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Introduction 
 

This Hearing Statement is submitted by WYG on behalf of A&M Trust in respect of their land interests 

at Land South of Pinewood Drive, Woolwell, Plymouth, and supplements representations made at 

Pre-Submission stage regarding Policy Dev 29. A plan of the Site is attached at Appendix 1. 

 

A&M Trust own 3.2ha of land south of Pinewood Drive, which was included as a potential residential 

allocation within an earlier draft of the Local Plan, July 2016 (Inq Doc JLP2). An application on the 

site for 46 dwellings (2169/16/OPA) was refused permission on the 4th August 2017, solely on the 

basis of conflict with the emerging Local Green Space allocation then contained in the pre-submission 

JLP (Inq Doc JLP10/16. These representations seek to challenge the basis on which the designation 

is proposed as unsound, because it is not justified by necessary evidence, and not consistent with 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

The Statement is structured to respond to Matters, Issues and Questions (EXC7) produced by the 

Inspectors on 10th November 2017. Specifically, the Matter addressed is; 

 

• Matter 9 vii: Environment – Policy Dev 29 – Green and play spaces 

 

WYG will be appearing at the JLP Hearings in respect of Matter 9 vii on Tuesday 20th March 2018. 

  

The Inspectors are invited to consider the soundness of the JLP in this regard, and to support through 

recommended Main Modifications the removal of any Local Green Space designation from land south 

of Pinewood Drive, Woolwell, in conjunction with substantive amendments to the Policy to add clarity 

of understanding and to assist its application and interpretation. Whilst not the subject of this Hearing 

Statement, were the Inspectors minded to consider that the Plan be found unsound in terms of 

overall Housing numbers and provision, then the LPA should be encouraged through Main 

Modifications to consider the re-allocation of this land which by consensus (there being no other 

reason for refusal on the refused planning application beyond reference to the Local Green Space 

designation) is considered acceptable for housing development in all other respects. 
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Matter 9: Environment 
 
Response to Inspector’s Questions in relation to Policy DEV29: 
  
a) Does the policy clearly define how development proposals will be assessed against its 

provisions? How will the impact of development on ‘function(s)’ or ‘characteristics’ of 

green spaces be determined? How does the policy relate to paragraph 74 of the 

Framework? 

 

The policy does not define how it is intended to applied, and is generally badly framed, to the point 

that it is considered unsound, as it is neither effective, nor consistent with national policy. 

 

It is presumed that criteria 2, 3 and 4 of the policy which reference ‘other green space’, ‘accessible 

greenspace’ and ‘green space and play space’, do not apply to Local Green Space (LGS).  However, 

the use of differing and undefined terminology is unhelpful in understanding how the policy is to be 

both interpreted and applied. In this respect the policy is considered to be ineffective. 

 

The interpretation of criteria 1 of the policy is also far from clear.  The A&M Trust land, for example, 

is understood to have been designated as LGS primarily due to its ‘richness of wildlife’ (on which 

further comment is provided below). Work undertaken in respect of A&M Trust’s planning application 

for this site demonstrated how development could be achieved with a net gain to biodiversity, and 

thus provide no ‘unacceptable conflict with the function or characteristic’ of this specific LGS. 

 

The final sentence of criteria 1 to the policy references matters which are all unrelated to biodiversity, 

such that the policy has no means of addressing a circumstance whereby the biodiversity ‘justification’ 

for designating an LGS might be enhanced through development of land and not harmed. Again, this 

indicates that the policy may be ineffective in achieving its intended aim. 

 

Whilst the principle of the identification of the A&M Trust land as LGS is strongly objected to, if the 

policy is to remain, then amendments should be made through Main Modifications to; 

 

• Define more clearly each of the terms used within the policy to describe different types of 

open space, 

• To define how the ‘function’ or ‘characteristic’ of LGS is to be methodologically identified 

• To define how ‘unacceptable conflict’ is to be determined, and 
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• To include as an example of development that might be permitted, ‘enhancement to 

biodiversity’, where an LGS has been identified on ‘richness of wildlife’ grounds. 

 

b) Are the allocations/designations based on robust evidence and are they justified and 

consistent with national policy? 

 

The allocation of my client’s Site has not been based on robust evidence, it is neither justified, nor is 

it consistent with national policy. 

 

It is of note that the site was originally the subject of a positive allocation for housing development 

in the 2016 draft Joint Local Plan (JLP). It is also of note that no systematic appraisal of the value of 

this site appears to have been undertaken through the evidence base to date. 

 

There is no reference to my client’s site in the April 2009 Plymouth Green Space Strategy 2008 to 

2023 (Exam Doc EN4), nor was it assessed as part of the Plymouth Policy Area Open Space 

Assessment, February 2017 (Exam Doc EN34). There appears to have been no independent analysis 

of the site, nor explanation as to how it came to be transferred from a housing allocation to an LGS 

designation. There was no reference to any biodiversity value to the site in the 2016 Plymouth and 

Plymouth Urban Fringe Landscape and Seascape Assessment October 2016 (Inq Doc EN22 & 22A) 

where the site is contained in Character Area 10: Plymbridge Wooded Valley. There is no assessment 

of the site in the JLP ‘At Plymouth’ document July 2016 (Inq Doc JLP4), merely a reference to 106 

LGS sites being designated for protection. The Landscape Impact Assessment of the site which 

addresses its development potential (Inq Doc EN27), perhaps understandably, makes no finding on 

biodiversity. However, it does note (Site Ref 409) that if allocated then the opportunity ‘to extend 

semi-natural woodland, grassland and riparian habitat’ should be taken. The Integrated Assessment 

(Inq Doc JLP19) assesses the sites suitability for residential development only, not as an LGS. There 

is no evidence in any of the Inquiry Documents examined that the site has a ‘richness of wildlife’, 

and its absence of assessment appears as something of an anomaly.  

 

A review of the Planning Committee report to my client’s application (2169/16/OPA) does offer some 

light on this. Whilst there was no objection (subject to conditions) from the Council’s own ecology 

officer to the proposals, the following text under the heading “Local Green Space nomination” is 

informative; 
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“The site subject to this planning application was nominated by a member of the Bickleigh Parish 

Council based on its proximity to the adjacent Ancient Woodland and on the basis of its richness of 

wildlife including rare/endangered species. Whilst not forming part of the nomination, it is noted the 

ecology report submitted in support of the planning application has evidence (sic) the presence of 

protected species use of the site, most notably of Annex II bat species. 

 

The site was considered to meet the Para 77 criteria, namely; 

- That is (sic) was close proximity to the community it served 

- Was demonstrably special to the local community, holding a particular local 

significance based on richness of wildlife. 

- Was local in character and not an extensive tract of land.” 

 

A number of points arise; 

 

1) The Council has no evidence of its own to support the assertion that the site possesses a ‘richness 

of wildlife’. 

2) The application ecology report (attached as Appendix 2) concluded that the site was generally 

covered in perennial rye grassland with species poor semi improved grassland margins, and that 

the value such as there was related principally to the boundary planting providing cover for bat 

flight routes; this was to be largely unaffected by the proposed development (10m loss, 770m of 

additional scrub/hedgerow planting). 

3) The Annex II bat species passing along the site boundaries were very low in number with only 

single passes recorded for Barbastelle and Lesser Horseshoe, and 3 passes for Greater Horseshoe 

over 6 evening surveys conducted across a 9 month period (see Ecology report at Appendix 2) 

4) The potential to enhance the habitat for the bat species present was significant through additional 

hedgerow planting and the use of lighting schemes to create dark corridors.  A net gain in 

biodiversity, to the benefit of those Annex II species was identified as an outcome of 

development. 

5) The Bickleigh Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan has now completed Reg 14 consultation stage 

(October 2017), it does not seek to identify the site as a Local Green Space, this is despite the 

indication that the JLP allocation was responding to a Parish Councillor led initiative. It is not 

established that this is an area of ‘particular importance’ to the local community. 
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In the context of paras 76 and 77 of the NPPF therefore, it is concluded that the Joint Local Plan is 

not in conformity with the NPPF (and therefore unsound) because, 

 

a) The site is not being promoted by the Local Community through their Neighbourhood Plan as 

Local Green Space, it is not evidenced that it is ‘of particular importance to them’ (NPPF 76) 

b) There is no evidence to support the proposition that this site is ‘demonstrably special’ to the 

local community (NPPF 77) 

c) There is no evidence to support the site’s designation for its ‘richness of wildlife’, the Council’s 

own ecology officer raising no ecological objection to a previous proposal for its residential 

development. The only ecology survey work undertaken actually indicates the limited biodiversity 

value of the site, and the potential for development to offer net gains (NPPF 77). 

More generally, the Council have sought to use both Strategic Greenspace, and Local Greenspace 

designations liberally.  NPPF para 77 notes that LGS will ‘not be appropriate for most areas of open 

space’. This is an important caveat, because, as NPPF para 78 makes clear, policy for LGS is equivalent 

to that of Green Belt, arguably the strongest of all planning policy restrictions. Whilst there is no 

direct requirement to demonstrate an ‘exceptional circumstances’ case for designating LGS, the 

equivalence with Green Belts highlighted by para 78 emphasises the need to ensure that the para 77 

clauses are rigorously engaged and applied. The complete absence of evidence produced by the 

Council to demonstrate how this specific site is ‘special to a local community’ or to provide evidence 

of its ‘richness of wildlife’ upon which the designation is predicated, mean that the designation is 

unsound, and should be proposed for removal through Main Modification. 

