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1 Introduction 

 Scope  

1.1.1. Wild Service was commissioned by Ling Developments Ltd to undertake a 

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) at 8 Village Road, Child’s Ercall, Market 

Drayton, Shropshire, TF9 2DG (hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’). The survey was 

requested to inform plans for construction of residential buildings. 

1.1.2. The PEA comprised a Phase 1 habitat survey and protected species survey 

assessment. 

1.1.3. This report includes a description of methods used to identify habitats, results, and 

recommendations for mitigation. 

 Site Description 

 The Site is located within the village of Child’s Ercall in rural Shropshire, 

approximately 9km south of Market Drayton. The Site is located off Village Road in 

Child’s Ercall and comprises an area of bare ground surrounded by boundary 

hedgerows and walls.   

 The surrounding landscape consists of residential houses and gardens to the east, 

west and south, and arable fields with boundary hedgerows to the north. 

 The central Ordnance Survey Grid Reference for the Site is SJ 66469 25081. 

 Legislation 

 This report has been prepared in accordance with relevant legislation and policy.  

Further detail is provided in Appendix 1, however the following primary documents 

are of relevance:  

• The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA 1981); 

• The Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000 (as amended) (CRoW Act 2000); 

• The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006 (NERC Act 2006);   

• The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 (PBA 1992); 
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• The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) (CHS 

Regs 2017); and 

• The Hedgerows Regulations 1997. 

 No part of this report should be considered as legal advice and when dealing with 

individual cases, the client is advised to consult the full texts of the relevant 

legislation and obtain further legal advice.    
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2 Methods 

 Desk Study 

 The objectives of the desk study are to review the existing available information in 

order to identify the following: 

• Statutory and non-statutory nature conservation sites within 1km of the Site 

(including an extended search of 5km for Special Protection Areas (SPAs) 

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Ramsar sites; and  

• Records of protected and rare/notable species within 1km of the Site. 

 Ecological data were provided by Telford and Wrekin Council (2021) and sourced 

from the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) website 

(2021).  

 Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Survey 

 The methods used for the Phase 1 habitat and protected species surveys are outlined 

in Table 1. 

 Julia Morrison of Wild Service undertook the surveys on 11th February 2021 and the 

weather conditions were dry and cold (approx. 1°C). 

 Limitations and Constraints 

 While every attempt has been made to collect accurate baseline data, all ecological 

surveys represent a ‘snapshot’ of activity.  Ecological features are dynamic and often 

transient, and it is not possible to confirm the absence of a species through survey. 

It may be necessary to update the ecological surveys if sufficient time elapses since 

the surveys and data collection presented in this report were carried out. 

 The south-west corner of the Site was not accessible during the survey as fencing 

surrounded this area. The majority of the habitat that was inaccessible comprised of 

bare ground and therefore lack of access did not significantly impact the survey. A 

small section of hedgerow (<15m) along the western boundary was also inaccessible, 
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however it was mostly possible to determine species present, as the inaccessible 

area was small and visible through the surrounding fencing. 

 Note that the optimum period for habitat surveys and protected species appraisals 

is during the late spring and summer period. However, sufficient information was 

available at this time of year to categorise habitats and inform the need for further 

surveys. 
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Table 1. Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Survey Methods  

Phase 1 habitat 
survey 

The aim of the Phase 1 survey is to provide a description of the semi-natural vegetation of a particular site and is made in accordance with 
the JNCC Phase 1 Habitat Survey methodology (JNCC, 2010). Where necessary, the condition of habitat is described, and full plant lists 
collated to provide greater detail, which helps when identifying the conservation significance of a particular habitat. The appraisal also aims 
to identify invasive plants listed on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act that could have implications for works on site. Where 
appropriate, maps are provided in other formats, such as annotated aerial photographs. 

Badgers The site is assessed for suitable habitats that may support badgers Meles meles. Where relevant habitat occurs, evidence of badgers 
including setts, latrines, tracks, snuffle holes, padding or guard hairs is recorded. 

Bats The Site is assessed for suitable habitats, generally buildings and trees, that may support roosting bats. For example, buildings are assessed 
for holes in soffits, missing tiles and gaps in the masonry whilst trees are assessed for features such as cracks, holes, flaky bark and 
established ivy cover. Where possible the interior of buildings are also inspected for suitable roosting features and any evidence of bats in 
the form of bats, droppings, urine staining and feeding remains are noted. Potential roosting features are classed as negligible, low, 
moderate, or high potential in (Collins, 2016). The suitability of the habitats for foraging bats is also assessed. 

Birds The site is assessed for suitable habitats that may support birds in terms of feeding, nesting and roosting. Where relevant habitat occurs, 
evidence identifying the presence of birds including nests, droppings, pellets and feathers is recorded. 

Dormice The site is assessed for suitable habitats that may support dormice Muscardinus avellanarius including woodland and hedgerows. Where 
relevant habitat occurs evidence of dormice including nests and gnawed nuts is recorded. 

