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1 INTRODUCTION AND METHODS 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
1.1.1 Bioscan (UK) Ltd was commissioned by Cantay Estates Ltd to carry out a preliminary 

ecological appraisal and bat survey of a site known as Jack Straw’s Lane, Oxford 
(approximate grid reference SP529074), which is proposed to be re-developed to 
housing.  
 

1.1.2 The site is located in New Marston, on the east side of Oxford and is surrounded on 
all sides by existing build development. The site contains a collection of small 
buildings in varing condition which are understood to have been in use until relatively 
recently, but with the site vacant at the time of the survey.  

 
1.2 Methods 

 
Habitat survey 
 

1.2.1 The Phase 1 habitat survey was carried out on the 7th August 2020 by Sam Watson 
and Dana Mang, both of Bioscan (UK) Ltd. The survey was carried out based on the 
Phase 1 habitat survey approach1 whereby the habitat types were identified and 
mapped, and a relevant species list compiled for each.  

 
Protected species assessment 
 

1.2.2 Concurrent with the habitat survey the site was assessed for its suitability to support 
protected species, such as reptiles, with a search of the site also undertaken for 
evidence badger Meles meles activity, such as setts, latrines and snuffle pits. 
 
Bats – building survey 
 

1.2.3 In order to investigate the potential use of the buildings on the site by bats for 
roosting, a survey was carried based on the methodology outlined in the Bat 
Conservation Trust (BCT) Good Practice Guidelines2. 

 
1.2.4 Where access permitted, this involved a detailed internal survey of each building to 

check for evidence of bats such as droppings, feeding remains, staining and any bats 
themselves. The exterior of each building was also assessed for its potential to 
support roosting bats based on the presence and suitability of features bats might 
exploit for roosting. This included looking for gaps behind fascia/barge boards and 
soffits, loose or hanging tiles, cracks in brickwork or panelling/weatherboarding. 
 

 
1                    Nature Conservancy Council (1990) ‘A Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey’ (updated JNCC 2010) 
2             Collins, J. (ed.) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edition). The Bat Conservation Trust, 

London 
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1.2.5 The bat survey was carried out concurrently with the habitat survey on the 7th August 
2020 by Sam Watson under Natural England’s Bat Survey Class Licence WML-CL18 
registration ref: 2015-11529.  
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2 RESULTS 
 

2.1 Habitat survey 
 

2.1.1 The following broad habitat types were recorded on the site:  
 

• Hardstanding 

• Buildings 

• Species-poor grassland 

• Bramble scrub 

• Trees 

• Ornamental  
 

2.1.2 Each habitat is mapped on Figure 1, with the characteristic species described below. 
See appendix 1 for photos of the site.  
 
Hardstanding 
 

2.1.3 The majority of the main body of the site, including the access track into the site from 
Jack Straw’s Lane, had a hardstanding surface in the form of bitumen, concrete or 
gravel. Much of this was devoid of vegetation, but where species had been able to 
colonise such as at the edges, particularly in gravelled areas, a typical mix of 
opportunistic species was recorded. This included lesser swine-cress Lepidium 
didymum, pineapple weed Matricaria discoidea, bristly oxtongue Helminthotheca 
echioides, daisy Bellis perennis, greater plantain Plantago major, annual mercury 
Mercurialis annua, petty spurge Euphorbia peplus and procumbent pearlwort Sagina 
procumbens. Saplings of buddleia Buddleja davidii were also noted. 
 
Buildings 
 

2.1.4 The site contains numerous buildings, which are described in more detail under 
section 2.2. 
 
Species-poor grassland 
 

2.1.5 Between the more intensively used hardstanding areas and the peripheral bramble 
Rubus fruticosus scrub a species-poor grassland community was present. This was 
characterised by graminoids such as perennial ryegrass Lolium perenne, barren 
brome Bromus sterilis, cock’s-foot Dactylis glomerata, common bent Agrostis 
capillaris and Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus. The herb component of these areas 
consisted of a limited collection of ubiquitous species such as cat’s-ear Hypochaeris 
radicata, daisy, white clover Trifolium repens, dandelion Taraxacum agg, common 
mouse-ear Cerastium fontanum, ragwort Senecio jacobaea, dove’s-foot cranesbill 
Geranium molle, creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans, lesser trefoil Trifolium 
dubium and both ribwort Plantago lanceolata and greater plantain. 
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Bramble scrub 
 

2.1.6 Relatively large pockets of bramble scrub were identified on the site, in areas that 
appear to have be subject to no or low levels of active use. Whilst the bramble had 
been cut to ground level shortly before the survey it was evident from the debris and 
regrowth that these areas are likely to have been fairly dense bramble thickets, in 
keeping with this species typical growth form. Other species recorded in this habitat 
included ivy Hedera helix, nettle Urtica dioica, broadleaved dock Rumex obtusifolius, 
wood avens Geum urbanum and mullein (mostly likely great mullein Verbascum 
thapsus). 
 