 

c) In relation to Local Green Space, paragraph 77 of the Framework states that this form of 

designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space and should only 

be used in certain circumstances. Do the designations meet the circumstances set out in 

the Framework? 

As noted in the preceding response to part b) the JLP is seeking to designate substantial areas of 

land as LGS, and then to apply a de facto Green Belt policy restriction to them. There are 169 sites 

proposed as LGS covering extensive tracts of the City Council’s undeveloped land.  This has the effect, 

when coupled with the Strategic Green Space, of bringing a substantial level of policy protection to 

land within the urban limits of the City which might otherwise be available to meet development 

needs. 
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It is not at all clear from the published evidence base, how the sites have been individually assessed, 

the methodology used, or the criteria upon which the threshold for inclusion has been determined. 

For example, the Plymouth Greenspace Policy Development Process document (Inquiry Doc EN31), 

identifies 6 criteria for assessment; existing permission, existing designation, size, local significance, 

proximity to population and endurance. 

 

Taking the determination of local significance though, the methodology simply states ‘Officers 

determined whether a convincing case was made…’ according to the NPPF criteria.  What is absent 

is an understanding of how officers made that determination, what criteria they used, what evidence 

was relied upon or what thresholds were applied. There is a complete absence of any evidenced 

justification for or explanation of, the inclusion of the land south of Pinewood Drive as an LGS. 

 

Given the wider imperative of the NPPF to significantly boost housing supply, and the expectation 

that 630 dwellings will be delivered through windfall development (Submitted JLP, Fig 3.3), then 

there needs to be a fundamental review of the merit of the use of applying the full protection of LGS 

across such extensive tracts of the City. 

 

d) The supporting text refers to the allocation of strategic greenspaces, the designation of 

Local Green Spaces and the mapping of all other neighbourhood greenspaces in the PPA. 

It also states that Local Green Spaces will be proposed for designation through 

neighbourhood plans in the TTVPA. Is such reference in the supporting text effective in 

allocating/ designating such greenspaces or should reference be made to this in the 

policy? 

 

My client has no observations on designation of LGS beyond the Plymouth Policy Area, but does 

observe that Bickleigh Neighbourhood Plan Reg 14 consultation (October 2017) made no proposal 

for an LGS designation of their site. 

 

e) Point 4 of DEV29 seeks to address local deficiencies in the accessibility and quality of 

green space and play space. Is it clear that this only relates to the additional needs of 

new residents from development? 
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It is not sufficiently explicit that the policy relates only to the need arising from development.  There 

is some ambiguity that new development could be required to address existing deficiencies, which 

would be inappropriate. The policy should be amended to clarify this. 

 

f) Have the requirements of the policy been included in the viability assessment? 

 

This is a matter for the Council to respond to. 
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Executive Summary 

This report represents the results of an Ecological Appraisal at 7 Acre Field, Roborough, Plymouth 

(central OS grid reference: SX 5140 6097) in relation to a proposed residential development. 

A desk study, Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey, tree assessment for bats and bat activity surveys 

were undertaken in 2015 and 2016 to provide baseline data for the Site and assess the ecological 

implications of the development. A dormouse survey has been completed as of October 2016, and as 

such dormice are not considered to be present within the habitat surrounding the Site. Reptile 

surveys were also undertaken; however onsite security issues prevented a full suite of surveys.  

The Site is approximately 3.32 hectares (ha) and comprised improved grassland, species poor semi-

improved grassland and a double strip of defunct mature hedgerow. The Site itself was surrounded 

by hedgebanks, upon which mature oak, ash and cherry trees had been allowed to develop to an 

extent that the original hedgerow shrubs had been replaced by mature and semi-mature trees. The 

Site was found to have evidence of a range of protected and notable species, including breeding 

birds, reptiles and commuting/ foraging bats (including Annex II species).  

The development will result in the loss of approximately 10m of hedgerow habitat to the north of the 

Site to make way for Site access as well as the loss of 2ha of improved grassland. Artificial lighting 

will also be introduced to the Site which could impact upon commuting and foraging bats. 

To mitigate for the loss of habitats and species, the development will include:  

 The creation of 1ha of species-rich tussocky grassland to compensate for the loss of grassland 

and to provide habitat for reptiles and other wildlife; 

 A 1.8m tall close board fence around the entire development boundary as well as the 

construction of a new hedgebank with species rich hedgerow on top between the development 

and the public open space. 

 Planting of hedgerow outside of the 1.8m CBF in order to create a dark area which will enable 

the continued use of the Site by a range of light-sensitive bat species. 

Additional recommendations have been provided in order to enhance the Site for biodiversity post-

development including the introduction of a range of suitable bat roosting and bird nesting facilities in 

suitable locations within the proposed development. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

This report presents the results of an Ecological Appraisal (EA) at 7 Acre Field, Roborough, 

Plymouth (central OS grid reference: SX 5140 6097) in relation to a proposed planning 

application. The area within the application boundary, is hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’. 

The surveys were commissioned by Mitchell Architects.  

The Site is located on the south-eastern edge of the suburb of Woolwell, on the north-east 

fringe of Plymouth. The Site is approximately 3.32 hectares (ha) and comprised improved 

grassland and species poor semi-improved grassland. The Site was surrounded by 

hedgebanks, upon which mature oak, ash and cherry trees had been allowed to develop to 

an extent that the original hedgerow shrubs had been replaced by mature and semi-mature 

trees The Site was found to have evidence of a range of protected and notable species, 

including breeding birds, reptiles and commuting/ foraging bats (including Annex II species).  

Proposals are understood to include the construction of approximately 49 residential 

dwellings with associated gardens, infrastructure and public greenspace.  

The majority of the improved and semi-improved grassland will be lost as a result of this 

development. However a substantial proportion will be retained and enhanced with the 

creation of new areas of species-rich grassland and suitable management. A small area of 

defunct hedgerow (10m approx.) will also be lost as a result of this development. No trees 

are proposed to be removed. 

This report includes the following surveys undertaken in 2015 and 2016 following pre-

application advice/ consultation with Rob Sekula of South Hams District Council: 

 Desk study;  

 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey;  

 Tree assessment for bats; Bat activity surveys;  

 Dormouse tube survey, and 

 Reptile surveys.  

The aims of this report are to:  

 Identify and describe the habitats and species likely to be affected by the proposed 

development and evaluate the significance of any potential effects;  

 Assess the ecological value of the Site and identify key ecological constraints to the 

proposed development;  
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 Provide recommendations for mitigation and enhancement opportunities in accordance 

with relevant planning policy, legislation and other published guidance. 

2 PLANNING POLICY AND LEGISLATION  

2.1 Habitat and Species Legislation 

Species and habitats receive legal protection in the UK under various legislation, including: 

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

 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulation 2010 (also known as the Habitat 

Regulations, it implements the EU Habitats Directive in England and Wales); 

 The Countryside Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000; 

 The Hedgerows Regulations 1997; 

 The Protection of Badgers Act 1992; and 

 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. 

 Where relevant, this report takes into account the legislative protection afforded to 

specific habitats and species.  

2.2 National Planning Policy Framework 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Governments planning 

policies for England and how local planning authorities should incorporate them into their 

own policies and plans. Section 11 of the NPPF contains several policies targeted at 

enhancing the natural environment and requires local authorities to consider how impacts on 

biodiversity can be minimised and provide net gains in biodiversity. Additional Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPGs) supports the NPPF and includes guidance on: 

 Landscape;  

 Biodiversity, ecosystems and green infrastructure; and  

 Brownfield land, soils and agricultural land.  

2.3 Regional/ Local Planning Policy 

The South Hams Local Development Framework Plan (LDF) guides planning and 

development in the area until 2021 or until the policy is superseded. The LDF contains 

several documents, of which the Core Strategy 2006 – 2021 contains the following relevant 

saved policies:  
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 CS18 Plymouth’s Green Space: places a duty on the council to protect and support a 

diverse and multi-functional network and safeguard important tree and hedgerows, 

securing soft landscaping as part of development;  

 CS19 Wildlife: promotes protection of designated sites, local wildlife sites and protected 

species, the maintenance of wildlife corridors and ensures development retains, 

protects, enhances and manages features of biological interest, and seeks to provide a 

net gain in biodiversity.  

2.4 UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework  

The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) was succeeded in 2012 by the ‘UK Post-2010 

Biodiversity Framework’ which demonstrates a whole-environment strategy on how the UK 

contributes to achieving the Convention on Biological Diversity’s (CBD) 20 Aichi Biodiversity 

Targets. In England, ‘Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem 

services’ (Defra, 2011) sets out the strategic direction for biodiversity policy in the future. 