Great crested 
newts 

During the site visit the potential of the site to support great-crested newts Triturus cristatus is assessed; this includes looking for potential 
breeding sites such as ponds, disused swimming pools and other water-bodies. The appraisal also focuses on the potential for this species to 
find refuge in places such as log piles, rubble and compost heaps. Where still water-bodies occur a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) is 
calculated. This is a standard appraisal method developed specifically to evaluate the habitat suitability for great crested newts (Oldham et 
al. 2000). A series of factors must be considered. Each factor is assessed along suitability guidelines and allocated a value of between 0.1 
(highly unsuitable) to 1.0 (highly suitable). The geometric mean of these values provides an overall suitability value for the site. Although this 
is no substitute for a dedicated survey the suitability value informs the decision on whether to undertake a dedicated survey. 

Otters The area under appraisal is searched for suitable habitat along water-bodies, recording where appropriate, evidence pertaining to the 
presence of otters Lutra lutra in the form of holts, spraints, anal jelly, tracks and feeding remains. 

Reptiles The site is assessed for suitable habitats that may support reptiles including slow-worms Anguis fragilis, common lizards Zootoca vivipara 
grass snakes Natrix natrix and adder Vipera berus. Where relevant habitat occurs, evidence identifying the presence of reptiles, particularly 
tracks and sloughed skin is recorded. 

Water voles The area under appraisal is searched for suitable habitat along water-bodies, recording where appropriate, evidence pertaining to the 
presence of water voles Arvicola amphibius in the form of burrows, latrines, runs, footprints and distinctive “feeding lawns”. 

White-clawed 
crayfish 

The area under appraisal is searched for suitable habitats that may support white-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes. This typically 
includes freshwater streams and rivers but may also include still water-bodies. 
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3 Results 

 Desk Study 

3.1.1. The results of the desk study confirmed that there are no statutory or non-statutory 

nature conservation sites within 1km of the Site. 

3.1.2. The results of the extended search confirmed there are no SPAs, SACs or Ramsar sites 

within 5km of the Site. 

3.1.3. The biological data search yielded records of several protected species within 1km of 

the Site, but none are specific to the Site. The data are summarised in Table 3. 

 Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Survey 

 The results of the Phase 1 habitat and protected species survey assessment are 

outlined in Tables 2 and 3. Reference should be made to the Site Map presented in 

Figure 1, and photographs in Appendix 2. 
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Table 2. Phase 1 Habitat Survey and Recommendations 

Habitat/Feature Description 
NERC0F

1 
habitat 
(Y/N) 

Evaluation and 
potential 
impact  

Recommendations 
Avoidance / mitigation / enhancement measures 

BARE GROUND The majority of the Site comprised bare ground and rubble 
piles, with no vegetation. 
 

N Negligible 
ecological 
value. 

Detailed plans have not been provided. However, 
planting with wildflower meadow grassland is 
recommended where possible, and planting native 
trees would also enhance the Site for wildlife. 

DRY STONE WALL 
BOUNDARY 

(north of Site) 

The boundary to the north of the Site comprised a dry-stone 
wall ranging in height from approximately 0.5m at the north-
east to 1m in the north-west. The wall had some ivy Hedera 
helix growth, and occasional shrubs/herbs growing along the 
ground which included; common nettle Urtica dioica, 
ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, crane’s-bill Geranium 
sp., bramble Rubus fruticosus agg. and cleavers Galium 
aparine. Adjacent to the stone wall, in the field opposite, 
dog-rose Rosa canina plants were overhanging the Site 
slightly.  

N Low ecological 
value.  

It is our understanding the wall is to be retained 
under proposed plans.  
 

SPECIES-POOR 
INTACT 

HEDGEROW (H1)  

The boundary to the east of the Site comprised a species-
poor hedgerow (<1m wide, approx. 50m in length), which 
was largely intact, with a few visible gaps. Species present 
included immature and semi-mature sycamore Acer 
pseudoplatanus and ash Fraxinus excelsior trees, and 
hawthorn Crataegus monogyna. Several of the immature 
ash trees had moderate ivy growth. There were occasional 
holly Ilex aquifolium bushes, bramble, ivy, and cow parsley 
Anthriscus sylvestris at ground level. The maximum height of 
the trees present was approx. 5-6m.  

Y Moderate 
ecological 
value.  

It is our understanding the hedgerow is to be 
retained under proposed plans. Should hedgerow 
removal be required, a survey would be required 
prior to removal, to determine their species 
richness and ‘importance’ according to the criteria 
outlined in the Wildlife and Landscape section of 
the Hedgerows Regulations (1997).  
It is recommended to plant any small gaps with 
native species including blackthorn Prunus spinosa, 
dog-rose, and honeysuckle Lonicera periclymenum.  

 
1 Habitats of ‘Principal Importance’ under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 
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Habitat/Feature Description 
NERC0F

1 
habitat 
(Y/N) 

Evaluation and 
potential 
impact  

Recommendations 
Avoidance / mitigation / enhancement measures 

BOUNDARY 
WALL (south of 

site) 

The boundary to the south of the Site (bordering Village 
Road) had a small wall covering half of the border (from the 
south-west corner of the Site to the middle), with access to 
the Site gained from the south-east corner. 
The wall was of low height (0.3m to 0.5m) with moderate ivy 
and bramble growth. An area of dense ivy growth was 
covering the south-west corner of the wall.  