Trees 

 
2.1.7 There was a small group of mature trees in the southwest corner of the site which 

contained cherry Prunus sp., cypress, including Leyland cypress Cupressus x leylandii 
and Norway spruce Picea abies trees. 

 
Ornamental 

 
2.1.8 There were two areas of predominately ornamental vegetation on the site. The first 

runs parallel to the site access track and takes the form of a boundary/hedgerow 
feature that contained garden privet Ligustrum ovalifolium, firethorn Pyracantha sp., 
box Buxus sempervirens and Wilson’s honeysuckle Lonicera nitida. The second area 
is present in the southwest corner and contained ornamental dwarf conifers, holly 
Ilex aquifolium, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas and dogwood Cornus sanguinea.  
 

2.2 Protected species assessment 
 

2.2.1 Throughout the habitat survey the site was assessed for the potential to support 
protected species and overall, the site had very little scope to support such species. 
In particular the habitats were broadly unsuitable for supporting resident reptiles and 
no evidence of badgers was found. The potential exception to this would be possible 
use of the site by common ‘garden’ bird species for nesting. 
 

2.3 Bat survey 
 

2.3.1 The site contains a mix of buildings, all single storey but constructed variously of 
materials including red brick, breeze block, steel, timber and feather edge board. 
Roof coverings include corrugated tin, bitumen and concrete board, in places lined 
internally with wooden cladding or fibreboard. Three of the buildings had an 
enclosed roof void (see Figure 1) which were not accessible for detailed survey. 
However, given the combination of the shallow roof pitch, roof material and/or gaps 
in the internal ceiling, none of the aforementioned buildings is considered to have 
significant roosting potential. The only building not accessed internally is the one in 
the northeast corner (Target note 1, Figure 1), although on the basis that this building 
appears to have a similar construction to the others it is considered unlikely that this 
would have significantly different roosting potential. 
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2.3.2 Overall, none of the buildings on the site was assessed to have more than negligible 

to low roosting potential and no evidence of bats was found during the survey.  
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3 EVALUATION 
 

3.1 The principles of site evaluation 
 

3.1.1 While a certain level of subjectivity is unavoidable when apportioning value to 
ecological features and resources, certain parameters and points of reference can be 
used to help ensure consistency. Those used in this appraisal are explained below.  
 

3.1.2 Sites already possessing statutory or non-statutory nature conservation designations 
will have been subjected to some form of evaluation process in the past, and their 
importance defined at a geographical scale (e.g. international, national, local). For 
these, evaluation will generally reaffirm their qualifying attributes, or in some cases 
may identify where designation may no longer be appropriate.  
 

3.1.3 Factors such as extent, naturalness, rarity, fragility and diversity are all relevant to 
the determination of ecological value, and for the evaluation of sites and habitat 
features outside designated sites, these and other criteria as described by Ratcliffe3, 
may be applied. Ratcliffe’s criteria are integral to the procedure for selecting both 
Sites of Special Scientific interest and many non-statutory designation systems in the 
UK, and therefore remain an accepted standard for site evaluation. 
 

3.1.4 In applying these criteria, attention may be drawn to the relative scarcity or 
abundance of features within the survey area and in the wider geographical context. 
Some criteria are however absolute and not relative to scale. Ancient woodland, for 
example, is fragile irrespective of whether it is being considered in an international 
or local context. Similarly, the value of an otherwise poor habitat may be elevated if 
it is central to the survival of a rare species. 
 

3.1.5 In the context of land-use planning and development control, the above approach 
needs to be supplemented by consideration of whether individual species are subject 
to legal protection4, or whether habitats or species are present which have been 
identified as of ‘principal importance’ for biodiversity conservation in the UK5. 
Planning authorities have a statutory duty6 to have regard to protected species and 
further biodiversity objectives and the presence of such species may be a material 
consideration in the determination of development control decisions7.  
 