The former UK BAP was used to draw up lists of species and habitats of ‘principal 

importance’ which continue to be regarded as priorities under the Post-2010 Biodiversity 

Framework and are identified under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006; these species have 

been considered throughout this report.    

2.5 Local Biodiversity Action Plan  

The Nature of Devon – A Biodiversity and Geodiversity Action Plan was revised by the 

Devon Biodiversity Partnership in 2005. The document takes into account the objectives and 

targets of the former UK BAP and translates these within a local context. The Plan contains 

action plans for five common themes, 20 key habitats and 20 key species, which are a 

consideration in planning decisions.   

3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Desk Study 

A desk-based study was undertaken in July 2015 whereby Devon Biodiversity Records 

Centre (DBRC) was contacted for records of protected/ notable species and sites 

designated for nature conservation value (statutory and non-statutory) within a 1km radius of 

the Site boundary, extended to 4km for bat species.  
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The Government’s mapping website MAGIC (www.magic.gov.uk) was also searched for 

Priority Habitats within 1km of the Site and European designated Natura 2000 sites (e.g. 

Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA)) within 10km.  

3.2 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

A site walkover was undertaken in accordance with the Joint Nature Conservation 

Committee’s Phase 1 Habitat Survey methodology (JNCC 2010) on 22 July 2015 by 

Dominic Sheldon BSc PgCert ACIEEM when weather conditions were damp with good 

visibility. 

All habitats within the Site were identified, described and mapped during the field survey, 

and an indicative botanical species list compiled. Plant names follow Stace (2010). The 

survey was extended to highlight the potential presence of protected and priority species in 

accordance with the Institute of Environmental Assessment methodology (IEA 1995). This 

involved a search to identify the presence or potential presence of notable and protected 

species such as badger Meles meles, dormouse Muscardinus avellanarius, bats, reptiles 

and amphibians. Target Notes (TNs) were used to record any features or habitats of 

ecological interest.  

Where access allowed, adjacent habitats were also considered in order to assess possible 

impacts of the proposal in a wider context. 

A digital map was produced using MapInfo Professional (Pitney Bowes, version 12.0.3). The 

Phase 1 Habitat map is shown in Figure 1. Plant species lists and target notes are provided 

in Appendix 1 and 2 respectively. 

3.3 Bat Surveys 

3.3.1 Tree assessment 

Trained ecologists were used to identify any trees that have Potential Roosting Features 

(PRFs) the trees were then assessed using the criteria in Table 1 below. During this initial 

search, binoculars were used from ground level to identify any features which were 

considered to have potential as a bat roost.  

 

  

http://www.magic.gov.uk/
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Table 1: Tree Roost Potential 

Suitability Description of tree roost potential 

Negligible Negligible habitat feature/s likely to be used by roosting bats 

 

 

 

Low 

A tree with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by individual bats 
opportunistically. However these roost sites do not provide enough space, shelter, 
protection, appropriate conditions or suitable surrounding habitat to be used on a 
regular basis by larger numbers of bats (i.e. unlikely to be suitable for maternity or 
hibernation). 

A tree of sufficient size and age to contain PRFs but with none seen from the 
ground or features of very limited potential. 

 

Moderate 

A tree with one or more potential roosting sites that could be used by bats due to 
their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat but unlikely to 
support a roost of high conservation status (not species conservation status). 

 

High 

A tree with one or more potential roost sites that are obviously suitable for use by a 
larger number of bats on a more regular basis and potentially for longer periods of 
time due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat. 

 

This included looking for features such as: 

 Woodpecker holes; 

 Rot holes; 

 Hazard beams; 

 Other vertical or horizontal cracks or splits such as frost cracks; 

 Knot holes; 

 Man-made holes such as flush cuts; 

 Cankers 

 Other hollows or cavities; 

 Gape between overlapping stems/branches; 

 Partially detached ivy stem with diameters in excess of 50mm; and, 

 Bat, bird or dormouse boxes. 

 

Information collected about PRF’s included a description, the height of the feature above 

ground level, the orientation of the feature in relation to the trunk and the orientation of the 

access to the feature to allow features to be located on future visits (Collins, 2016). 

3.3.2 Tree climbing assessment 

A climbed tree inspection was undertaken by Dominic Sheldon BSc (Hons) PgCert ACIEEM 

and Alex Sams BSc MSc ACIEEM on the 8/3/2016. 

Before climbing each tree an initial search was conducted from ground level on each tree for 

any evidence of bats such as live or dead bats, fur oil stains, audible squeaking, odour and 
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droppings. When any of the above mentioned features (3.3.1) were found, these were then 

aerially inspected. Features were inspected using an endoscope to determine the extent of 

their suitability and if any bats or evidence of bats were present at the time of the survey. 

3.3.3 Bat Activity Surveys 

Six bat activity surveys were undertaken between August 2015 and June 2016 which 

consisted of a walked transect undertaken in accordance with best practice guidance at the 

time (Hundt,2012 & Collins 2016). 

A single transect was undertaken on each visit which involved experienced surveyors 

walking a pre-defined route around the Site passing features with potential for use by 

foraging and commuting bats, encompassing as much of the Site as possible, as illustrated 

in Figure 2 using recording locations. Surveyors were equipped with a manual hand-held 

detector and recorder (Wildlife Acoustics Echo Metre EM3 alongside a Batbox Duet). When 

a bat was encountered the time, species and flight direction/ behaviour was noted. The 

routes were interspersed with ‘point-counts’ where surveyors stopped for three minutes to 

listen for bats. Starting locations were altered between surveys to prevent biased results.  

All surveys were completed during optimal weather conditions of at least 10oC at the start of 

the survey, dry and with very little or no wind, as detailed in Table 2 below.  

Table 2: Bat activity transect survey dates and personnel 

Date Survey 
type 

Sunset/ 
sunrise 

Start 
time 

Transect 
length (time) 

Weather Personnel 

10/08/2015 Activity 20:45 20:32 3 hrs 13 mins 16 – 15
o
C, no rain, 50% 

cloud cover, wind 8mph. 
DGS 

27/08/2015 Activity 20:13 19:49 3 hrs 32 mins 14 – 11
o
C, no rain, 5-

20% cloud cover, no 
wind.  

CRS & GG 

17/09/2015 Activity 19:27 19:09 3 hrs 21 mins 12
o
C, no rain, 90-30% 

cloud cover, light wind. 
CRS & GY 

18/05/2016 Activity 20:16 22:16 2 hrs 0 mins 12 – 12.2°C, no rain, 
100% cloud cover, F1 – 
F0 

DGS & EP 

12/05/2016 Activity 20:54 23:54 2 hrs 0 mins 17 - 15°C, no rain, 70 – 
90% cloud cover, F0 

LW & AY 

02/06/2016 Activity 21:20 00:34 3 hrs 14 mins 15°C, no rain, 10% 
cloud cover, F0-1 

LW & AY 

DGS = Dominic Sheldon BSc PGCert ACIEEM 

CRS = Cathy Ruth Shaw BSc (Hons) MSc GradCIEEM 

GG = Gemma Galbraith BSc (Hons) MSc. 

GY = Gavin Young BSc (Hons)  

LW = Louise Wooley BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
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AY = Alexandra Yates BSc (Hons) MSc. 

EP = Emma Pitkin BSc (Hons) 

 

3.3.4 Static Detector Surveys 

Activity transects were supplemented with the use of static automated detectors to increase 

survey effort.  

This involved the deployment of two static detectors (Titley Scientific Anabat Express and 

Wildlife Acoustics Song Meter 2 (SM2)) in the woodland edge in favourable weather 

conditions. Detectors were in position for three nights per month between August and 

September 2015 and between April and June 2016, for a total of 21 recording nights, as 

detailed in Table 3. Detector locations are illustrated in Figure 4, weather conditions are 

provided in Appendix 3.  

Table 3: Static bat detector recording dates 

Detector no. Location Dates Nights active  

1 Locations A & B 10 -12 August 2015 3 

2 Locations A & B 27 – 30 August 2015 4 

3 Locations A & B 17 – 20 Sept 2015 4 

4 Locations A & B 18 – 21 April 2016 4 

5 Locations A & B 12 – 14 May 2016 3 

6 Locations A & B 1 – 6 June 2016 3 

 

3.3.5 Bat Data Analysis 

Data recorded during the bat activity surveys was analysed using AnalookW 4.1d to identify 

species and gain a count of the total bat passes. Identification was guided by information in 

Russ (2012). Due to difficulties in separating Myotis bat species by call parameters, most 

Myotis species have been identified to genus level only. The analysed data set can be found 

in Appendix 4.  