N Negligible 
ecological 
value.  

It is our understanding the wall is to be retained 
under proposed plans.  
 

SPECIES-POOR 
GAPPY 

HEDGEROW (H2) 

The Site is separated from a neighbouring property by a 
wooden fence along the western boundary. Along the fence-
line was a species-poor, gappy hedgerow. Species present 
included; hawthorn, bramble, ivy, common nettle, holly, 
honeysuckle Lonicera sp., with a few young ash and 
sycamore trees. To the south-west corner butterfly bush 
Buddleja davidii was growing, possibly from the 
neighbouring garden (not possible to access this area of the 
Site). To the middle of the western boundary were some 
Leyland cypress Cupressus × leylandii trees which were 
hanging over the Site from the neighbouring garden. The 
hedgerow had recently been flailed. 

Y Low ecological 
value. 

It is our understanding the hedgerow is to be 
retained under proposed plans. Should hedgerow 
removal be required, a survey would be required 
prior to removal of hedgerows, to determine their 
species richness and ‘importance’ according to the 
criteria outlined in the Wildlife and Landscape 
section of the Hedgerows Regulations (1997).  
It is recommended to plant any gaps with native 
species including blackthorn Prunus spinosa, dog-
rose and honeysuckle Lonicera periclymenum, 
particularly in the north-west corner where there 
are large gaps in the hedgerow. The butterfly bush 
could be removed (if within Site boundary) in order 
to prevent it colonising the Site. Whilst it is not 
listed on Schedule 9 of the WCA 1981, butterfly 
bush is generally considered to be invasive. 

IMPROVED 
GRASSLAND/ 
HERBS (north-
west corner of 

Site) 

There was a very small patch of improved grassland/herbs to 
the north-west corner of the Site, which bordered the 
neighbouring garden, with a sward height of <5cm. Species 
present included; perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne, cock’s-
foot Dactylis glomerata, ribwort plantain, broad-leaved dock 
Rumex obtusifolius, creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens, 
creeping thistle Cirsium arvense, cleavers and bramble.  

N Negligible 
ecological 
value.  

Replacement planting with wildflower meadow 
grassland is recommended. 
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Table 3. Protected Species Survey and Recommendations 

Species Habitats/features Evidence Data search  Likelihood of 
presence 

Potential impact Recommendations 
Further survey required? (Yes/No) / 

Avoidance / mitigation / 
enhancement measures 

B
A

D
G

ER
S 

The trees and hedgerows 
along the boundaries of the 
Site provide negligible 
foraging and shelter 
opportunities for badgers.  

None. There are no 
records of badgers 
within 1km of the 
Site. 
 

Unlikely. None. Badgers are offered full protection 
under the PBA 1992. 
No further surveys required. 
As a precautionary measure, should 
any trenches or pits need to be 
excavated, these should be fitted with 
ramps to enable any animals to escape 
(including small mammals). 

B
A

TS
 

 

The trees and hedgerows 
along the boundaries of the 
Site provide suitable 
commuting/foraging 
habitat for bats. All the 
trees on Site were 
immature or semi-mature 
and did not have any 
potential roost features for 
bats.  
 
 

None. There are no 
records of bats 
within 1km of the 
Site. 

Likely to be 
commuting/ 
foraging along the 
hedgerows. 

No impact to 
roosting bats as 
no suitable 
roosting habitats/ 
features were 
recorded on Site. 
 
Low impact to 
foraging bats 
(lighting 
recommendations 
provided). 

Bats and their resting places are 
protected under the WCA 1981 and 
the CHS Regs 2017.  
No further surveys required. 
It is our understanding that the 
hedgerows and trees are to be 
retained, therefore retaining suitable 
commuting/foraging habitat for bats. 
Roosting opportunities for local bats 
can be incorporated into the new 
buildings (further details are provided 
in Section 4 of this report). To reduce 
the impact of lighting on bats from the 
proposed development, lighting 
recommendations are provided in 
Section 4 of this report. 
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Species Habitats/features Evidence Data search  Likelihood of 
presence 

Potential impact Recommendations 
Further survey required? (Yes/No) / 

Avoidance / mitigation / 
enhancement measures 

B
IR

D
S 

The trees and hedgerows 
along the Site boundaries 
provide suitable nesting 
habitat for birds. 

The following 
species of bird 
were 
observed in 
the 
hedgerows 
during the 
survey: robin 
Erithacus 
rubecula, 
blackbird 
Turdus merula 
and 
woodpigeon 
Columba 
palumbus.  

Biological records 
yielded results of 40 
species within 1km 
of the Site and 
include barn owl 
Tyto alba, cuckoo 
Cuculus canorus, 
redwing Turdus 
iliacus, starling 
Sturnus vulgaris and 
yellowhammer 
Emberiza citrinella.  
 

Birds are likely to 
be nesting in the 
hedgerows and 
trees bordering 
the Site during the 
nesting season. 

No impact to 
nesting birds, if 
present, as it is 
our 
understanding 
that the boundary 
hedgerows/trees 
on Site are to be 
retained. 
 

