











Section 4 - Comments and
Recommendations

General Comments
Success of Procedure

The translocation was successful in terms of the high percentage of
plants surviving the procedure. General growth rates of translocated
plants were generally acceptable given the high degree of stress placed
on plants by the move and the levels of decay in some plants prior to
translocation. Also, the summer of 2006 was one of the driest in recent
decades which added to the potential stress on plants translocated
during Phase 1. Healthy plants translocated well and some individual
plants recorded growth rates consistent with ordinary coppicing.

Cost effectiveness

In Phase 1, 37m of hedge was translocated a short distance in three
days — approximately 12.5m per day. In Phase 2, 78m of hedge was

translocated to a new site over 100m away in a little over two days —
approximately 35m per day.

Using the cutting tool lifting is both more efficient and more effective
resulting in less damage to the root system.

Based on the experience of this project it could be anticipated that with
experience it should be possible to translocate in excess of 50m per day
for a basic step back translocation, for example in road widening.

Procedure

In some situations the cost of translocating a hedge may not be
significantly more expensive than the cost of removing and disposing of
an old hedge and planting a new one in mitigation.
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Where the hedge is to be moved directly back (from a road), scraping
the root ball back (at Step 7 Phase 1, Step 5 — Phase 2), rather than lifting,
may be possible. A wide bucket enables multiple stems to be trans-
located in one lift, but unless the full width of the bucket is filled it makes
close positioning of the stems at the receptor site more difficult.

A narrow bucket is useful for lifting individual stems and allowed better
positioning at the receptor site, but there was a tendency for more of the
root ball to be lost.

Some control of competitive grasses and ruderal species is likely to be
necessary at translocation and for a period afterwards until the hedge is
well established.

Different hedgerow types

Whitethorn is a very robust species that responds well to severe
management regimes. Other species may not react so favourably

Transplanting hedges in very shallow soils, rocky soils or over bedrock
may not be possible.

Seasonal Issues

Watering of plants may be necessary during extended periods of dry
weather. Watering prior to translocation may be beneficial if the soil
moisture level is low.

Fitting the translocation into the wider context of the development

that necessitated the hedge move in the first place is an important
consideration. Timing of the works on the overall development is likely to
outweigh the need to move hedges during the dormant season.

A written schedule of works should be drawn up and agreed with any
contractors engaged on the project.

There needs to be a thorough assessment of a hedgerows health and
vigour prior to making a decision on the potential suitability of a hedge
for translocation.



Where existing ground flora is deemed to be of value this should be
lifted and stored immediately prior to translocation and replaced to the
base of the transplanted hedge on completion of the move.

A management plan should be drawn up for the translocated hedge.

Further monitoring of the translocated hedge sections is necessary to
assess its ongoing progress.

The ecological development of the translocated hedges needs to
be monitored and compared with new hedges at the same stage of
development.

Recommendations for Future Research

Trials should be carried out on undercutting the roots one growing
season prior to transplanting. This is likely to be beneficial as it should
result in a more compact root ball enabling lifting with less root damage
therefore placing less stress on the plants.

Trials need to be carried out on transplanting during the growing season.

Procedures for dealing with hedgerow trees, hedge banks and drains
need to be developed. (These characteristics were not factors in the
Croghan translocation.)

Where the existing ground flora is deemed to be poor (as with the
Croghan hedge), methods of establishing a species rich ground

flora should be explored. Ref. “Treatments to restore the diversity of
herbaceous flora of hedgerows” Marshall, West & Maudsley published
in Hedgerows of the World, ed.Barr & Petit, IALE(UK) (2001)

The design of the cutting tool could be improved by the addition of a
point for moving large stones

Where plants need to be transported away from the donor site an
improved method of transportation and placement needs to be
developed. One possibility is the use of a block grab on a tele-porter.
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Overall the project has been successful in meeting its aim of developing an
efficient and economical method for successfully transplanting roadside
hedgerows, albeit in limited circumstances. Survival rates were high and growth
rates of healthy plants were as good as could be expected given the trauma

of the move. It is anticipated that plants should improve in terms of vigour

and growth rate as time goes on. Early results indicate that there is a positive
correlation between plant health prior to the move and post translocation
growth rates.

As with any process further refinements are possible to the procedure and
adaptations of the basic method will need to be made to accommodate local
conditions in future projects.