To obtain an indication of relative bat activity within different areas of the Site a calculation 

was made based on the average number of bat passes (A bat pass being defined as a 

sequence of echolocation calls made as a single bat flies past the microphone) for each 

species per night, which could then be used to present the results temporally and spatially 

using graphs and maps. Relative bat activity within the Site was classified for both the 

activity surveys and the automated detector surveys within the following categories:  
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 No activity 

 Low (<15) 

 Low-medium (15-30) 

 Medium (30-60) 

 Medium – high (60 – 90) 

 High (90-120) 

 Very high (>120) 

3.4 Dormouse Survey 

In April 2016 a new Site layout indicated that there would be impacts on the hedgerows and 

adjacent woodland and scrub to the south of the Site in addition to the minimal impacts on 

the hedgerow at the north of the Site. This was due to the installation of an extensive storm 

water drain for the proposed development. As such a dormouse survey was set up on the 

2nd May 2016 by Alexandra Yates BSc MSc and collected in by Kerri Watson BSc (Hons) 

ACIEEM (Dormouse class licence number 2016-21897-CLS-CLS) on the 04/10/2016.  

The dormouse tube survey involved the placement of 50 tubes at approximately 20m 

intervals within hedgerows and woodland edge in accordance with The Dormouse 

Conservation Handbook (Bright et al., 2006). A survey must score a minimum probability 

score of 20 to provide sufficient survey effort to determine presence/likely absence of the 

species on a given site (based on 50 tubes). Table 4 details the months in which tubes were 

in-situ and the probability score.  

Table 4: Index of probability of finding dormice present (based on best practice 
guidelines) and months nest tubes were present  

Month  Index of Probability (Bright et al., 
2006) for 50 tubes 

Probability Score for Site  

April 1 - 

May 4 4 

June 2 2 

July 2 2 

August 5 5 

September 7 7 

October 2  

November 2  

TOTAL SCORE  20 
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3.5 Reptile Survey 

Reptile refugia were used to assess the presence / likely absence of reptiles. This comprised 

of 165 1m2 squares of roofing felt, deployed on 10th August 2015 in areas considered to be 

suitable for basking reptiles.  

The refugia were then left for one week in order to ‘bed down’ prior to a series of sevens 

visits to check for reptiles (see Survey Limitations below). Checks took place between 

08:00 – 11:00 or 16:00 - 18:00 in appropriate weather conditions when the temperature was 

between 9 - 18°c, and the ground was dry or moist.  During each visit the refugia were 

checked for the presence of reptiles both on top and underneath. In addition the site was 

searched visually for basking reptiles and other naturally occurring potential refugia were 

also checked. 

3.6 Survey Limitations  

Care has been taken to ensure that balanced advice is provided on the information available 

and collected during the study period (s), and within the resources available for the project. 

However, the possibility of important ecological features being missed due to survey timings, 

absence during surveys or the year of survey cannot be ruled out.  In addition the lack of 

evidence or records of protected species on Site does not preclude their presence from Site. 

Only the initial reptile survey check was undertaken on the 26th August 2015 due the 

removal of the reptile refugia from the Site by person/s unknown. However, presence of 

reptiles was confirmed on the initial survey before the refugia were removed. 

4 RESULTS 

4.1 Desk Study 

4.1.1 Designated Sites 

There are four Natura 2000 sites within 10km of the Site boundary: South Dartmoor Woods 

SAC, Dartmoor SAC, Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC and Tamar Estuaries SPA.  

There are no statutory designated sites within 1km of the Site boundary, the closest being 

Southway Valley Local Nature Reserve (LNR) 1.5km west and Plymbridge Lane and Estover 

Road Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 1.7km south-west.  
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Four non-statutory sites are located within 1km, comprising two County Wildlife Sites (CWS), 

and two Unconfirmed Wildlife Sites (UWS). In addition, there are 13 Plymouth Biodiversity 

Network Sites within 1km. CWSs are of county importance for wildlife and although do not 

have any legal status, the NPPF requires local authorities to identify locally designated sites 

as part of the Local Plan and are usually a material consideration in planning decisions. 

UWSs have possible wildlife interest but have not been fully surveyed. Biodiversity Network 

Sites are areas of semi-natural habitat likely to act as wildlife ‘stepping stones’ or corridors 

within the local landscape. A summary of statutory and non-statutory sites is given in Table 

5 below. 

Table 5: Summary of designated sites within 1km of Site (10km for Natura 2000 sites) 

Site Name Location  Description  

Natura 2000 Sites 

South Dartmoor 
Woods SAC 

3.2km north-
east 

Designated for old sessile oak woodland supporting 
regionally importnat assemblages of lower plants and dry 
Lobarion communities that are unique in Europe.  

Plymouth Sound 
& Estuaries 
SAC 

4.5km west Designated for Annex I habitats: sandbanks, estuaries, large 
shallow inlets and bays, reefs and Atlantic salt meadows and 
Annex II species shore dock Rumex rupestris.  

Tamar Estuaries 
Complex SPA 

4.5km west Large marine inlet supporting populations of European 
importance of little egret Egretta garzetta and avocet 
Recurvirostra avosetta.   

Dartmoor SAC  6.8km north-
east 

Designated for a range of Annex I habitats including Northern 
Atlanic wet heaths, European dry heaths, blanket bogs and 
old sessile oak woodland with Ilex and Blechnum as well as 
Annex II species southern damselfly Coenagrion mercuriale.  

Non-statutory Sites 

Great Shaugh & 
Cann Woods 
CWS 

460m east 
Ancient semi-natural woodland mostly replanted with conifers 
& broadleaves 

Plym Valley 
Woods CWS 

650m south-
east 

Ancient semi-natural broadleaved woodland 

Hatshill & 
Darklake Woods 
UWS 

Adjacent to Site 
boundary 

Mixed plantation on ancient woodland site 

Glenholt Woods 
UWS 

115m south 
Ancient semi-natural broadleaved woodland and mixed 
woodland 

4.1.2 Priority Habitats 

There are several areas of woodland qualifying as Habitat of Principal Importance (HPI)1 

‘deciduous woodland’ in the surrounding area, including a strip adjacent to part of the north-

western boundary. The Site is bordered to the east, south and south-west by a large tract of 

                                                

1
 Listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006 
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woodland listed as Hatshill / Holt Woods Ancient Replanted Woodland on the Ancient 

Woodland Inventory.  

4.1.3 Protected and Notable Species 

The data request from DBRC returned numerous records within the 1km search area 

(extended to 4km for bats) around the Site. The results have been referenced throughout 

this report within the relevant sections; the full dataset is available on request. 

4.2 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

4.2.1 Desk Study 

Several notable plants were returned as part of the desk study, as detailed in Table 6 below, 

although no records were found within the Site itself.  

Table 6: Notable plant records provided by DBRC within 1km of Site 

Species Conservation 
Status 

Record Summary  

Bastard balm Melittis 
melissophyllum 

S41; NS; DN2 4 records (1998 – 2004) in woodland 
habitats to south and west 

Corky-fruited water-dropwort 
Oenanthe pimpinelloides 

DN3 1 record (2005) Plymouth Airport 990m 
south-west 

Cyperus sedge Carex 
pseudocyperus 

DN1 1 record (1997) in woodland 620m west 

Ivy-leaved bellflower Wahlenbergia 
hederacea 

DN3 1 record (2004) in woodland 500m south 

Japanese knotweed Fallopia 
japonica 

Sch 9 6 records (1998 – 2004) mainly grouped 
around brownfield sites to south-west 

Montbretia Crocosmia x 
crocosmiiflora 

Sch 9 1 record (2005) Plymouth Airport 990m 
south-west 

Plymouth pear Pyrus cordata Sch 8; S41; 
DN 1; DR 

1 record (1977) 980m south (within 
industrial site) 

Prickly lettuce Lactuca serriola DN2 2 records (2005 & 2007) >900m south-west 
and north-west.  

Primrose Primula vulgaris DBAP 32 records (1994 – 2008) associated with 
woodland within 1km 

Rhododendron Rhododendron 
ponticum 

Sch 9 1 record (2005) Plymouth Airport 990m 
south-west 

Round-leaved crane’s-bill 
Geranium rotundifolium 

DN3 3 records (1995 – 2004) at Estover 
industrial estate approx. 500m south 

Sea fern-grass Catapodium 
marinum 

DN2 1 record (1997) >900m south-west 

Sea-buckthorn Hippophae 
rhamnoides 

NS; DN1 1 record (1994) >900m north-west 

Small-flowered buttercup DN3 1 record (1994) at Estover industrial estate 
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Species Conservation 
Status 

Record Summary  

Ranunculus parviflorus approx. 500m south 

Small-leaved lime Ranunculus 
parviflorus 

DN1 1 record (2004) in woodland 375m south 

Twiggy mullein Verbascum 
virgatum 

NS; DN2 1 record (1998) 400m south-west on road 
verges 

Wall bedstraw Galium parisiense NS; DN1; DR 1 record (2005) Plymouth Airport 990m 
south-west 

Welsh poppy Meconopsis cambrica NS 3 records (1998 – 2004) in  woodland 
habitat to south and west 

Wild service-tree Sorbus torminalis DN2 2 records (1997 & 2004) in woodland 
(closest 200m to south) 

NS = Nationally Scarce; S41 = Listed as Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 of NERC Act 2006; 
Sch 8 = Protected plant under Schedule 8 of Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA); Sch 9 = 
Invasive species under Schedule 9 of WCA; DN1 = Devon Notable 1 (1 – 25 2km squares in Atlas of Devon 
Flora 1984); DN2 = Devon Notable 2 (26 – 50 2km squares in Atlas of Devon Flora 1984); DN3 = Devon Notable 
3 (selected species from over 50 2km squares in Atlas of Devon Flora 1984); DR = Devon Rarity – substantial 
local decline; DBAP = Devon BAP species.  

