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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. Background & Proposals 
 

1.1.1. Ecology Solutions was commissioned by Bellway West Midlands 
Ltd in April 2016 to undertake an Ecological Assessment of Land at 
Tidbury Green, Dickens Heath, Solihull (see Plan ECO1), hereafter 
referred to as the application site. 
 

1.1.2. The application site is in receipt of outline planning permission for 
new residential development, granted by the Secretary of State at 
Appeal (application reference 2013/1705). 

 
1.1.3. This document has been produced in order to discharge Condition 

20 associated with the planning application for the site. 
 
1.1.4. Condition 20 states that: 

 
“No development shall take place until full details of a Protected 
Species Contingency Plan has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The plan shall include: 
 

(i) Surveys at agreed periods carried out by an expert to 
determine the possible presence of protected species. 

 
(ii) Details of appropriate mitigation measures and contingency 

plans should such a protected species be found to be present 
and either preparing to breed or in the process of breeding or 
rearing young. 

 
(iii) The surveys, mitigation and contingency measures shall be 

implemented in accordance with the Protected Species 
Contingency Plan.” 

 
1.1.5. The development proposals are for 190 new residential units, 

including associated access, infrastructure and greenspace. A 
Landscape Masterplan has been produced by Golby and Luck Ltd 
and is included at Appendix 1.  

 
1.2. Application Site Characteristics 

 
1.2.1. The application site is located to the east of Tidbury Green in 

Solihull. Fullford Hall Road forms the western boundary of the 
application site, with existing residential development situated to 
the south and a school to the north. The land to the east comprises 
areas of woodland, scrub and pasture fields.  
 

1.2.2. The application site primarily comprises semi-improved grassland 
fields, bordered by hedgerows, treelines and scrub. A number of 
ditches are also present along field boundaries, with patches of 
ruderal vegetation also present within the application site 
boundary. A number of small buildings and structures are also 
present within the application site. 
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1.3. Ecological Assessment 
 

1.3.1. This document assesses the ecological interest of the application 
site as a whole. The importance of the habitats present is 
evaluated with regard to current guidance published by the 
Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 
(CIEEM)1.  

 
1.3.2. The report also sets out the existing baseline conditions for the 

application site, setting these in the correct planning policy and 
legal framework and assessing any potential impacts which may 
occur from the proposed development. Appropriate mitigation 
where necessary is identified such that it will offset any negative 
impacts and where possible provide for the ecological 
enhancement of the application site, in accordance with relevant 
planning policy. 

 
1.3.3. Consideration has been given to the suite of ecological survey 

work and assessments undertaken at the application site by 
Waterman Energy, Environment and Design Limited (Waterman 
EED) in 2013. Copies of the Ecological Appraisal Report and 
Protected Species Report (both dated September 2013) are 
included at Appendices 2 and 3 of this document respectively. 

 
1.3.4. Updated survey work has been completed in 2016 by Ecology 

Solutions to establish an up to date baseline position, and to 
identify any changes which may have occurred since the previous 
survey work was undertaken.  

 
1.3.5. The scope of further survey work was confirmed following 

consultation with ecologists at Solihull Metropolitan Borough 
Council (Jenni Blakeman and Adam Noon). 

                                                 
1
 CIEEM (2016) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, 

Freshwater and Coastal, 2
nd

 Edition. Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, 
Winchester.   
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2. SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1. The methodology utilised for the survey work can be split into three 
areas, namely desk study, habitat survey and faunal survey.  These are 
discussed in more detail below. 
 

2.2. Desk Study 
 
2.2.1. In order to compile background information on the application site 

and its immediate surroundings, Waterman EED contacted a 
number of organisations in 2013, including Warwickshire Biological 
Records Centre, Worcestershire Biological Records Centre and the 
Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and the Black Country 
(EcoRecord). The findings of this desk study are outlined in the 
Ecological Appraisal Report (included at Appendix 2). 
 

2.2.2. An updated desk study exercise was undertaken by Ecology 
Solutions in April 2016. Information on the application site and its 
immediate surroundings was requested from Warwickshire 
Biological Records Centre and Worcestershire Biological Records 
Centre. EcoRecord were also contacted, but confirmed that the 
search area lay outside of their data coverage.  
 