Every translocation project is likely to be different in its technical complexity
(and hence cost) given that hedgerows vary widely in their physical
construction (bank, wall, drain, etc.) and their structure (plant height, stem
diameter, hedgerow trees, etc.). Due to the experimental nature of the project
and the variability in hedgerows it is not possible to put definitive costs on the
procedure but to enable those planning on undertaking a similar procedure the
cost categories for this project are listed in Appendix 5.

Based on Phases 1 & 2 of this project it could be anticipated that with
experience it should be possible to translocate in excess of 50m per day for

a basic step-back translocation, for example in road widening. This would
suggest that the overall cost of translocation in a simple situation is not likely to
be significantly greater than removal, disposal and planting up of a new hedge.

It is too early in the recovery process of the hedge to accurately assess the
ecological implications of the translocation but the potential ecological benefits
of translocation would suggest that further monitored work should be carried
out in this field and a cost / benefit analysis of the procedure be conducted.
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Appendix 1: Detailed description
of translocation - Phase 1

From Parochial House end (east).

Date Machine Stem |Label | Specific Comments General Comments

9-2-06 Dry, overcast

9-2-06 4’ bucket 1

9-2-06 4’ bucket 2

9-2-06 4’ bucket 3

9-2-06 4’ bucket 4

9-2-06 4’ bucket 5

9-2-06 By hand 6 Rooted branch, good root system

10-2-06 Dry

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 7 Very long root system

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 8 Broken-off root

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 9 Good root system

10-2-06 4’ bucket 10 Broken-off root, larger than 8

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 11 Good root ball

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 12 Weak

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 13 Not healthy before move

10-2-06 | 4’ bucket 14 Large, strong roots

14-2-06 Heavy rain over
weekend. Dry, cool,
breezy.

14-2-06 | 2’deep bucket | 15 46 Large - fairly healthy

14-2-06 2’deep bucket | 16 45 2 stems, one large, one small

14-2-06 | 2’deep bucket | 17 42 Healthy

14-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 18 41 Healthy — medium

14-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 19 39 Split by machine, some brown rot

14-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 20 38 Multi-stemmed, healthy

14-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 21 37 Some damage, medium Lifted from road side

14-2-06 | 2’deep buckett| 22 36 Some decay Lifted from road side

14-2-06 2’deep bucket | 23 35 2 stems, one large, one small Lifted from road side

14-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 24 34 2 stems, healthy Lifted from road side




15-2-06

Windy, cool, heavy
showers. Surface
becoming very sloppy
but soil generally

still good. Machine
repeatedly cutting out

making it very difficult
for driver to control
lifting and positioning.

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 25 33 Large

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 26 ?

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 27 ?

15-2-06 2’deep bucket | 28 32 2 stems, 1 medium & OK, other

small in very poor condition & Elder

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 29 29 Very strong/ large clump of brambles

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 30 30 Strong butt, some decay, lot of ivy

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 31 27 Lost all clay

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 32 26 Lost all clay

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 33 25 Moved as one. Very
good root ball

15-2-06 | 2’deep bucket | 34 24

15-2-06 | 2’deepbucket | 35 23 Fairly good root ball Machine Broke down

16-2-06 Frequent heavy showers.
Ground becoming heavy.
Soil less friable for
packing around roots.
Different machine.

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 36 19 Lost all clay, fitted in to gap

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 37 22 Very large stump, healthy; ivy

16-2-06 | 3’ bucket 38 21 Medium/Small, some decay Lifted as one

16-2-06 3’ bucket 39 20 Medium, mostly sound wood

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 40 18 Large stump; split prior to move Lifted as one.
Very good root ball.

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 41 17 Small, sound wood

16-2-06 3’ bucket 42 16 Small, some decay

16-2-06 3’ bucket 43 14 Medium; 2 stems, one rotten Lifted as one.
Good root ball.

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 44 13 Medium/small, sound; brambles

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 45 12 Medium; stump split when 44 lifted | Lifted as one.

Good root ball.
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16-2-06 | 3’bucket 46 11 Large, some decay

16-2-06 3’ bucket 47 10 Large, healthy Lifted as one.
Good root ball.