4.2.2 Site Summary 

The Site is located adjacent to the southern edge of the suburb of Woolwell near to 

Roborough and approximately 7 km from Plymouth town centre.  

The Site is roughly triangular, approximately 3.32 hectares (ha) and comprises a large field 

of improved grassland with species poor semi-improved grassland within the field margins. 

The Site was surrounded by hedgebanks, upon which mature oak, ash and cherry trees had 

been allowed to develop to an extent that the original hedgerow shrubs had been replaced 

by mature and semi-mature trees. It is bordered by the suburban landscape of Woolwell to 

the north-west and by the steep valley of Darklake Wood to the east and south. Further to 

the east the woodland area links onto a larger parcel of woodland that starts within Dartmoor 

National Park and continues down the eastern side of Plymouth. To the west of the Site the 

urban areas of Widewell and Southway continue down into Plymouth. 

Figure 1 shows the results of the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey with associated Target 

Notes (TNs) included in Appendix 2, which should be read in conjunction with the following 

habitat descriptions.   

4.2.3 Improved grassland 

The grassland that formed the main body of the Site was dominated by perennial rye grass 

Lolium perrene with occasional creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera and Yorkshire fog Holcus 

lanatus. Creeping thistle Cirsium arvense and broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius was 
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also scattered throughout the sward. Management of the field took the form of occasional 

silage cuts throughout the growing season. 

4.2.4 Species poor semi-improved grassland  

Species poor semi-improved grassland formed the margins of the Site. The field margins 

were more diverse than the main body of the Site with dominant Yorkshire fog and 

occasional bracken. Frequent herbs were recorded including hedge bedstraw Galium 

mollugo, ground ivy Glechoma hederacea, creeping bent, birds-foot trefoil Lotus 

corniculatus, herb robert Geranium robertianum, hemp agrimony Eupatorium cannabinum, 

false brome Brachypodium sylvaticum, common nettle Urtica dioica, common ragwort 

Senico Jacobea and red campion Silene dioica. 

4.2.5 Defunct species poor hedgerow with trees  

Defunct hedgerows formed the southern and eastern boundaries of the Site. While the 

northern boundary was formed by a defunct double hedgerow. 

The hedgerows were defunct as field boundaries and generally consisted of semi-mature 

and mature trees and few shrubs. Generally pedunculate oak Quercus robur was dominant 

together with ash Fraxinus excelsior. Other shrub species included occasional holly Ilex 

aquifolium and blackthorn Prunus spinosa and dog rose Rosa canina,. Scrub species 

included bramble Rubus fruticosus agg.  The herb layer was diverse with frequent bluebell 

Hyacinthoides non-scripta, wood avens Geum urbanum, false brome, wood sage Teucrium 

scorodonia, red campion, navelwort Umbilicus rupestris, garlic mustard Alliaria petiolata, 

common field speedwell Veronica persica, black bryony Tamus communis, hart’s tongue 

fern Asplenium scolopendrium, tufted vetch Vicia cracca, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas and 

foxglove Digitalis purpurea.  

4.3 Badger 

Nine records of badger were found as part of the desk study within 1km of the Site between 

the years 1996 and 2013. A cluster of records was located approximately 450m south within 

woodland.  

No setts or other evidence of badgers (such as hairs or latrines) were found during the Site 

visit. The Site did however provide good foraging habitat for badger and their presence in 

the surrounding area was considered likely.  
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4.4 Bats 

4.4.1 Desk study  

The data search returned 120 bat records within 4km of the Site boundary; the most 

significant of which are summarised in Table 7 below. Some records were not given to 

species level (e.g. “a bat”); these have not been included however the full data set is 

available on request.  

Table 7: Summary of bat records within 4km of Site (provided by DBRC) 

Species  Status/ UK Distribution
2
 Record Summary 

Common pipistrelle 
Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

EPS.  

Common and widespread.  

36 records (1998 – 2013) within 4km 
including activity and roosts (buildings 
and trees)  

Soprano pipistrelle 
Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus 

EPS; S41.  

Common and widespread.   

5 records (2008 – 2013) including 1 
roost record 3.6km east.  

Natterer’s bat 
Myotis nattereri 

EPS. 

Found throughout most of the British 
Isles, but relatively scarce.  

4 records (1998 – 2013) all over 3km 
away, including roosts.  

Whiskered bat 
Myotis mystacinus 

EPS.  

Fairly common and widespread (poor 
statistics).  

1 occasional roost record (2013) 
within 4km east. 

Daubenton’s bat 
Myotis daubentonii 

EPS. 

Fairly widespread and common.  

1 record (1998) within tunnel 3.4km 
north-east.  

Brown long-eared 
bat Plecotus auritus 

EPS; S41. 

Common and widespread.  

15 records (1998 – 2013) including 
roosts, activity and hibernation within 
4km. Some roosts within residential 
buildings within 1km south-west.  

Long-eared bat 
Plecotus sp.  

EPS.  5 records (2010 – 2012) including 
roost and activity within Forder Valley, 
within 3km south-west. 

Greater horseshoe 
bat Rhinolophus 
ferrumequinum 

EPS; S41; Annex II; DBAP.  

Rare and confined to south-west 
England and south Wales.  

1 record (2012) of activity 2.7km 
south-west.  

Lesser horseshoe 
bat Rhinolophus 
hipposideros 

EPS; S41; Annex II.  

Rare and confined to Wales, western 
England and western Ireland.  

7 records (2008 – 2014): roosts, 
activity and hibernation site, the 
closest 2.1km south-west.  

Noctule bat 
Nyctalus noctula  

EPS; S41.  

Relatively widespread in England 
and Wales.  

6 records of activity (1998 – 2012) 
within 4km and 1 roost site in tunnel 
3.4km north-east 

Western 
barbastelle 
Barbastella 
barbastellus 

EPS; S41; Annex II.  

Rare in the UK with a range through 
to extend mainly over southern and 
central England and Wales.  

3 records (2008 – 2012) of activity 
within 3km, the closest within 
woodland 800m south. 

                                                

2
 Statistics from Bat Conservation Trust www.bats.org.uk  

http://www.bats.org.uk/
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EPS = European Protected Species (protected via the Habitats Regulations 2010); S41 = Listed as Species of 
Principal Importance under Section 41 of NERC Act 2006; Annex II = Listed on Annex II of the European 
Habitats Directive; DBAP = Devon Biodiversity Action Plan species. 

 

4.4.2 Bat Activity Survey Results 

 

Common pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species during transect 

surveys with lower numbers of Myotis species, noctule, soprano pipistrelle and unidentified 

pipistrelle species. There were also infrequent passes from other bat species with single 

passes from serotine, a long-eared bat, barbastelle and lesser horseshoe and low numbers 

of passes from the rare greater horseshoe bat. A summary of bat passes recorded during 

each of the bat activity surveys is provided in Table 8. Figure 3 gives an indication of the 

areas where bats were most frequently encountered and the general levels of activity. 

Table 8: Bat Activity Results – Total Passes per Species per Night  

Survey No. & Date Species 

Bb Rf Pp Msp Pa Ppy Es Nn Psp Rh Total 
Passes 

Survey 1 10/08/2015 0 0 33 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 36 

Survey 2 27/08/2015 1 0 34 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 42 

Survey 3 17/09/2015 0 3 202 28 0 9 0 9 14 1 267 

Survey 4 18/04/2016 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Survey 5 02/05/2016 0 0 15 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 19 

Survey 6 12/05/2016 0 0 53 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 57 

TOTAL 1 3 338 29 1 15 1 15 16 1  

Pp = Common pipistrelle; Ppy = Soprano pipistrelle; Psp = Pipistrelle species; Msp = Myotis species; Pa = Long 
eared bat; Es = Serotine; Rh = Lesser horseshoe bat; Rf =Greater horseshoe bat; Nn = Noctule; Bb = Western 
barbastelle. 
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Bat activity was minimal across the grassland habitats of the Site. The focus of the bat 

activity was along the hedgerows which formed the boundaries of the Site, although activity 

was generally low. The hedgerow along the north-western boundary of the Site (supported 

low-medium (15-30 average passes per night) levels of bat activity on average over all of the 

bat activity surveys.  

The southern and eastern hedgerows of the Site supported low numbers of bats on average 

over all of the bat activity surveys. The southern hedgerow supported 13.1 bat passes on 

average, while the eastern hedgerow (nine passes on average) of the site which supported 

low numbers (<15 average passes per night) of bats.  

In terms of species, over all three surveys, all of the hedgerows supported low numbers of 

rarer and more light sensitive species such as bats of the Myotis genus, long eared bats, 

serotine, western barbastelle and greater horseshoe. The northern hedgerow, recorded 

slightly lower numbers overall when compared to the other boundaries. This may reflect the 

slightly darker area created by the shadow of the semi-mature broadleaved trees that 

encircle the southern and eastern edges of the Site. While the southern face of the northern 

boundary is subject to a low amount of light spill from the suburban and light industrial areas 

of Estover to the south. 