2.2.3. Information has been provided from both Biological Records 
Centres and is included at Appendix 4. This information is 
referenced within this report, where appropriate. Information 
regarding designated sites is also shown where appropriate on 
Plan ECO1. 

 
2.2.4. Further information on designated sites from a wider search area 

was also obtained from the online Multi-Agency Geographic 
Information for the Countryside (MAGIC)2 database. This 
information is reproduced at Appendix 5 and where appropriate on 
Plan ECO1. 
 

2.2.5. The National Biodiversity Network (NBN)3 database was also 
consulted for any relevant biological records of nature conservation 
interest within the local area of the application site. 

 
2.3. Habitat Survey Methodology 

 
2.3.1. Habitat surveys were undertaken at the application site by 

Waterman EED in February and June 2013, with an updated 
walkover survey undertaken by Ecology Solutions in April 2016. 
This was undertaken to ascertain the current ecological value of 
the land contained within the boundaries of the application site and 
to identify the main habitats and associated plant species, with 
notes on fauna utilising the application site. Any changes with 
regards to the community structure and species abundance since 
previous surveys were also noted. 
 

                                                 
2
 http://magic.defra.gov.uk  

3
 http://data.nbn.org.uk/  

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
http://data.nbn.org.uk/
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2.3.2. The application site was surveyed based around extended Phase 1 

survey methodology
4
, as recommended by Natural England, 

whereby the habitat types present are identified and mapped, 
together with an assessment of the species composition of each 
habitat. This technique provides an inventory of the basic habitat 
types present and allows identification of areas of greater potential 
which require further survey. Any such areas identified can then be 
examined in more detail. 

 
2.3.3. Using the above method, the application site was classified into 

areas of similar botanical community types, with a representative 
species list compiled for each habitat identified.  

 
2.3.4. All of the species that occur in each habitat would not necessarily 

be detected during survey work carried out at any given time of the 
year, since different species are apparent at different seasons. 
However given the habitats present, and that surveys have been 
undertaken during the optimal period, it is considered that an 
accurate and robust assessment has been made. 

 
2.3.5. Further more detailed botanical surveys were also undertaken by 

Waterman EED in June 2013. This included a grassland NVC 
survey and a hedgerow assessment. The methodology utilised for 
these surveys is outlined in the Protected Species Report (included 
at Appendix 3). 

 
2.3.6. Given the findings of the detailed botanical surveys and the 

updated walkover survey, it was considered that updated 
grassland and hedgerow surveys would not be required in 2016. 

 
2.4. Faunal Survey 
 

2.4.1. General faunal activity observed during the course of the survey 
was recorded, whether visually or by call. Specific attention was 
paid to the potential presence of any protected, rare, notable or 
Priority Species. In addition, specific surveys were undertaken for 
bats, Badgers Meles meles, Water Voles Arvicola amphibius, 
Great Crested Newts Triturus cristatus, reptiles and birds. 
 

2.4.2. Bats. Specific bat surveys were undertaken by Waterman EED in 
2013 and by Ecology Solutions in 2016 to assess the potential for 
roosting bats within the trees on site. The work was undertaken by 
an experienced bat worker and aimed to establish the likelihood of 
presence / absence of bats. 

 
2.4.3. Field surveys were undertaken with regard to best practice 

guidelines issued by Natural England (20045), the Joint Nature 

                                                 
4
 Joint Nature Conservation Committee (2010).  Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – a Technique 

for Environmental Audit.  England Field Unit, Nature Conservancy Council, reprinted JNCC, 
Peterborough. 
5
 Mitchell-Jones, A. J. (2004).  Bat Mitigation Guidelines.  English Nature, Peterborough. 
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Conservation Committee (20046) and the Bat Conservation Trust 
(20167). 

 
2.4.4. All trees at the application site were initially assessed for their 

potential to support roosting bats during the Phase 1 survey 
undertaken in February 2013. For a tree to be classed as having 
some potential for roosting bats it must usually have one or more 
of the following characteristics: 

 

 obvious holes, e.g. rot holes and old woodpecker holes; 

 dark staining on the tree below a hole; 

 tiny scratch marks around a hole from bats’ claws; 

 cavities, splits and/or loose bark from broken or fallen 
branches, lightning strikes etc.;  

 very dense covering of mature Ivy Hedera helix over trunk. 
 