All birds are protected under Section 1 
of the WCA 1981.  
No further surveys required. 
It is our understanding that the 
hedgerows/trees on Site are to be 
retained. Nesting opportunities can be 
provided in the new buildings and on 
existing boundary hedgerow trees, and 
recommendations are provided in 
Section 4 of this report. 
It is generally unlawful to intentionally 
kill or injure a bird, damage, or destroy 
an occupied nest or take or destroy 
eggs other than in exceptional 
prescribed circumstances. Therefore, 
should hedgerow removal be required, 
development operations should take 
care to avoid the risk of harm to birds 
and their nests, especially during the 
nesting season (generally considered 
to be March to August). Removal of 
hedgerows/trees, if required, should 
be undertaken outside the main 
nesting season and where this is not 
possible a suitably qualified ecologist 
should be engaged to check for nesting 
birds and to provide advice on the 
most appropriate way to proceed. 
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Species Habitats/features Evidence Data search  Likelihood of 
presence 

Potential impact Recommendations 
Further survey required? (Yes/No) / 

Avoidance / mitigation / 
enhancement measures 

D
O

R
M

IC
E 

The hedgerows on Site 
provide sub-optimal 
habitat for dormice as they 
are species-poor, and not 
connected to habitat 
suitable for dormice in the 
surrounding landscape. The 
hedgerow on the western 
boundary was gappy, and 
the hedgerow on the 
eastern boundary was 
largely intact, with only a 
few small gaps. The 
habitats surrounding the 
Site (residential 
houses/gardens and arable 
fields) were not suitable for 
dormice.  

None. 
 
 
 

There are no 
records of dormice 
within 1km of the 
Site. 

Unlikely.   No impact. 
 

Dormice and their resting places are 
protected under the WCA 1981 and 
the CHS Regs 2017.  
No further surveys required. 
 

G
R

EA
T 

C
R

ES
TE

D
 N

EW
TS

 
(G

C
N

) 

There were no waterbodies 
on Site. The terrestrial 
habitat largely comprised 
bare ground and a very 
small patch of grassland, 
neither of which were 
suitable habitat for GCN. 
However, the hedgerows 
and dry-stone wall 
boundary provided 
potential places of 

None. The data provided 
by Telford and 
Wrekin Council 
included no records 
of GCN within 1km 
of the Site but did 
include one record 
of a smooth newt 
Lissotriton vulgaris 
located at the limit 

Unlikely to be 
present on Site 
due to lack of 
suitable terrestrial 
habitat on Site 
and in the area 
surrounding the 
Site, and lack of 
records within 
1km of the Site. 

Negligible impact. 
 
 
 
 

No further surveys required. GCN and 
their resting/breeding places are 
protected under the WCA 1981 and 
CHS Regs 2017. 
No further surveys required. 
It is our understanding that the 
hedgerows and dry-stone wall 
boundaries are to be retained and 
therefore there will be no impact to 
sheltering/hibernating amphibians if 
present around the Site. 
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Species Habitats/features Evidence Data search  Likelihood of 
presence 

Potential impact Recommendations 
Further survey required? (Yes/No) / 

Avoidance / mitigation / 
enhancement measures 

shelter/hibernation, should 
GCN be present in the 
surrounding landscape. 
There were also several 
rubble/log piles on Site 
which offered some 
potential shelter to GCN.  
There are no waterbodies 
within 500m of the Site 
which are not separated 
from the Site by dispersal 
barriers e.g. roads. 

of the 1km search 
boundary. 
There is also one 
GCN licence record 
approx. 775m from 
the Site (MAGIC, 
2021).  

As a precautionary measure, all 
material must be stored on pallets or 
otherwise separated from the ground 
in order to eliminate any potential 
refuge for GCN. Aggregates must also 
be delivered in bags and stored in this 
way. 
 

O
TT

ER
S,

 W
A

TE
R

 
V

O
LE

S 
&

 W
H

IT
E-

C
LA

W
ED

 C
R

A
Y

FI
SH

 There are no waterbodies 
on the Site to provide 
habitat for these species.  

None. There are no 
records of otters, 
water voles or 
white-clawed 
crayfish within 1km 
of the Site.  

None.  No impact. Otters, water voles and white-clawed 
crayfish are protected under the WCA 
1981, and otters and their resting 
places are also protected under the 
CHS Regs 2017.  
No further surveys required. 
 
 
 

R
EP

TI
LE

S 

The hedgerows and dry-
stone wall boundary 
provide potential places of 
shelter/hibernation, should 
reptiles be present in the 
surrounding landscape. 
There were also several 
rubble/log piles on Site 

None.  There are no 
records of reptiles 
within 1km of the 
Site. 

Low likelihood.  Negligible impact. Reptiles are protected under the WCA 
1981.  
No further surveys required. 
It is our understanding that the 
hedgerows and dry-stone wall 
boundaries are to be retained and 
therefore there will be no impact to 
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Species Habitats/features Evidence Data search  Likelihood of 
presence 

Potential impact Recommendations 
Further survey required? (Yes/No) / 

Avoidance / mitigation / 
enhancement measures 

which offered potential 
shelter to reptiles. 

sheltering/hibernating reptiles if 
present around the Site. 
As a precautionary measure, all 
material must be stored on pallets or 
otherwise separated from the ground 
in order to eliminate any potential 
refuge for reptiles. Aggregates must 
also be delivered in bags and stored in 
this way. 