4.4.3 Automated bat survey results 

During the automated detector surveys, across a total survey period of 21 nights between 

August 2015 and June 2016, approximately 2114 bat passes were recorded. A summary of 

the average bat passes for each species recorded per night of each survey is provided in 

Table 9 below. 
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Table 9: Automated Detector Results 

  

Static  

  

Loc. 

  

Night 

Species 

Bb Nn Pp Rf Msp Pa Ppy Psp 
Un 
ID 

Nl Rh 

S1 Loc A 10/08/2015 0 13 123 0 5 1 30 67 26 1 2 

Average Passes Per Night 0 4.3 41 0 1.6 0.3 10 22 8.6 0.33 0.6 

S1 Loc B 10/08/2015 0 10 27 0 4 4 5 4 0 0 0 

Average Passes Per Night 0 4.3 41 0 1.6 0.3 10 22 8.6 0.3 0.6 

S2 Loc B 27/08/2015 1 36 150 5 12 19 25 16 17 0 2 

Average Passes Per Night 0.4 7.2 30 1 2.4 3.8 5 3.2 3.4 0 0.4 

S3 Loc C 17/09/2015 8 15 236 1 64 25 34 19 4 0 0 

Average Passes Per Night 4 5 78.7 0.3 21.3 8.3 11 6.3 1 0 0 

S4 Loc A 02/05/2016 0 2 70 0 6 
 

8 1 0 0 0 

Average Passes Per Night 0 0.5 17.5 0 1.5 0 2 0.3 0 0 0 

S4 Loc B 02/05/2016 2 1 116 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 

Average Passes Per Night 0.5 0.25 29 0 0.25 0.5 0.3 0.3 0 0 0.25 

S5 Loc A 12/05/2016 0 0 84 1 5 0 8 8 1 0 2 

Average Passes Per Night 0 0 21 0 1.25 0 2 2 0.25 0 0.5 

S5 Loc B 12/05/2016 0 0 232 
 

3 0 9 185 0 0 4 

Average Passes Per Night 0 0 58 0 0.75 0 2.3 46 0 0 1 

S6 Loc A 02/06/2016 0 10 1.3 0 14 3 14 8 3 0 0 

Average Passes Per Night 0 2.5 25.8 0 3.5 0.8 3.5 2 1 0 0 

S6 Loc B 02/06/2016 
 

9 126 1 3 16 7 20 0 0 11 

Average Passes Per Night 0 2.25 31.5 0.3 0.75 4 1.8 5 0 0 2.75 

Pa = Long-eared bat species; Nl = Leislers; Pp = Common pipistrelle; Ppy = Soprano pipistrelle; Psp = Pipistrelle 
species; Msp = Myotis species; Es = Serotine; Rh = Lesser horseshoe bat; Rf = Greater horseshoe bat; Nn = 
Noctule. 

 

Figure 2 gives an indication of areas with most frequent bat activity, based on the results of 

the automated detector surveys. A high diversity of bats was recorded with at least nine 

species being recorded at the locations sampled. Species recorded included both common 

and soprano pipistrelle, bats of the Myotis and Plecotus genus, Leisler’s, Noctule as well as 

the rarer barbastelle, greater and lesser horseshoe bats. 

Overall common pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded species at all detector 

locations recording moderate – high numbers (60 - 90 passes) at any individual recording 

locations. Soprano pipistrelle were the second most recorded species at all of the locations 

sampled.  

The more light sensitive bats from the Myotis genus were the third most recorded species at 

all of the three sampling locations. Of particular note is the recording location C at the 
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western corner of the Site. This area recorded particularly high numbers of activity from bats 

of the Myotis genus. 

Other more light sensitive species such as long-eared bats were also recorded at higher 

levels at sampling location C as well as at lower levels along the southern boundary of the 

Site. 

Noctule bats were recorded at all sampling locations. These bats forage or commute high 

above the Site and its boundaries.  

Low numbers of both lesser and greater horseshoe bats were also recorded at two of the 

automated detector locations sampled, on the eastern and southern boundaries while lesser 

horseshoe was recorded on the northern boundary. Low numbers of barbastelle were also 

recorded at two of the locations sampled. 

4.4.4 Tree survey results 

Nine trees were identified as having features that could potentially be used by roosting bats, 

these are summarised below in Table 10. 

Table 10: Tree survey results 

Tree Tag 
number 

Grid reference  Feature comments Potential 

1 SX 51355 61011 Feature on south-east face formed 
by slit union at 1.5m high 

Low potential. 

2 SX 51319 60995 South east face, scar at 4m high Low potential – check prior to 
felling if required. 

3 SX 51296 60993 Northern branch, north face, tear 
wound. Very wet. 

Negligible. 

4 SX 51224 61000 Rot hole at 2.5m high on south 
face. 7cm deep. 

No potential. 

5 SX 51194 61008 Frost crack from tree base on south 
face total 1.3m tall. Extends c60cm 
inside tree. 

Medium potential – check prior to 
felling if required. 

6 SX 51182 60983 North west face – split union at 4m 
high. Shallow c10cm deep. Feature 
very wet. 

Low potential – check prior to 
felling if required. 

7 SX 51337 60927 North west face, tear out at 5m 
high. 

Low potential – check prior to 
felling if required. Not directly 
facing development. 

8 SX 51387 60907 South face at 4.5m high. Tear out 
and torn limb 3cm wide and 30cm 
deep. 

Low potential – faces away from 
development. 

9 SX 51437 60874 South east face on the main stem 
at 3m high. Rothole, extends in 

Low potential – faces away from 
development. 
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15cm and dry. 

10 SX 51437 61120 West face hazard beam at 4.5m 
high - wide 

Low potential but faces away 
from development – check if 
removal required. 

11 SX 51415 61113 Rot hole south west face at 1.5m 
high. 

Low potential. 

 

4.5 Breeding birds 

DBRC returned 26 bird records within 1km of the Site, of these there were nine species of 

birds of conservation concern which are summarised below in Table 11. 

Table 11: Summary of bird records within 1km of Site (provided by DBRC) 

Species  Conservation 
Status 

Record Summary 

Redwing Turdus iliacus Sch 1; Red Recorded in woodland to south and 
west (1996 & 1997).  

Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus S41; Red; 
DBAP 

Recorded in 2001 associated with 
coniferous woodland 1km to east.  

House sparrow Passer domesticus, Skylark 
Alauda arvensis, Song thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

S41; Red Records (1994 – 2010) generally 
associated with woodland and 
gardens to south and south-west. 
Skylark recorded within Plymouth 
Airport fields.  

Dunnock Prunella modularis, Mistle thrush 
Turdus viscivorus, Grey wagtail Motacilla 
cinerea, Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Amber Records (1994 – 2010) generally 
associated with woodland and 
gardens to south and south-west. 

Sch 1 = Protected under Schedule 1 of WCA; S41 = Listed as Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 
of NERC Act 2006; Red = Red-listed on BoCC

3
; Amber = Amber-listed on BoCC; DBAP = Devon Biodiversity 

Action Plan species. 

 

During the survey, magpie Pica pica, blackbird Turdus merula, long-tailed tit Aegithalos 

caudatus and swallow Hirundo rustica were recorded on Site. The surrounding defunct 

hedgerows and semi-mature trees was considered likely to provide good habitat for a range 

of nesting birds, including birds of conservation concern. Due to the high numbers of dog 

walkers that use the site throughout the day and the farm management that the field is 

subject to (silage cutting throughout the growing season), the grass field is not considered to 

have any potential for ground-nesting birds. 

4.6 Dormouse 

No records of dormouse were returned by the records centre within 1km of the Site.  

                                                

3
 Birds of Conservation Concern (Eaton et al., 2015) 
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The main body of the Site does not contain any habitats suitable for dormouse, however the 

surrounding hedgerows and woodland was considered to provide potential for this species, 

and well connected to hedgerows and ancient woodland in the surrounding area and further 

afield. Due to the proposed impacts on the habitat surrounding the Site, a dormouse survey 

was commenced in May 2016. However, no nests or evidence of dormouse were discovered 

during the 2016 survey. As a result, dormouse are considered absent from the Site and are 

not considered further in this report. 

4.7 Reptiles 

The records centre returned six records of reptiles within 1km of the Site; four slow worm 

Anguis fragilis (2003 – 2010) and two common lizard Zootoca vivipara (2000 and 2007). The 

closest record was approximately 800m north-west in a garden in Woolwell.  

Slow-worms were discovered on Site during the survey, as detailed in Table 12 below. 

Table 12: Reptile survey results. 

Visit Date Surveyor Weather Slow Worm Total 

Male Female Sub-
adult 

Juv 

1 28/06/2015 SF Fine, 17°C 0 2 1 0 3 

 

4.8 Invertebrates 

Several butterfly species were returned as part of the desk study, as summarised in Table 

13 below.  