2.4.5. Detailed aerial inspection surveys were subsequently undertaken 

in April and June 2013 by Waterman EED to ascertain the 
presence or absence of roosting bats within trees on site. This 
entailed a detailed inspection of any features of potential value, 
using an endoscope, and searching for any evidence of roosting 
bats. The survey methodology is outlined in paragraphs 3.10 to 
3.14 of the Protected Species Report (included at Appendix 3). 
 

2.4.6. Bat activity surveys were also undertaken by Waterman EED to 
ascertain the level of use of the application site by foraging and 
commuting bats. Dusk activity surveys were undertaken in May, 
June, July, August and September 2013, with a dawn activity 
survey also undertaken in July 2013. The dusk activity surveys 
commenced prior to sunset and extended at least two hours 
thereafter, whilst the dawn survey commenced two hours prior to 
sunrise and extended until sunrise. 

 
2.4.7. The surveys involve surveyors walking transect routes through the 

application site, and incorporated ‘listening stops’ when passing 
existing structures. The survey methodology is outlined in 
paragraphs 3.15 to 3.20 of the Protected Species Report (included 
at Appendix 3). 
 

2.4.8. In addition, detailed internal and external inspections of the 
buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm (situated to the 
north of the application site boundary) were undertaken by 
Waterman EED in July 2013. 

 
2.4.9. In order to ascertain the latest baseline, an updated assessment of 

the potential of trees and structures to provide opportunities for 
roosting bats was undertaken by Ecology Solutions in April 2016. 
This assessment was undertaken by an experienced bat worker, 

                                                 
6
 Mitchell-Jones, A.J. & McLeish, A.P. (Eds.) (2004).  Bat Workers’ Manual. 3

rd
 edition. Joint Nature 

Conservation Committee, Peterborough. 
7
 Collins, J. (Eds.) (2016).  Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3

rd
 

edition).  Bat Conservation Trust, London. 
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and aimed to identify any changes in potential opportunities for 
roosting bats that may have occurred since 2013. 

 
2.4.10. Updated bat activity surveys have also been undertaken at the 

application site by Ecology Solutions in 2016. In line with the 
methodology utilised by Waterman EED, surveyors walked 
transects around the application site, taking in any features of 
potential interest for commuting and foraging bats (including all 
field boundaries). Listening stops were incorporated into transects 
when passing existing structures, and in close proximity to trees 
identified to have some bat roosting potential. 

 
2.4.11. The evening activity surveys were conducted from sunset to 

approximately 2 hours after sunset. Surveyors utilised EchoMeter 3 
(EM3) bat detectors to aid identification of bats and record data. All 
bat data recorded was subsequently analysed using Analook bat 
sound analysis software. 

 
2.4.12. Activity surveys were undertaken on 12 May 2016, 26 May 2016, 

and 20 June 2016. 
 

2.4.13. Badgers. Surveys were undertaken to search for evidence of 
Badgers by Waterman EED in March 2013 and Ecology Solutions 
in April 2016, and comprised two main elements.  The first of these 
was a thorough search for evidence of Badger setts.  For any setts 
encountered each sett entrance would be recorded and plotted, 
even if the entrance appeared disused. The following information 
was recorded if appropriate: 

 
i) The number and location of well used or very active 

entrances; these are clear of any debris or vegetation and 
are obviously in regular use and may, or may not, have 
been excavated recently. 

 
ii) The number and location of inactive entrances; these are 

not in regular use and have debris such as leaves and 
twigs in the entrance or have plants growing in or around 
the edge of the entrance.  

 
iii) The number of disused entrances; these have not been in 

use for some time, are partly or completely blocked and 
cannot be used without considerable clearance.  If the 
entrance has been disused for some time all that may be 
visible is a depression in the ground where the hole used to 
be and the remains of the spoil heap. 

 
2.4.14. Secondly, evidence of Badger activity, such as well-worn paths 

and run-throughs, snagged hair, footprints, latrines and foraging 
signs, was also searched for in order to build up a picture of the 
use of the application site by Badgers. 
 

2.4.15. Water Voles. Specific survey work for Water Voles was 
undertaken in Waterman EED in April 2013 to confirm the 
presence or absence of this species from the application site. All 
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watercourses present within the application site and immediate 
area were surveyed for evidence of Water Voles. The methodology 
of the survey work undertaken is outlined in paragraphs 3.39 and 
3.40 of the Protected Species Report (included at Appendix 3). 