H
ED

G
EH

O
G

S 

The hedgerows on the 
boundaries of the Site 
provide suitable habitat for 
hedgehogs Erinaceus 
europaeus to forage and 
shelter in. 

None. 
 

There is one record 
of a hedgehog 
within 1km of the 
Site. 

Likely to be 
present, 
commuting/ 
foraging through 
the Site and in the 
surrounding 
habitat. 

No impact, as it is 
our 
understanding 
that the 
hedgerows on 
Site are to be 
retained. 
 

Hedgehogs are listed as a Species of 
Principal Importance under the NERC 
Act 2006.  
To encourage/facilitate the movement 
of hedgehogs on/off the Site, holes of 
dimensions 13cmx13cm can be 
created at the base of any fencing.  
It is recommended that a hedgehog 
house is constructed on the Site. 
Examples of hedgehog houses can be 
found in Appendix 3. 
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Figure 1. Site Plan and Habitat Descriptions (Central Grid Reference: SJ 66469 25081) 

N 

H1 

H2 



JM2021002Av1 

 
15 

4 Discussion  

 Habitats 

 The habitats that need consideration in relation to this development are mentioned 

below with enhancement measures. 

Hedgerows 

 Hedgerows are a Habitat of Principal Importance under the NERC Act 2006. It is our 

understanding that the hedgerows on Site are to be retained and therefore no 

further surveys are required. Should hedgerow removal be required, a Hedgerow 

Regulations Survey would be required prior to removal, to determine their species 

richness and ‘importance’ according to the criteria outlined in the Wildlife and 

Landscape section of the Hedgerow Regulations (1997). Protection fencing should 

be in place around retained hedgerows and trees.  

Enhancements 

 It is recommended to plant any small gaps in the existing hedgerows on Site with 

native species including blackthorn, dog-rose, and honeysuckle. 

 The ecological value of the site can be enhanced through planting native species 

and/or those of value to wildlife, i.e. those producing fruits, seeds, nuts or single-

flowering varieties. Leaving patches of unmown grass and tall herb as well as creating 

compost heaps/log piles creates valuable wildlife habitat, particularly for 

invertebrates, reptiles, amphibians and small mammals, including hedgehogs2
1F. 

Gardens can be made more permeable to wildlife, such as hedgehogs, through 

leaving small gaps of 13x13cm under fences. Ideally only pesticides branded as 

‘wildlife friendly’ should be used. Wildlife planting tips and advice can be found here: 

https://www.gloucestershirewildlifetrust.co.uk/wildlife/wildlife-gardening.  Further 

information is provided in Appendix 3 below. 

 
2 The State of Britain’s Hedgehogs 2015, publicised at a special UK summit on hedgehogs: since 2000, records of the species 

have declined by half in rural areas and by a third in urban ones. Hedgehogs are also a species of ‘Principal Importance’ under 

Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 and therefore need to be taken into 

consideration by a public body when performing any of its functions with a view to conservation 

https://www.gloucestershirewildlifetrust.co.uk/wildlife/wildlife-gardening
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 Protected Species 

 The protected species and their mitigation that need consideration in relation to this 

development are mentioned below. 

Bats 

 Bats and their resting places are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 

The hedgerows and trees on Site provide some suitable commuting/foraging habitat 

for bats, and it is our understanding these habitats are to be retained. Although 

detailed plans for the Site have not been provided, it is our understanding that 

residential buildings are to be constructed on Site. In order to minimise the impact 

of development to foraging bats, the following lighting recommendations are 

provided, based on Bats and Lighting in the UK (Stone, 2013):  

• All luminaires should lack UV elements when manufactured. Metal halide, 

fluorescent sources should not be used. 

• LED luminaires should be used where possible due to their sharp cut-off, 

lower intensity, good colour rendition and dimming capability. 

• A warm white spectrum (ideally <2700Kelvin or >550nm) should be adopted 

to reduce blue light component, as redder light is preferable for bats.  

• <0.2 lux on horizontal plane is good, hedgerow lighting tends to be <1 lux. 

• Luminaires should feature peak wavelengths higher than 550nm to avoid the 

component of light most disturbing to bats. 

• Blue/white light should be avoided, or if mercury lamps are installed, these 

should be fitted with UV filters. 

• Internal luminaires can be recessed where installed in proximity to windows 

to reduce glare and light spill.  

• Accessories such as baffles, hoods or louvres can be used to reduce light spill 

and direct it below horizontal plane.  
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• The use of specialist bollard or low-level downward directional luminaires to 

retain darkness above can be considered. 

• Column heights should be carefully considered to minimise light spill.  

• Reducing the height of light units to keep the light as close to the ground as 

possible and reduce the volume of illuminated space. 

• Only luminaires with an upward light ratio of 0% should be used. 