Table 13: Invertebrate records provided by DBRC within 1km of Site 

Species Conservation 
Status 

Record Details  

Dark green fritillary Argynnis aglaja Decline 1 record (1991) >900m west 

Purple hairstreak Favonius quercus Decline 6 records (1990 – 2010) associated with 
surrounding woodland – closest record 
220m away.  

Wall Lasiommata megera S41 3 records (1990 – 2011) associated with 
woodland to east, closest record 400m 
away.  

White admiral Ladoga camilla S41; Decline 2 records (1990 & 1992) associated with 
woodland, closest record 300m south-east.  
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The semi-improved species poor grassland was considered likely to support a range of 

invertebrates, in particular pollinators due to the range of flowering plants that were present. 

Common butterflies including meadow brown Maniola jurtina, speckled wood Pararge 

aegeria and red admiral Vanessa atalanta were recorded during the survey.  

4.9 Other Species 

As part of the desk study, DBRC returned records of additional species of conservation 

interest; summarised in Table 14. None of these species were recorded during the surveys 

although some of the habitats on and adjacent to Site may have potential to support them. 

Table 14: Desk study results – other species of conservation interest 

Species  Year of record and 
approximate locations 

Conservation 
status 

Likely status on site 

Otter Lutra 
lutra  

3 records (1999 – 2012) 
associated with River Plym and 
tributaries, closest being 460m 
east.  

EPS; Sch 5; 
S41; DBAP  

 

The Site did not contain any 
water bodies or areas suitable 
for holts. Otter are considered 
absent from Site.  

European 
hedgehog 
Erinaceus 
europaeus 

1993 approx. 500m south S41  

 

Old record however 
surrounding woodland may 
support this species.  

EPS = European Protected Species; Sch 5 = Protected under Schedule 5 of WCA; S41 = Listed as Species of 
Principal Importance under Section 41 of NERC Act 2006; DBAP = Devon Biodiversity Action Plan species.  

 

5 EVALUATION AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

5.1 Designated Sites 

The development of the Site is considered highly unlikely to have adverse impacts such as 

increased trampling or disturbance on the South Dartmoor Woods SAC and Dartmoor SAC 

situated approximately 3.2km and 6.8km to the north east of the Site respectively. The 

development proposals contain a large area of public open space to the south of the Site, an 

area already regularly frequented by dog walkers. The Site also links onto a large area of 

semi-natural habitats with footpath infrastructure further to the south.  

The development is considered to have no effect on the Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC 

and Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA situated approximately 4.5km to the west of the Site as 

neither of these sites are likely to be impacted by the development either directly or 

indirectly. 
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The four non-statutory sites, Great Shaugh & Cann Woods CWS, Plym Valley Woods CWS, 

Hatshill & Darklake Woods UWS and Glenholt Woods UWS situated to the south and west 

of the Site are considered unlikely to be impacted, either directly or indirectly by the 

proposed development due to increased disturbance and direct impacts such as from 

trampling.  

5.2 Habitats  

The majority of the Site consisted of habitats of low ecological value, the fields being 

dominated by improved grassland and semi-improved grassland field margins. The main 

body of the Site consists of improved grassland currently managed by periodic silage cuts 

which has the dual effect of precluding reptiles from using the main body of the Site. The 

defunct hedgerows have developed into a series of semi-mature trees set upon a Devon 

bank, which have the potential to support a range of faunal species including legally 

protected and notable species and provide an important ecological resource in the context of 

the Site. Although defunct, the hedgerows and trees are considered to be of county 

importance for nature conservation due to the diversity of plant species they support.  

The proposals indicate the temporary loss of approximately 140sqm of scrub habitat offsite 

for the installation of storm water drainage and a further permanent loss of 10m of hedgerow 

habitat on Site to allow for Site access. 

In the absence of mitigation, the loss and removal of the sections of the scrub and  

hedgerows are not considered to be significant, however suitable compensation and 

mitigation is detailed in Section 7 below.   

5.3 Bats  

The Site’s hedgerows were used by at least nine species of bats to forage and commute. 

Low densities of Annex II species lesser and greater horseshoe bat and western barbastelle 

were also recorded using the Site boundaries occasionally. Noctule bats foraged high above 

the Site, appearing to be attracted by the substantial defunct hedgerows and semi-mature 

trees in this location.  

The proposed development has the potential to impact commuting and foraging bats in the 

following way:  

 Fragmentation of flight corridors due to artificial lighting. 
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Approximately 10m of the northern hedgerow boundary of the Site will be lost to allow 

access for the development (MA plan 1974 002). The temporary removal of 140m of bat 

foraging features to the south of the Site as well as the permanent loss of an additional 10m 

of defunct species rich hedgerow on the northern hedgerow is likely to impact bats by 

causing avoidance behaviour.  

In addition, lighting during construction and operation has the potential to negatively impact 

on bats during the active season, particularly for light-averse species such as long-eared, 

greater and lesser horseshoe bats as well as western barbastelle. Although no trees are 

going to be removed as a result of this development any bats that may be using the trees 

identified on site for roosting (Figure 4) may also be affected by light spill from the proposed 

development potentially forcing those bats to abandon any roosts which may be present. 

Habitat fragmentation has been shown to have potentially detrimental effects at the 

population level (Russ & Montgomery 2002) as more energy is required to reach foraging 

sites. 

In the absence of mitigation, impacts on bat populations are likely to be medium adverse. 

5.4 Breeding Birds 

The Site is likely to be of value to a range of common bird species, in particular using the 

trees and hedgerows for nesting and foraging. The loss of approximately 2ha of improved 

grassland and 10m of defunct hedgerow is considered unlikely to adversely impact birds 

using the Site.  

During construction, however, birds could be displaced temporarily from the Site due to 

disturbance effects.  

5.5 Reptiles 

A low population of common and widespread reptiles is assumed to be present within the 

Site due to the small areas of appropriate habitat within the field margins and hedgebanks. 

Therefore, during construction, there is a small risk to individuals/ low numbers of common 

reptile species through accidental injury or mortality although this is unlikely to be significant 

to the local population. 
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5.6 Invertebrates 

Notable invertebrates are considered absent from the Site itself. However recommendations 

to enhance the development for notable invertebrates recorded within 1km of the Site 

boundary has been made in Section 7 in line with National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF). 

6 MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section outlines the measures required to avoid, minimise or compensate for the 

impacts detailed in Section 5 above by applying the mitigation hierarchy in accordance with 

the NPPF paragraph 118 which states: 

“If significant harm 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.” 

A detailed Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan (EMMP) will be produced prior to 

enabling and construction, expanding on the below measures required to protect 

biodiversity. This Plan will also include objectives for the delivery of ecological 

enhancements and prescriptions for the long-term management of the Site as outlined 

below. The EMMP could be secured via a planning condition.  

6.1 Impact Avoidance  

Measures will need to be implemented during construction and enabling works to avoid/ 

reduce impacts to retained habitats, species and ecological features where possible. This 

includes:  

 Avoiding the use of lighting during the bat active season (April to October) or designing 

construction lighting to avoid illumination of boundaries;  

 Phasing grassland removal to allow reptile species to find alternative habitat; 

 Protecting all retained defunct hedgerows and trees with a buffer strip of at least 5m and 

weld mesh fencing. To prevent degradation root protection zones following British 

Standard 5837:2012 should be established;  

 Areas highlighted for retention and/ or landscaping should also be fenced off where 

possible to prevent unnecessary compaction of the soil through vehicle movements; 

 Time vegetation removal to take place outside the breeding bird season which runs 

March to August inclusive.  
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A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) should be produced by the 

contractor, detailing measures to protect existing ecological resources during construction. 

This should be reviewed by and agreed with an ecologist prior to enabling works and include 

details such as: 

 Details of vegetation to be retained and protection measures to be incorporated,  

 Maintenance of protective measures during enabling and construction works;  

 Details of site compounds, storage and access routes;  

 Timings of work to avoid sensitive periods, e.g. bird nesting and bat active season; 

 Details of construction lighting (if required);  

 Person responsible for ensuring CEMP is followed;  

 Any species-specific measures that contractors need to be aware of.  

 

6.2 Mitigation, Compensation and Enhancement Measures  

Table 15 below outlines the mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures required 

to minimise impacts to ecological receptors which have been described in Section 5 above. 

Figure 5 provides an illustration of where these measures should be applied. 
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Table 15: Recommended mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures to be incorporated into design  

Ecological 
Receptor 

Mitigation and Compensation  Enhancements 

Designated 
Sites 

Pollution prevention measures will be outlined in the CEMP. 

 

 

- 

Habitats A CEMP will be developed to ensure habitat protection during construction.  

 

Mitigation and compensation will include: 

 Protection of retained habitats; 

 Phased grassland clearance;  

 Hedgerows that surround the Site maintained and managed for wildlife, gap up the 
spaces in between the semi-mature trees with hazel; 

 Buffer strips adjacent to the hedgerows and 1.8m tall close board fence at the Site 
peripheries will be managed for wildlife to protect them and be kept dark. 

