrobasis suavella x1
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Udea prunalis x1
Pleuroptya ruralis Mother of Pearl x50+
Stigmella aurella. Leaf mine evidence on bramble.

Butterflies:

Brimstone














Gonepteryx rhamni. Brimstone x1 (-11% population decline over past decade)
Pieris brassicae. Large white x10
Pieris rapae. Small white x25+
Pieris napi. Green veined white x10
Vanessa atalanta. Red admiral x5
Vanessa cardui. Painted Lady x2
Aglais io. Peacock x2
Polygonia c-album. Comma x3
Aphantopus hyperantus. Ringlet x1
Maniola jurtina. Meadow brown x10+
Pyronia tithonus. Gatekeeper.
Celastrina argiolus. Holly blue x30+ (-30% population decline over past decade) Must
have been a recent emergence. Prevalent just south of Latton Lock near ivy, a larval
foodplant.

Macro Moths.

Drinker moth







Euthrix potatoria. The Drinker x5
Idaea rusticate atrosignaria. Least carpet x2.
Idaea biselata. Small fan footed wave x2
Idaea dimidiata. Single dotted wave x1
Scotopteryx chenopodiata. Shaded broad bar x1
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Epirrhoe alternata alternata Common carpet x2
Eilema griseola Dingy footman x15
Eilema complana. Scarce footman x1
Eilema lurideola. Common footman x10
Noctua pronuba. Large yellow underwing x5
Noctua janthe. Lesser broad bordered yellow underwing x1

General Comments:
Many of the micros were beaten from trees in daylight as explained in the methodology paragraph.
Others netted to head torch after dark. All macros apart from one Large yellow underwing were
taken to the Heath type 15Watt actinic trap with 12V battery. The low temperatures, 12C at 22.45hrs,
meant many moths were not on the wing and it was deemed not worthwhile to continue for another
hour as so few were coming to the trap. A previous night’s trapping added 66 species to the site list,
and I suspect some of these micro records will also be new site records.
Hymenoptera: Bees, Wasp and Ants.
Apidae (Bees)
 Andrena sp, Unidentifiable in the field, probably minimum of 3 species These are the
mining bee species.
 Lasioglossum sp. Again, unidentifiable in the field. Base-banded furrow bees.
 Bombus lucorum agg. White tailed bumblebee
 Bombus terrestris. Buff tailed bumblebee
 Bombus lapidarius. Red tailed bumblebee.
 Bombus pratorum. Early bumblebee.
 Bombus pascuorum. Common carder Bee
 Apis mellifera Western honeybee.
Formicidae (Ants)
 Myrmica scabriondis.
Apocrita (Parasitica) Parasitic wasps.
 Ichneumon wasp sp,
Vespidae. Social, Mason and Potter Wasps
 Vespula vulgaris. Common wasp.
 Vespa crabro. Hornet
Crabronidae. Digger wasps.
 Cerceris rybyensis. Ornate tailed Digger wasp.
Hemiptera. Bugs
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Tritomegas bicolor












Palomena prasina. Green shield bug
Tritomegas bicolor. Pied shieldbug, a late instar nymph
Deraeocoris ruber
Dicyphus epilobii.
Liocoris tripustulatus
Orthops kalmii
Notostira elongata
Leptopterna dolabrata Plant meadow bug
Philaenus spumaris. Common froghopper.
Aphthona nonstriata. Iris flea beetle

Comment:
Many of the bugs have finished now. Certainly, earlier in the year there would have been several
shieldbug species present along with Leatherbugs, too.
Coleoptra. Beetles
 Pterostichus madidus. Black clock groundbeetle
 Rhagonycha fulva. Common soldier beetle
 Harmonia axyridis. Harlequin ladybird (invasive species)
 Coccinella septempunctata. 7 spot ladybird
 Subcoccinella vigintiquattuorpunctata. 24 Spot ladybird.
 Oedemera nobilis. Swollen thighed beetle.
 Psylliodes chrysocephala.
Comment:
To make a much better assessment of beetles within the habitat, some pitfall traps could be placed
easily enough. Basically, dig a small home, put a yogurt type pot into it and place some grasses at the
bottom. Ground beetle species fall in and are unable to escape. Other beetles can be sweep netted
from grasses.
Diptera: True Flies
 Liriomyza amoena. Leaf mine evidence
 Agromyza flaviceps. Leaf mine evidence
 Anthomyiidae species x2
 Sarcophaga species x 4 minimum Flesh fly group
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Lucillia species Greenbottle group eg Lucillia sericata
Volucella zonaria. Hoverfly sp
Syrphus torvus. Hoverfly sp
Eristalis pertinax. Hoverfly sp.
Myathropea florea Hoverfly sp
Episyrphus balteatus. Hoverfly sp The Marmalade Fly
Chlorops scalaris.
Drosphila sp. Fruit Fly species
Chaoborus sp A non-biting midge sp.