• Luminaires should always be mounted on the horizontal, i.e. no upward tilt. 

Ideally the angle of the luminaire should be less than 70 degrees to avoid 

upward light spill. 

• Any external security lighting should be set on people-activated motion-

sensors and short (1min) timers. 

 Roosting opportunities for local bats can be incorporated into the new buildings 

through the installation of bat boxes under the eaves either on the exterior walls 

(e.g. Schwegler 1WQ/1FF bat box) or fitted into the walls (e.g. Habibat 001 bat box), 

and the creation of raised ridge tiles. Bat boxes (e.g. Schwegler 2FN) can also be 

installed on medium-large trees. Bat boxes should be installed at minimum heights 

of 2.5m (ideally 3.5-4m), facing away from external illumination and should ideally 

face in a south-east or south-west orientation. Examples are provided in Appendix 

3. 

Birds 

 All birds are protected under Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended). It is our understanding that the hedgerows/trees on Site are to be 

retained. It is generally unlawful to intentionally kill or injure a bird, damage, or 

destroy an occupied nest or take or destroy eggs other than in exceptional 

prescribed circumstances. Therefore, should hedgerow removal be required, 

development operations should take care to avoid the risk of harm to birds and their 

nests, especially during the nesting season (generally considered to be March to 

August). Removal of hedgerows/trees, if required, should be undertaken outside the 

main nesting season and where this is not possible a suitably qualified ecologist 
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should be engaged to check for nesting birds and to provide advice on the most 

appropriate way to proceed. 

 Nesting opportunities for house sparrows Passer domesticus and swifts Apus apus 

can be provided in the form of swift bricks (that are fitted into the walls and are 

readily used by these and other species of small bird). Where it is not possible to fit 

them into the wall, swift boxes can also be fitted externally. House martins Delichon 

urbicum can be provided with nesting provision in the form of house martin cups, 

which can be fitted on the exterior walls of a building. Barns, carports and open 

fronted porches or large overhanging eaves are suitable locations for swallow cups 

to provide nesting features for swallows Hirundo rustica. All these species have 

undergone a decline in recent years. These nesting features should be installed 

under the eaves of a building at minimum heights of 2-2.5m and face in a north to 

south-east direction. In addition, hole-fronted and open-fronted bird boxes can be 

installed on medium-large trees at similar heights and directions to attract other 

species of birds. Examples are provided in Appendix 3. 

General Protected Species 

 There appear to be no other obvious and immediate issues for this development 

with regard to any other species protected under the WCA 1981 and the CHS Regs 

2017, and no further dedicated surveys for any other species are recommended. 

However, in the unlikely event that any protected species listed in Table 1 are found 

on the site during the works, then all works must cease immediately and the advice 

of a suitably qualified ecologist must be sought.  

  



JM2021002Av1 

 
19 

5 References 

Bat Conservation Trust. 2018. Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK. Bats and the Built 

Environment Series. London. 

Bat Conservation Trust. 2012. Bats and Buildings. Bats and the Built Environment Series. 

London. 

Bright, P., Morris, P. & Mitchell-Jones, T. 2006. The Dormouse Conservation Handbook (2nd 

Ed.) English Nature. 

British Trust for Ornithology website. http://www.bto.org/about-birds/birdfacts  

Chanin, P. 2003. Monitoring the Otter Lutra lutra. Conserving Natura 2000 Rivers Monitoring 

Series No. 10, English Nature, Peterborough. 

Chanin, P. & Woods, M. 2003. Surveying Dormice using Nest Tubes: Results and Experiences 

from the South West Dormouse Project. English Nature Research Report 524 . Peterborough: 

English Nature 34pp 

Collins, J. (ed). 2016. Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines 3rd 

Edition. Bat Conservation Trust. 

Dean, M., Strachan, R., Gow, D. and Andrews, R. 2016. The Water Vole Mitigation Handbook 

(Mammal Society Mitigation Series). Eds. Fiona Matthews and Paul Chanin. Mammal Society, 

London. 

DEFRA (2007). Hedgerow Survey Handbook. A Standard Procedure for Local Surveys in the UK. 

Defra, London. 

Eaton, M., Aebischer, N., Brown, A., Hearn, R., Lock, L., Musgrove, A., Noble, D., Stroud, D and 

Gregory, R. 2015. Birds of Conservation Concern 4: the Population Status of Birds of the UK, 

Channel Islands and Isle of Man.  British Birds: 108; pp. 708-746.  

Froglife.  1999.  Reptile Survey: An Introduction to Planning, Conducting and Interpreting 

Surveys for Snake and Lizard Conservation.  Froglife Advice Sheet 10.  Froglife, Halesworth. 

Gent, A. & Gibson, S. 1998. Herpetofauna Workers’ Manual. JNCC, Peterborough. 



JM2021002Av1 

 
20 

Hayes, C & Whitehurst, J. 2001. Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines. English Nature, 

Peterborough. 

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC). 2010. Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey: A 

Technique for Environmental Audit. Peterborough: JNCC. 

Matthews, F. & Chanin, P. (ed). 2016. The Water Vole Mitigation Handbook: Mammal Society 

Mitigation Guidance Series.  Mammal Society, London. 