 The public open space margins will be seeded with a nectar and pollen rich meadow 
mix (for example EM2 – Standard general purpose meadow mixture mix from 
Emorsgate Seeds www.wildseed.co.uk depending on the soil type), this will mitigate 
for the loss of a large area of species poor improved grassland; 

 Flower and tussock buffer strips will be a minimum width of 2m and free from 
obstructions such as fences, to allow the movement of fauna.  

 

An EMMP should be developed and adhered to for both onsite and offsite mitigation, to 
ensure long-term benefits for wildlife. 

 

 93m of new hedgerow along the south of the 
site adjacent to the public open space to 
comprise native species, of local provenance 
with standard trees incorporated every 20m. 
Species to include a mixture of hazel,  
hawthorn, field maple, elder and holly. 

 Enhance Site to maintain green infrastructure 
and create priority habitats. 

 Planting schemes should use native species 
only and be reviewed and agreed by an 
ecologist in areas designed to benefit wildlife. 
Schemes should include: 

 Shrubs comprising native species, of local 
provenance, including species that provide 
nectar, seeds, fruit and/or nuts should be 
planted throughout the proposed development 
as part of the landscaping plan; 

 Areas of amenity grassland should incorporate 
a wildflower mix to add diversity, for example 
‘EL 1 flowering lawn mixture’ from Emorsgate 
Seeds (www.wildseed.co.uk). 

 770m of new species-rich hedgerow and scrub 
buffer planting surrounding the site will enhance 
the Site for a range of protected species.  

 

Bats  A new hedgerow will be planted adjacent to the existing hedgerow in areas 
surrounding the proposed development to create a dark corridor for bats. This will 
include a double row of fencing / hedgerow planting to provide dark corridors.  

 Alternative roosting provision will be provided 
for bats. Buildings within the new development 
can be enhanced for bats by installing bat 

http://www.wildseed.co.uk/
http://www.wildseed.co.uk/
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 Hedgerow planting will be in place prior to construction and be maintained as dark 
corridors during construction and operation. Light-spill from the development should 
occur no closer than 10m from the site hedgerows; this can be achieved with the use 
of appropriate luminaires, directional and bollard lighting or motion sensitive security 
lighting. Further advice is given in the Bat Conservation Trust guidance on artificial 
lighting (BCT, 2014).  

 Construction working hours should be limited during the bat active season if artificial 
lighting is to be used. 

 The artificial lighting must be directed away from the trees identified as having some 
potential for roosting bats (see Figure 4). These trees must remain in dark zones post 
development. 

 The lighting scheme during operation should be reviewed and agreed by an ecologist. 

boxes or by making buildings bat friendly 
through the incorporation of bat access points. 
Bat boxes will also be incorporated onto 
suitable trees on the Site boundaries. 

 

Breeding birds  Vegetation removal should be timed to avoid the breeding bird season, which runs 
from March to August inclusive. If this is not possible, an ecologist should first check 
for the presence of active bird nests prior to clearance. Any active nests and a 
suitable buffer of surrounding vegetation should be retained until all chicks have 
fledged.  

 Habitat enhancements such as replacement hedgerow and native ornamental shrub 
planting will provide compensation for the loss of nesting habitat for hedgerow nesting 
birds. 

 New buildings and retained trees surrounding 
the Site should contain artificial nesting 
provision for a range of different bird species. 
This could include house martin and sparrow 
boxes on the residential dwellings close to the 
edges of the development adjacent to the 
retained hedgerows.  

 The models and locations of installation should 
be selected under guidance from an ecologist. 

Invertebrates  The creation of areas of species rich tussocky grassland within the area of public 
open space will compensate for the loss of a large area of improved grassland. 

 

 Recommend creating areas of native shrub 
planting within the landscaping in suitable areas 
to enhance the area for the Dark green fritillary, 
Purple hairstreak and Wall and White admiral 
butterflies found within 1km of the Site 
boundary 

Reptiles  The current management of the field should be continued and maintained up to the 
construction period to reduce its value for reptiles effectively discouraging them from 
the main body of the Site. 

 The introduction of mesh fencing for boundary and tree protection will also have the 
effect of protecting the reptiles currently inhabiting the field margins. Reptiles will be 
allowed to spread into the Site post development. 

 The provision of log piles on the periphery of 
the public open areas will mitigate for the loss of 
the main body of the Site for reptiles by 
providing opportunities for shelter and basking, 
for example within areas of species-rich sowing 
to the south of the residential zone. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

In summary the main impacts of the development will be the introduction of artificial lighting, 

the loss of the improved grassland habitats, as well as the loss of a section of the northern 

hedgerow and temporary loss of scrub to the south of the Site (off site).  

Mitigation and compensation has been incorporated into the design to ensure that the 

proposal and work programme is designed to minimise adverse impacts on ecological 

features, for example the creation of dark corridors around the periphery of the Site as well 

as the linking of areas of habitat with new hedgerows and suitable tree and shrub planting to 

allow light sensitive bats to continue to use the Site post development. 

Enhancement recommendations have been outlined with the aim of providing a net 

biodiversity gain, contributing to the aims of National Planning Policy Framework and local 

policy. Measures will be implemented via an Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan.  

A summary of the predicted net gains and losses to biodiversity is illustrated in Table 16. 

These calculations should be considerd preliminary.  

Table 16: Biodiversity net losses and net gains  

Ecological 
receptor 

Loss Gain 

Designated sites None  None 

Improved 
grassland 

2ha Loss 
Creation of 1ha of species rich grassland within public 
open space. 

Hedgerow 
Loss of 10m of 
hedgerow 

770m of scrub/hedgerow planting surrounding the 
proposed development. 

Semi-improved 
grassland margins 

Total 
Creation of 1ha of species rich grassland within public 
open space. 

Bats None 

Creation of protected dark buffer areas around the Site 
periphery. Instillation of a number of bat boxes within 
the proposed development creating roosting 
opportunities for a range of bat species. 

Breeding birds  None 
Creation of hedgerow and native ornamental shrub 
planting. 

Invertebrates None 
Creation hedgerow and native ornamental shrub 
planting together with species rich grassland sowing. 

Reptiles None 
Creation of areas of tussocky species rich grassland 
sowing with appropriate management. 

 

Provided that the measures outlined in this report can be achieved, it is considered that the 

proposed development will be able to mitigate for the negative effects in the long-term, 

although there is likely to be some negative short-term effects whilst habitats establish.  
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Appendix 1 – Plant Species List  

 

Scientific name Common name 

Acer pseudoplatanus Sycamore 

Agrostis stolonifera Creeping Bent 

Alliaria petiolata Garlic Mustard 

Asplenium scolopendrium Hart’s Tongue Fern 

Brachypodium sylvaticum False Brome 

Cirsium arvense Creeping Thistle 

Corylus avellana Hazel 

Crataegus monogyna Hawthorn 

Digitalis purpurea Fox Glove 

Dioscorea communis Black Bryony 

Dryopteris filix-mas Male Fern 

Eupatorium cannabinum Hemp Agrimony  

Euphorbia amygdaloides Wood Spurge 

Festuca ovina Sheeps Fescue 

Fraxinus excelsior Ash 

Galium mollugo Hedge Bedstraw 

Geranium robertianum Herb-Robert 

Geum urbanum Wood Avens 

Glechoma hederacea Ground-ivy 

Hedera helix Ivy 

Hyacinthoides non-scripta Bluebell 

Holcus lanatus Yorkshire-fog 

Hypericum androsaemum Tutsan 

Ilex aquifolium Holly 

Lapsana communis Nipplewort 

Ligustrum vulgare Wild Privet 

Lolium perenne Perennial Rye-grass 

Lotus corniculatus Bird’s Foot Trefoil 

Prunus spinosa Blackthorn 

Pteridium aquilinum Bracken 

Quercus robor Pedunculate Oak 

Rosa canina Dog Rose 

Rubus fruticosus agg. Bramble 

Rumex crispus Curled Dock 

Rubus fruticosus agg Bramble sp 

Senecio jacobaea Common Ragwort 

Silene dioica Red Campion 
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Stachys sylvatica Hedge Woundwort 

Teucrium scorodonia Wood Sage 

Urtica dioica Common Nettle 

Umbilicus rupestris Navelwort 

Veronica persica Common Field Speedwell 

Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch 
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Appendix 2 – Target Notes 

TN Description  Photograph 

1 Double Hedgeorw 

 

2 Offsite area of Scrub. No photograph  

 

 

Appendix 3: Bat Survey Weather Conditions 

Transect and tree emergence weather data 

Survey 
number 

Date Personnel  Survey 
start 

Survey 
end 

Start 
temp 
(
o
C) 

End 
temp 
(
o
C) 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Rain 

1 – July 10/08/15 DGS & GG  23:45 23:08 16 15 2 - 3 None 

2 – July 28/08/15 CRS & GG 19:58 23:13 14 11 0 None 

3 – 
September 

17/09/15 CRS & GY 19:09 22:30 12 12 1 - 0 None 

4 – April 18/04/16 DGS & EP 20:01 22:16 13 12 1-0 None 

5 - May 12/05/16 LW & AY 20:54 23:54 17 15 0-1 None 

6 – June 2/06/16 LW & AY 21:20 21:20 15 14 1 - 1 None 
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