3.1.6 Finally, attention may be drawn to species not necessarily subject to legal protection 
or identified as a priority for biodiversity conservation, but which nonetheless have 
an ‘unfavourable’ conservation status as defined by the Red Data Book system or the 

 
3  Ratcliffe (1977) A Nature Conservation Review. 
4  Principal legislation being the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2017 (as amended) which consolidates The Conservations (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended), 
both of which implement the EC Habitats Directive and Birds Directive. Some animals are protected under separate legislation 
(e.g. the Protection of Badgers Act 1992). 

5  As published by the Secretary of State further to their duties under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 

 Communities Act 2006 
6  Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
7  National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (as supplemented by Circular 06/2005). 
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Red and Amber lists for birds8, or which are otherwise known to be rare or scarce in 
a local or regional context. 
 

3.1.7 Scales of comparison varying from the international to the context of the local area 
may be used to define the measure of importance attached to individual features. 
The definition of geographic terms can vary, but in this evaluation the geographic 
frame of reference contained within the CIEEM guidelines9 is used. 
 

3.2 Site evaluation 
 
Habitats 
 

3.2.1 Without exception, the plant species and assemblages of species found on the site 
are common and widespread throughout the UK and are typical of a site of this type. 
None of the habitats is afforded special protection nor are they assessed as likely to 
meet the criteria for status as a priority habitat. On this basis their loss as a result of 
re-development of the site would not be likely to result in a significant impact at any 
geographic level above the immediate confines of the site itself.  
 
Fauna 
 

3.2.2 No evidence of any specially protected species was on the site and the site was 
assessed to have limited scope to support such species. In particular no evidence of 
bats or badgers was found and the habitats on site are unlikely to support a resident 
population of reptiles. Whilst survey of the site for bat activity was beyond the scope 
of this commission, the proposed redevelopment would result in habitats and 
features that are comparable to those lost and any current use of the site by bats is 
unlikely to be significantly affected as a result. 
 

3.2.3 Although not confirmed during the survey, there is scope for the site to be used by 
birds for nesting and measures to minimise the risk to birds and their nests are 
outlined in the next section. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
8  Eaton et al. (2015) Birds of Conservation Concern 4: the population status of birds in the United Kingdom, Channel Islands and 

Isle of Man. British Birds 108, pp708-746. 
9  CIEEM (2018) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal and Marine 

version 1.1. Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, Winchester. 
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4 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 Conclusions 

 
4.1.1 Overall, no significant ecological constraints on the redevelopment of this site have 

been identified and it is considered unlikely that the proposals would result in a 
significant ecological impact above the site level.  

 
4.2 Recommendations 

 
Bats 

 
4.2.1 No evidence of bats was found during the bat survey and the building were assessed 

to have limited scope to support roosting. As such further survey of the buildings is 
not assessed to be required at this stage. Nevertheless, in the unlikely event that a 
bat is found during the demolition of the buildings all work must stop immediately 
and advice must be sought from an ecologist.  
 
Nesting birds 

 
4.2.2 In order to avoid legislative constraints relating to nesting birds, it is recommended 

to carry out any clearance works, such as vegetation removal and building 
demolition, outside the bird nesting season, which typically runs from mid-February 
to August inclusive, although some bird species will nest all year-round if conditions 
are suitable. If the work is programmed for during the peak nesting period a prior 
survey by a suitably experienced ecologist is recommended to identify if any nesting 
constraints are present at that time. If an active nest is identified within an area to 
be affected by any works, it is likely that it would have to remain in situ and 
unaffected until such time as a re-survey confirmed that it was no longer in active 
use, at which point it is likely that it could be removed. 
 
Enhancement 
 

4.2.3 Although not required for legislation compliance, local and national planning policy 
encourages development to deliver ecological enhancement as part of a project. The 
following enhancements are therefore suggested; 
 

• Install 4 bird boxes on new buildings within the development. 

• Install 4 bat boxes on new buildings within the development.  

• Any non-native or ornamental species included as part of the landscaping 
scheme should avoid floral species known or assessed as potentially being 
invasive such as periwinkle Vinca spp and Japanese rose rosa rugosa10. 
 

 
10  Further information can be found in Natural England’s publication - Horizon-scanning for invasive non-native plants in Great 

Britain. Natural England, Sheffield (2011). See also the Plantlife and RHS 2010 guides ‘Gardening without harmful invasive 
plants’ and ‘Landscaping without harmful invasive plants’. 
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