Multi-Agency Geographical Information for the Countryside website 

http://magic.defra.gov.uk. Accessed February 2021. 

Mitchell-Jones, A.J. 2004. Bat Mitigation Guidelines. English Nature, Peterborough. 

Mitchell-Jones, A.J. and McLeish, A.P. 1999 (revised 2004). The Bat Workers Manual. Joint 

Nature Conservation Committee, Peterborough. 

Naura, M. and Robinson, M. 1998. Principles of using River Habitat Survey to Predict Aquatic 

Species: An Example Applied to the White-clawed Crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes. 

Aquatic Conservation 8, 515–527. 

Neal, E. and Cheeseman, C. 1996. Badgers. Poyser Natural History, London. 

Oldham, R.S. et al 2000. Evaluating the Suitability of Habitat for the Great Crested Newt 

(Triturus cristatus): The Herpetological Journal Vol. 10, No. 4. British Herpetological Society, 

London. 

Roper, T.  2010.  Badger.  Collins, London. 

Russ, J. 2012. British Bat Calls: A Guide to Species Identification. Pelagic Publishing, Exeter. 

Scottish Natural Heritage.  2003.  Best Practice Guidance - Badger Surveys. Inverness Badger 

Survey 2003.  Commissioned Report No. 09.   

Smith, G.R.T., Learner, M.A., Slater, F.M. and Foster, J. 1996. Habitat Features Important for 

the Conservation of the Native Crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes in Britain. Biological 

Conservation 75, 239–246. 

Stone, E.L.  2013.  Bats and Lighting: Overview of Current Evidence and Mitigation Guidance.  

University of Bristol. 

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/


JM2021002Av1 

 
21 

Strachan, R, Moorhouse, T. & Gelling, M. 2011. Water Vole Conservation Handbook (Third 

Edition). Wildlife Conservation Research Unit, Oxford. 

UK Biodiversity Framework  http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-6189 

 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-6189


JM2021002Av1 

 
22 

Appendix 1: Policy and Legal Considerations 

Statutory nature conservation sites and protected species are a ‘material consideration’ in the UK planning 

process (DCLG, March 2012). Where planning permission is not required, for example on proposals for external 

repair to structures, consideration of protected species remains necessary given their protection under UK law. 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 transpose the requirements of European Directives 

such as the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive3 into UK law, enabling the designation of protected sites and 

species at a European level.   

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) forms the key piece of UK legislation relating to the 

protection of habitats and species.  The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 provides additional support to 

the 1981 Act, for example, increasing the protection of certain reptile species. Specific protection for badger is 

provided by the Protection of Badger Act 1992. The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996 sets out the welfare 

framework with respect to wild mammals prohibiting a range of activities which may cause unnecessary 

suffering.   

The Government has a duty to ensure that parties take reasonable practicable steps to further the conservation 

of habitats and species of Principal Importance for Conservation in England listed under Section 41 of the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Bill 20064. In addition, the 2006 Act places a Biodiversity Duty on public 

authorities who ‘must, in exercising [their] functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise 

of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’ (Section 40 (1)). Criteria for selection of priority 

habitats and species include, for example, international threat (such that species may be protected in their 

strong holds) and marked national decline.   

The National Planning Policy Framework 2019 states that the planning system should minimise impacts on 

biodiversity, providing net gains in biodiversity, wherever possible. Section 15 states that when determining 

planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles: 

a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on 

an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 

for, then planning permission should be refused; 

b) development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have 

an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other developments), should not 

normally be permitted. The only exception is where the benefits of the development in the location 

proposed clearly outweigh both its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special 

scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest; 

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland 

and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons5 and a 

suitable compensation strategy exists; and 

d) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be supported; 

while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and around developments should be 

encouraged, especially where this can secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

 
3Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora, and Council Directive 79/409/EEC on 
the Conservation of Wild Birds, respectively. 
4The NERC Act refers to “species of principle importance for the conservation of biodiversity”, which translates to BAP habitats and species 
occurring in England.  
5 For example, infrastructure projects (including nationally significant infrastructure projects, orders under the Transport and Works Act 
and hybrid bills), where the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss or deterioration of habitat. 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/eu_nature_legislation/habitats_directive/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/consleg/pdf/1979/en_1979L0409_do_001.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/consleg/pdf/1979/en_1979L0409_do_001.pdf
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Appendix 2: Photographs  

No Photo Description 

1 

 

View from south of Site. The 

majority of the Site comprised bare 

ground, with rubble piles scattered 

throughout. 

2 

 

Dry stone wall boundary to the 

north of the Site.  
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No Photo Description 

3 

 

Dry stone wall boundary to the 

north of the Site. 

4 

 

Species-poor, intact hedgerow (H1) 

on eastern Site boundary. 
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No Photo Description 

5 

 

Species-poor, gappy hedgerow (H2) 

on western Site boundary. 