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 48 9 Medium/large, some decay

16-2-06 | 3’ bucket 49 7 Large, healthy Lifted as one.
Good root ball.
3 stumps. Brambles

16-2-06 | 3’ bucket 50 6 Multiple stems

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 51 5 2 stumps, very healthy Good root ball

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 52a 4 Some decay 2 plants, only one
original label.
Good root ball

16-2-06 | 3’bucket 52b 4 Small amount of decay

15 Dead stump

App :
translocation - Phase 2

endix 2: Detailed description of

From Croghan Village end (west).

Date Machine Stem |Label | Specific Comments General Comments

19-12-06 Weather foggy, dry.
Soil conditions good.

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 1 Large, multi-stemmed Damaged prior to move.
Good root ball

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 2 Small Some decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 3 Large, multi-stemmed Healthy, good root ball

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 4 Small Used as a filler

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 5 Medium Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 6 Two in one Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 7 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 8 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 9 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 10 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 11 Root cutting




19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 12 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 13 Small Main stem had decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 14 Very large Lot of decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 18 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 16 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 17 Medium Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 18 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 19 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 20 Medium Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 21 Large, multi-stemmed Good

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 22 Medium-large, multi-stemmed Some decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 23 Large Blue lichen, not healthy,
no obvious decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 24 Small Split

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 25 Large Some decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 26 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 27 Very small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 28 Small Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 29 Two stems, one out of line In line stem - dead

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 30 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 31 Light Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 32 Very large, multi-stemmed Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 33 Large, multi-stemmed Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 34 Medium Harts tongue fern

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 35 Medium Some decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 36 Multi-stemmed Some ok, some decay

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 37 Large, multi-stemmed Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 38 Large Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 39 Large, multi-stemmed Ok

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 40 Very large Some decay. Fern

19-12-06 | 2’ bucket 41 Medium Ok

20-12-06 Weather foggy, dry, cold.
Soil conditions good.

20-12-06 | 2’ bucket 42 Medium Ok

20-12-06 | 2’ bucket 43 Large Ok

41



42

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 44 Medium Split into root

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 45 Very large, multi-stemmed Some splitting

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 46 Medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 41 Large, multi-stemmed Mostly ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 48 Small Weak

20-12-06| 2’bucket 49 Small, multi-stemmed Mostly ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 50 Medium - large Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 51 Medium Some decay

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 52 Medium, multi-stemmed Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 53 Medium, multi-stemmed Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 54 Small - medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’bucket 58 Medium, multi-stemmed Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 56 Medium Decay

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 87 Medium Very poor

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 58 Medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 59 Large Ok, with old split

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 60 Medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 61 Medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 62 Medium, multi-stemmed Some decay

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 63 Very, very large Lot of decay

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 64 Large Ok. Ivy

20-12-06| 2’bucket 65 Large Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 66 Large, multi-stemmed Ok

20-12-06| 2’bucket 67 Medium Left tall. Weak

20-12-06| 2’bucket 68 Large Decay

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 69 Medium Ok

20-12-06| 2’ bucket 70 Medium Ok

21-12-06 Weather bright and dry.
Soil conditions good.

21-12-06| 2’bucket 71 Medium, multi-stemmed Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket T2a Medium whitethorn Ok

21-12-06| 2’bucket 72b Privet (Ligustrum Vulgare) Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 73 Small Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 74 Large Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 78 Large Ok




21-12-06| 2’ bucket 76 Left un-coppiced Laid

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 17 Large Ok

21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 78 Large Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 79 Small Some decay
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 80 Double Some decay
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 81 Medium Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 8la Very large Out of line. Ok
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 82 Medium Ok

21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 83 Large Ok

21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 84 Large Some decay
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 85 Medium Decay
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 86 Medium Ok. Pollarded
21-12-06 | 2’ bucket 87 Large Ok

21-12-06| 2’ bucket 88 Elder. Very large Hard pruned

43



44

Appendix 3 - Site Location Maps
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Appendix 4 - Specifications
for Root Cutting Tool

The cutting tool was designed to attach to an excavator machine. It is
of steel construction, and the blade is 900mm long and 15mm thick.

Appendix 5 - Cost categories
(for basic step back translocation)

Cost categories Factors affecting cost
Site Assessment Wire and debris in hedge
Remove wire /debris Stem density

Initial coppicing (Circular saw) Species composition

Hire of machinery Distance to be transported
Ground labour Presence of trees

Safety (posts / hazard tape, etc) Presence of hedgebank and drain
Secondary coppicng.

Disposal of brash

Mulching

Aftercare
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