 
2.4.16. An updated assessment of the potential of the application site to 

support this species was undertaken in April 2016 by Ecology 
Solutions. 

 
2.4.17. Great Crested Newts. The application site supports a number of 

waterbodies, including ditches and ponds. As such, specific survey 
work to ascertain the presence or absence of breeding 
amphibians, specifically Great Crested Newts was undertaken by 
Waterman EED in 2013 and Ecology Solutions in 2016. 

 
2.4.18. Initially a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment was 

undertaken by Waterman EED of all waterbodies within the 
application site and within 500m of the application site boundary to 
assess their potential to support breeding Great Crested Newts. 

 
2.4.19. Subsequently, detailed aquatic surveys were undertaken in April 

2013 to ascertain the presence or absence of Great Crested 
Newts. All of the surveys were undertaken in suitable weather 
conditions, with surveys utilising at least three of the following 
survey methods: bottle traps, egg searches, torch survey, netting 
and terrestrial searches. The survey methodology is outlined in 
paragraphs 3.28 to 3.32 inclusive of the Protected Species Report 
(included at Appendix 3). 
 

2.4.20. In order to determine the most robust baseline situation, updated 
aquatic surveys were undertaken by Ecology Solutions in May 
2016. The survey encompassed all features surveyed by 
Waterman EED in 2013, and involved the same survey 
methodologies (torch survey, bottle traps, egg searches and 
netting). All of the surveys were undertaken in suitable weather 
conditions in accordance with the Natural England guidelines. 

 
2.4.21. Reptiles. Specific surveys to identify the presence or absence of 

reptiles in the application site were undertaken by Waterman EED 
between April and May 2013, with updated surveys undertaken by 
Ecology Solutions in May 2016. 

 
2.4.22. Following an initial assessment to identify areas of suitable reptile 

habitat within the application site, refugia surveys were undertaken 
by Waterman EED. A total of 92 ‘tins’ (0.5 x 0.5 metre squares of 
heavy roofing felt which are often used as refuges by reptiles) were 
distributed over the suitable reptile habitat within the application 
site. These tins were left in place for an initial period to ‘bed in’ and 
subsequently surveyed for reptiles beneath or upon the tins during 
suitable weather conditions, with a total of seven check surveys 
completed. The survey methodology is outlined in paragraphs 3.33 
to 3.38 inclusive of the Protected Species Report (included at 
Appendix 3). 
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2.4.23. Updated survey work in respect of reptiles was undertaken by 
Ecology Solutions in May 2016 to ascertain whether the application 
site supports this group. The survey methodology adopted again 
involved the deployment of artificial refugia within all suitable 
habitats, which were subsequently checked for the presence of 
reptile species, during suitable weather conditions. 
 

2.4.24. Birds. Specific breeding bird surveys were undertaken by 
Waterman EED in 2013 and Ecology Solutions in 2016 to ascertain 
the value of the application site for this group. 

 
2.4.25. The methodology utilised by Waterman EED was based on a 

reduced version of the Common Bird Census technique, with four 
surveys undertaken in total between April and June 2013. All birds 
encountered within the application site were recorded, along with 
any behaviour indicative of breeding activity. The survey 
methodology is outlined in paragraphs 3.22 to 3.27 inclusive of the 
Protected Species Report (included at Appendix 3). 

 
2.4.26. Updated breeding bird surveys are being undertaken by Ecology 

Solutions in 2016, with three surveys undertaken to date (one each 
in April, May and June).The survey methodology employed is in 
line with the approach undertaken by Waterman EED, with survey 
work undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist experienced in 
bird identification. 
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3. ECOLOGICAL FEATURES 
 

3.1. The application site was subject to ecological surveys in February 2013 
and April 2016. The vegetation present enabled the habitat types to be 
satisfactorily identified and an accurate assessment of the ecological 
interest of the habitats to be undertaken.  
 

3.2. The following main habitat / vegetation types were identified: 

 

 Semi-Improved Grassland; 

 Hedgerows / Treelines; 

 Scrub; 

 Ponds and Ditches; and 

 Existing Buildings and Structures. 
 