6 

 

Small area of improved grassland in 

north-west corner of Site. 
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Appendix 3: Ecological Enhancements  

HEDGEHOG HOUSE 

 

AMPHIBIAN/REPTILE HIBERNACULUM 
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 BAT ROOSTING FEATURES  

Schwegler 1FF bat box 

  

Schwegler 1WQ Summer and Winter bat 
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Habibat 001 Bat Box – integral bat box, fitted into wall 

  

Schwegler 2FN bat box for installation in trees 

 

Diagrammatic view of ridge tile and cross section through ridge tile showing access point 
(taken from Scottish Natural Heritage 1996). Bitumastic lining must be used near/on the 
ridge beam to ensure bats can only have contact with this type of membrane to avoid any 
possible entanglement with a breathable membrane. 
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BIRD BOXES 

Two designs of swift bricks 

 

 

 

House Sparrow terrace box Swallow Cup 

 

 

 

Hole-fronted bird box (for trees) Open-fronted bird box (for trees) 

  

Swift box 

 

 

 

http://www.google.co.uk/url?url=http://www.filcris.co.uk/products/product-details/swiftzeist&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=hlXKVLifFMqKaJe6gZAL&ved=0CDwQ9QEwEw&usg=AFQjCNHKfi-MkHbAUBz24_zKBC1__ARBCw
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Appendix 4: Ecological Experience 

Julia Morrison: Assistant Ecologist, BSc (Hons) MSc CIEEM 

 

Julia has been working with Wild Service for several years and has recently gained her MSc in 

Applied Ecology from the University of Gloucestershire. Julia’s dissertation project involved 

large-scale data analysis of biometric bird ringing data to assess biometric changes in UK 

wintering waterbirds. Julia has a keen interest in bat ecology and in addition to undertaking 

professional bat surveys and assessments, she has also studied bats in Ghana, West Africa. 

She is experienced in a range of ecological surveys including Phase 1 habitat assessments, 

protected species surveys, reptile surveys and translocations, great crested newt and 

dormouse surveys. Julia’s additional skills include advanced data analysis and GIS mapping 

using various software packages including QGIS and ArcGIS. In addition to project delivery, 

she also assists with the management of Wild Service projects. Julia has also spent time 

volunteering on conservation projects with the Gloucestershire Bat Group and the 

Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust. Julia is a Qualifying member of CIEEM and holds a CSCS card. 

She is currently working towards her Natural England bat and great crested newt licences.  

 

Elizabeth Pimley: Head of Ecology and Principal Ecologist, BSc (Hons) PhD CEnv MCIEEM 

 

Elizabeth has worked in both the academic and consultancy ecology sectors since 2000 with 

a focus on mammalian ecology, particularly badgers, dormice, bats, water voles and otters. 

Elizabeth manages the consultancy as well as being involved in project delivery. She has 

managed ecological projects, ranging in size and type, both in the UK and abroad. She 

regularly advises clients on the planning process in relation to ecology. Elizabeth has expertise 

in a wide variety of ecological survey techniques including Preliminary Ecological 

Appraisals/Phase 1 habitat assessments and a variety of protected species surveys (e.g. the 

aforementioned mammal species as well as reptiles and great crested newts). 

 

Elizabeth also devises ecological mitigation schemes, both as part of protected species 

mitigation licences (e.g. bats, great crested newts, badgers, dormice, water voles, otters) and 
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for projects not requiring licensing (e.g. reptiles). She has produced a wide variety of 

preliminary ecological appraisals, BREEAM/CSH Ecology Assessments, mitigation licences for 

protected species (including Bat Mitigation Class Licences), Ecological Impact Assessments 

(EcIA), Construction Ecological Management Plans, Habitat Regulations Assessments, 

Biodiversity Net Gain assessments, Biodiversity Enhancement Schemes and Ecological Design 

Strategies, as well as writing for scientific journals, books and magazines. As a Building with 

Nature Assessor, Elizabeth also has expertise in providing green infrastructure advice to 

projects. 

 

Elizabeth offers a scientific approach to projects with additional skills in radiotracking, bat call 

analysis, statistical analysis, home range and compositional habitat analysis and Geographical 

Information Systems (GIS) mapping. Elizabeth holds Natural England and Natural Resources 

Wales licences for bats and dormice, as well as Natural England licences for great crested 

newts and water voles. She is also a Registered Consultant of the Bat Mitigation Class Licence 

(BMCL) and holds a CSCS card. 

 

Benjamin Goodger: Principal Ecologist, MA (Oxon) MSc CEnv MCIEEM 

 

Ben has 20 years’ experience as a professional ecologist, five in nature conservation and 15 

in consultancy. As a consultant he has worked on a wide range of development projects at 

sites across the UK. These have ranged from housing and employment developments, land 

reclamation projects, road schemes and major infrastructure projects. He has undertaken 

numerous site assessments, using information obtained from habitat and protected species 

surveys and desk-based studies. He is particularly skilled in EcIA and the design of mitigation 

solutions and has written ecology chapters for a number of ESs. He has also undertaken 

several HRAs. Ben is a skilled botanist and has undertaken many plant and habitat surveys in 

his career, including Phase 1 habitat surveys, National Vegetation Classification (NVC) surveys 

and targeted plant surveys. 
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