Arachnids. Spiders and Opillions.
 Opillion sp. An arachnid but not a spider. Usually called Harvestman
 Philodromus cespitum
 Philodromus aureoles group
 Araneus quadratus
 Neottiura bimaculata
 Pisaura mirabilis
 Araneus diadematus.
 Enoplogantha sp
 Clubiona sp
 Clubiona terrestris
 Tegenaria sp.
General Comments upon Diptera and Arachnid sp.
As shown here, many spider and fly species cannot be separated to specific species on sight alone.
There are several fly species that require at least genital examination, if not dissection to establish the
species. Likewise with spiders and even then, this may not identify a definitive species. Spiders of the
same species can be immensely variable with different markings and colours. When consulting Field
Guides the spider in the tube for examination may be identical to a photo/illustration in the guide, yet
this does not mean it is that species!
When “leaf mine evidence” is stated then this refers to the marking upon a leaf. Basically, the insect,
usually fly or micro moth, lays its eggs on a specific plant leaf. The larvae eat into the leaf and live
between the two layers of epidermis. They then eat away in a particular manner, leaving either tunnels
or blotches. By knowing the plant and the pattern left by the larvae it is possible to identify the adult
that the moth or fly will emerge as. The easiest example is that of Cameraria ohridella, The Horse
Chestnut Leaf Miner, which leaves the brown blotches on the foliage of just about every Horse chestnut
in the UK. Example below:
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Cameraria ohridella leaf mine

Conclusion and Personal Comment.
This is but a snapshot of the biodiversity on this habitat. It shows it to be a healthy eco structure with
plenty of food chains in operation.
Clearly a one-day survey just scratches the surface of the bio diversity but it is clear that it would be
reasonable to surmise what else will be present at other times of the year. As with all the surveys such
as this, it is also what is not found that is just as important as what is present. Creatures such as
amphibians were not recorded but I am sure they are present as too, will be reptiles such as grass
snakes. However, a survey can only show what is there at that time.
The vegetation is the key to the whole site as many of the insect species are 100% reliant upon a specific
plant as the host plant for their larvae. An example of this would be the Drinker moth. Larval foodplants
are reeds, couch grasses and Reed canary grasses. If these are not present, then the moth disappears
within a year: a very fragile environment indeed. A good example of this fragility is that of the White
Letter Hairstreak butterfly, not present here. It’s only larval foodplant is Elm: the female will only lay
her eggs on elms. Since the mid ‘70’s Dutch Elm disease has meant the removal of the huge majority
of elms which have died. Consequently, the White Letter hairstreak butterfly numbers have crashed.
Find an elm and in July and early August there will almost certainly be the butterfly present.
Many insects are so plant significant that the removal of that one plant means the insect becomes
extinct at that site very rapidly.
I would advise a thorough survey of all vegetation of the site: grasses, sedges and plants as one rare
plant removed spells the end for what may be a rare insect. Following on from this, many fly and wasp
species, particularly the Ichneumon wasps, are parasitic upon a specific larva of a moth or hoverfly etc.
Therefore, the whole eco structure breaks down just because one plant has been removed. No plant
equals no moth which equals no Ichneumon wasp. Very rapidly the whole site is degenerated.
Of interest, several decades ago a site that held over 12 species of Odonata had the potential to be
awarded SSSI status (Site of Scientific Special Interest.) Now it appears that a site such as this that
clearly holds more than 12 odonata species is ripe for development. Have we really regressed so far
that environmental concerns are shoveled on to the back burner and have no say in proposed
developments? It seems ironic that 8 – 10 miles North of Latton Island is a very similar habitat, holding
many of the same wetland creatures and vegetation including mammals such as Water Vole and Otter.
(Both water vole and otter have been observed, photographed and, I believe, videoed around Latton
Island on the River Stort.) This other site is Thorley Wash, a Herts and Middlesex Nature Reserve! That,
I believe, demonstrates just what an act of sheer environmental vandalism this whole proposed plan
is. The whole plan of the road, roundabout and bridge needs to be shelved and re-visited with fresh
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thoughts as to where it could be placed that won’t cause such damage to an area much loved by many.
In a country where rapidly expanding urbanisation is visible all around us, especially in East Herts and
West Essex there must be time taken to re-think what our priorities are. Local residents’ cycle, walk,
exercise the dog and just use the tow path here for clear air, peace of mind and mental wellbeing. It is
well documented that the outdoors is psychologically beneficial to us all and by putting in this dreadful
plan the whole area will be blighted, damaged beyond repair and another area of natural beauty will
have been taken from the residents of Harlow and surrounding villages.
I personally call upon relevant MP’s, Harlow town Councillors and East Herts District Councillors to rethink this appalling plan. I would be more than happy to walk the habitat to discuss the area in more
detail.
My contact details:
Report Compiled: 3rd – 5th August 2021
Jonathan Forgham,
Little Hadham, East Herts
Email: jforgham@hotmail.com
Contributor to the Bishop’s Stortford Independent and author of Nature Notes, a fortnightly column
featuring local wildlife.
Speaker and presenter to Natural History Societies, RSPB groups and other
conservation/environmental clubs and organisations.
Winner of The Peterkin Award 2019 from the Council for the Protection of Rural England. Citation: “For
outstanding achievement for the environment and community.”
Voluntary warden of a local Community Wood in Little Hadham.
Trustee of Birchanger Wood Trust, Bishop’s Stortford.
That concludes Part 2
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