3.3. The location of these habitats is shown on Figure 1 of the Waterman 
EED Protected Species Report (Appendix 3).  

 
3.4. Each habitat present is described below with an account of their 

representative plant species. 
 

3.5. Semi-Improved Grassland 
 

3.5.1. The application site primarily comprises a number of semi-
improved grassland fields, which appear to be subject to a hay cut 
on an annual basis. The species composition and habitat 
management are recorded to be essentially the same in 2016 as 
previously recorded in 2013. 
 

3.5.2. The 2013 survey identified that the species composition in most of 
the fields is comparable, with a list of species provided in 
paragraph 4.14 of the Ecological Appraisal Report (included at 
Appendix 2). The westernmost field still retains supports a more 
tussocky sward, with areas of ruderal vegetation and wetter 
habitats in the south. 

 
3.5.3. The grassland NVC survey identified that the fields support poor 

semi-improved grassland to semi-improved neutral grassland 
swards, with a range of common communities recorded. The 
findings of the NVC survey are outlined in paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 
inclusive of the Protected Species Report (included at Appendix 3). 

 

3.6. Hedgerows / Treelines 
 

3.6.1. The application site supports a number of hedgerows and treelines 
along field boundaries. The most mature treelines are along the 
western boundary of the application site (adjacent to Fulford Hall 
Road) and along the eastern boundary of the westernmost field. As 
previously recorded in 2013, the 2016 survey confirmed that 
hedgerows present within the application site remain either tall and 
wide with no obvious signs of regular management, or are regularly 
managed in a box cut structure.  
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3.6.2. The hedgerows are primarily dominated by Holly Ilex aquifolium 
and Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, with other woody species 
present including Hazel Corylus avellana, Blackthorn Prunus 
spinosa, Oak Quercus robur, Silver Birch Betula pendula and 
Rowan Sorbus aucuparia. The findings of the hedgerow 
assessment are outlined in paragraphs 4.4 to 4.6 of the Protected 
Species Report (included at Appendix 3).    

 
3.6.3. Tree species present within the site include Oak, Silver Birch, 

Cherry Prunus sp., Alder Alnus glutinosa, Yew Taxus baccata and 
Ash Fraxinus excelsior. Further details regarding the treelines 
present within the application site are outlined in paragraphs 4.22 
to 4.25 inclusive of the Ecological Appraisal Report (included at 
Appendix 2). 
 

3.7. Scrub 
 

3.7.1. As outlined previously, areas of scattered scrub are present within 
the application site, which are typically dominated by Bramble 
Rubus fruticosus agg. and are present along the boundaries of the 
fields (adjacent to hedgerows and treelines). However in 2016 the 
extent of scrub was recorded to be relatively limited, particularly 
along the southern boundary of the application site where it 
appears to have been cleared (possibly as part of routine 
maintenance of the ditch along the southern boundary of the 
application site). 
 

3.8. Ponds and Ditches 
 

3.8.1. The application site supports a number of ponds and ditches, 
which are illustrated on Figure 13 of the Protected Species Report 
(Appendix 3). These are described in detail in paragraphs 4.27 to 
4.37 inclusive of the Ecological Appraisal Report (included at 
Appendix 2). 
 

3.8.2. As noted in paragraph 4.28 of the Ecological Appraisal, the Phase 
1 survey was undertaken in 2013 following a large amount of 
heavy rainfall, and as such a number of the waterbodies containing 
standing water were considered likely to represent seasonal 
features only holding water during times of heavy rainfall.  

 
3.8.3. The survey work undertaken by Ecology Solutions in 2016 

confirms this assessment, with all waterbodies holding significantly 
less standing water at the time of the Phase 1 survey in April 2016 
(with the exception being the off-site garden pond [Pond 5]). 
Furthermore, many of these features were found to dry out during 
the course of further survey work undertaken during late April and 
May 2016. 

 
3.8.4. Most of these features are heavily overshaded by adjacent 

hedgerows and trees, and support very limited vegetation in the 
form of Floating Sweet-grass Glyceria fluitans and Soft Rush.  
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3.8.5. Ditches present within the application site generally support 
stagnant or slow flowing water, although the ditch present along 
the southern boundary does support flowing water. 

 
3.9. Existing Structures and Buildings 

 
3.9.1. There are also a small number of existing structures present within 

the application site, in the form of barns and sheds. These are 
illustrated on Figure 1 of the Protected Species Report (Appendix 
3), and are described in detail in paragraphs 4.7 to 4.12 inclusive 
of the Ecological Appraisal Report (included at Appendix 2). 
 

3.9.2. The 2016 confirmed that these structures remain present at the 
application site, with their current condition as described in the 
Ecological Appraisal Report. 

 
3.10. Background Information 

 
3.10.1. The data search returned a number of notable plant species from 

the local area. The closest record was of Common Cow-Wheat 
Melampyrum pratense returned from a location approximately 
0.4km to the north-east of the application site at its closest point 
from 2000. Other records were returned with a 1km grid reference, 
the closest of which was a 1km grid square adjacent to the 
application site. Species returned from this location include 
Goldenrod Solidago virgaurea and Orange Foxtail Alopecurus 
aequalis. 
 

3.10.2. None of these species were recorded during the habitat surveys 
undertaken by Waterman EED or Ecology Solutions, and given the 
habitats present it is considered that the application site does not 
support these or any other protected or notable plant species. 
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4. WILDLIFE USE OF THE APPLICATION SITE 
 

4.1. During the surveys that have been undertaken within the application 
site, general observations have been made of any faunal use, with 
specific attention paid to the potential presence of protected or notable 
species. Specific surveys have also been undertaken by Waterman 
EED in 2013 and Ecology Solutions in 2016 with regards to bats, 
Badgers, Water Voles, Great Crested Newts, reptiles and birds. 

 
4.2. Bats 

 
Roost Surveys  
 

4.2.1. The initial Phase 1 survey undertaken by Waterman EED identified 
that the application site supports a number of trees which offer 
potential for roosting bats. These trees were subsequently subject 
to aerial inspection surveys by Waterman EED in April and June 
2013. 
 

4.2.2. The tree inspection surveys that the application site supported the 
following: 

 

 Six trees with ‘high’ bat roosting potential (Category 1*); 

 Four trees with ‘moderate’ bat roosting potential (Category 1); 

 Sixteen trees with ‘low’ bat roosting potential (Category 2); and 

 The remainder of the trees with ‘negligible’ bat roosting 
potential (Category 3). 

 
4.2.3. It is noted that no evidence of roosting bats was recorded within 

any of the trees surveyed during the detailed aerial inspection 
survey. 
 

4.2.4. The locations of the trees identified to offer potential for roosting 
bats is shown on Figure 11 of the Protected Species Report 
(included at Appendix 3). 

 
4.2.5. The updated survey work undertaken by Ecology Solutions in 2016 

confirmed that there had been no material change with regards to 
the potential of trees within the site to support roosting bats. 

 
Activity Surveys 

 
4.2.6. The application site offers some potential foraging and commuting 

opportunities in the form of hedgerows and treelines along field 
boundaries.  

 
4.2.7. Bat activity surveys undertaken by Waterman EED in 2013 

identified Common Pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus and Soprano 
Pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus bats to be regularly utilising the 
application site. However the levels of use were recorded to be low 
and overall, the site was considered to be of local importance for 
foraging bats. The results of these surveys are outlined in the 
Protected Species Report (included at Appendix 3). 
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4.2.8. In order to ascertain an up to date baseline, updated survey work 
with respect to foraging bats was undertaken by Ecology Solutions 
in 2016. Three bat activity surveys have been undertaken, in early 
May, late May and June. Surveys were undertaken in line with the 
methodology set out in Section 3 above. Table 1 below outlines the 
weather conditions during each survey visit. 

 

Date Weather Conditions 

12.05.2016 9C, 10% cloud cover, dry 

26.05.2016 10C, 100% cloud cover, light showers 

20.06.2016 17C, 20% cloud cover, dry 

 
Table 1: Weather conditions during bat activity surveys 

 
4.2.9. The mid-May survey primarily recorded low activity. Most activity 

corresponded to Common Pipistrelle (22 registrations) along with 
Soprano Pipistrelle (11 registrations) and Myotis Myotis sp. (1 
registration). The majority of bat activity was recorded along the 
western boundary of the application site. 
 

4.2.10. The late May survey recorded primarily Common Pipistrelle (39 
registrations) along with Soprano Pipistrelle (7 registrations) and 
Myotis sp. (3 registrations). The majority of bat activity was 
recorded along the southern boundary. 

 
4.2.11. Following the late May activity survey, bat detectors were deployed 

in two locations (locations 1 and 2 on Plan ECO2). The detector 
deployed at location 1 recorded very little activity throughout the 
night, with 4 registrations of Soprano Pipistrelle. The detector 
dropped at location 2 also recorded very limited activity with 10 
registrations of Common Pipistrelle and 2 registrations of Myotis 
sp. 

 
4.2.12. The June survey recorded a relatively higher amount of bat activity 

with Common Pipistrelle (341 registrations), Soprano Pipstrelle (56 
registrations), and Myotis sp. (8 registrations) present. The majority 
of bat activity was recorded within the southern part of the 
application site. 

 
4.2.13. Following the June survey, bat detectors were deployed in two 

locations (locations 3 and 4 on Plan ECO2). The detector deployed 
at location 3 recorded 148 registrations of Common Pipistrelle, 27 
registrations of Soprano Pipistrelle and 27 registrations of Myotis 
sp. The detector dropped at location 4 recorded a relatively lower 
amount of activity with 30 Common Pipistrelle registrations and 
only 9 Soprano Pipistrelle registrations. 

 
4.2.14. Background information. The updated desk study returned a 

number of bat records from the local area. The closest records 
were of Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle from a location 
approximately 0.2km south-east of the application site at their 
nearest point from 2005. The desk study did not indicate the nature 
of these records (e.g. bat roost or activity record). 
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4.3. Badgers 
 

4.3.1. Badger surveys were conducted at the application site in June 
2013 by Waterman EED. The results and findings of the survey 
were provided in a Confidential Appendix. 
 

4.3.2. An updated Badger survey was also carried out by Ecology 
Solutions in 2016. The findings of the survey, in addition to any 
mitigation measures, are outlined in a Confidential Appendix to this 
document (for reasons of animal welfare). 

 
4.4. Water Voles 
 

4.4.1. A survey to ascertain the presence or absence of Water Voles from 
watercourses within and in close proximity to the application site 
was conducted April 2013 by Waterman EED. No evidence of 
Water Vole was recorded during this survey. 
 

4.4.2. An updated Water Vole survey carried out by Ecology Solutions in 
April 2016 found no evidence of this species within the application 
site or local area.  

 
4.4.3. It is therefore considered that the application site is not utilised by 

Water Voles, and as such this species is not considered further 
within this Ecological Assessment. 

 
4.4.4. Background information. The data search returned no records of 

Water Vole from the local area. 
 

4.5. Amphibians 
 

4.5.1. The application site supports a number of waterbodies which 
provide potential breeding opportunities for amphibians. As such 
detailed aquatic surveys were undertaken to ascertain the 
presence or absence of amphibian species. 

 
4.5.2. A suite of Great Crested Newt surveys were undertaken by 

Waterman EED between March and May 2013. No evidence of 
Great Crested Newt was recorded. 

 
4.5.3. Updated Great Crested Newt surveys were carried out by Ecology 

Solutions in May 2016. All surveys were undertaken in line with the 
methodology outlined in Section 2 above, with surveys undertaken 
during suitable weather conditions. 

 
4.5.4. At the time of the first survey, two ponds and one ditch which held 

water were surveyed for Great Crested Newts (see Plan ECO2). 
All other waterbodies were recorded to be dry or very shallow. 
However, all the water bodies were monitored throughout all 
survey visits. The results of the survey are summarised in table 2. 
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4.5.5. Table 2: 2016 Great Crested Newt Survey Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O
u
t 
 
As outlined above, no Great Crested Newts were recorded. It is 
therefore considered that the application site does not support 
Great Crested Newts, either in their terrestrial or aquatic phase, 
and no further consideration is given to this species within this 
Ecological Assessment. 
 

4.5.6. Background Information. The updated data search returned a 
small number of amphibian records from the local area. The 
closest record was of Common Frog Rana temporaria from a 
location approximately 0.8km east of the application site at its 
closest point from 2000. No records of Great Crested Newt were 
returned. 

 
4.6. Reptiles 

 
4.6.1. The habitats present within the application site are considered to 

offer some potential opportunities for reptile species. As such 
surveys to ascertain the presence or absence of this group were 
undertaken. 
 

4.6.2. Reptile refugia surveys were undertaken by Waterman EED in 
April and May 2013. These surveys did not record any evidence of 
reptiles within the application site. 

 
4.6.3. Updated reptile refugia surveys were undertaken by Ecology 

Solutions in May 2016 in order to ascertain the presence or 
absence of this group within the application site. A total of 106 
refugia were distributed throughout optimal reptile habitat (see Plan 
ECO2) within the application site for this group. 

 
4.6.4. The results of the survey are summarised in Table 3 below. 

 

Date Survey Number Weather Conditions Reptiles Recorded 

06.05.16 1 0% cloud cover, 12C None 

11.05.16 2 100% cloud cover, 13C None 

12.05.16 3 60% cloud cover, 13C None 

Date 
Survey 
Number 

Weather Conditions 
GCN 

Recorded 

05.05.16 1 100% cloud cover, dry None 

10.05.16 2 100% cloud cover, light rain None 

11.05.16 3 100% cloud cover, intermittent rain None 

25.05.16 4 100% cloud cover, light rain None 
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17.05.16 4 100% cloud cover, 18C None 

18.05.16 5 100% cloud cover, 17C None 

23.05.16 6 70% cloud cover, 18C None 

25.05.16 7 0% cloud cover, 17C None 

 
              Table 3: 2016 Reptile Survey Results (Summary) 

 
4.6.5. It is therefore considered that the application site does not support 

any reptile species, and no further consideration is given to this 
group in this Ecological Assessment.  
 

4.6.6. Background Information. The updated data search returned two 
records of Grass Snake Natrix natrix. The closest record was of 
located approximately 1km south of the application site at its 
closest point from 2010. 

 
4.7. Birds 

 
4.7.1. The application site offers some opportunities for nesting birds in 

terms of the hedgerows, treelines and scrub, although similar 
opportunities are available within the wider area, and there is 
nothing to indicate that the application site is likely to be particularly 
important for nesting or foraging birds. 

 
4.7.2. Breeding bird surveys were undertaken by Waterman EED in April 

2013. Of the twenty nine species recorded, the most abundant 
were Wood Pigeon Columba palumbus, Wren Troglodytes 
troglodytes, Blackbird Turdus merula and Blue Tit Cyanistes 
careuleus. Six red or amber listed species were recorded. It was 
concluded that the application site supports a modest assemblage 
of breeding birds, typical of its ‘urban fringe’ setting. No declining 
farmland species were recorded during the survey, other than 
Swallow Hirundo rustica (associated with the farm buildings north 
of the application site). 

 
4.7.3. Therefore, the application site was considered to be of ecological 

value within the context of the application site only in relation to 
birds. 

 
4.7.4. Updated breeding bird surveys have been undertaken by Ecology 

Solutions in 2016. Three surveys have been undertaken in total in 
April, May and June. All surveys were undertaken during dry 
weather with good visibility.  

 
Table 4: Breeding Bird Survey Dates and Weather Conditions 
 

Survey No. Date and Time Weather Conditions 

1 27
th
 April 2016 

0619 – 0800 
Sunny and dry, light northerly wind, 30%, -3C 

2 20
th
 May 2016 

0535 – 0710  
Dry, light wind, 50% cloud cover, 11C 

3 23
rd

 June 2016 
0425-0642 

Dry, light wind, 100% cloud cover, 15C  
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4.7.5. The full results of the breeding bird surveys undertaken at the 
application site are illustrated on Plans ECO3, ECO4 and ECO5, 
and are summarised in Table 5 below. 
 

Species  
(including BTO code) 

WCA Schedule 1 / Red List 
/ Priority Species 

Specific Observations 

Song Thrush (ST) 
Turdus philomelos 

Red List, UK Priority Species Individuals recorded outside of 
the north-eastern (associated 
with the adjacent woodland) 
and outside the south-eastern 
application site boundary. 

Woodpigeon (WP) 
Columba palumbus 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Blackbird (B) 
Turdus merula 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Great Tit (GT) 
Parus major 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Blue Tit (BT) 
Cyanistes careuleus 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Long-tailed Tit (LT) 
Aegithalos caudatus 

 Individual recorded within the 
north of the application site 

Coal Tit (CT) 
Parus ater   

 Individual recorded within the 
north of the application site 

Chaffinch (CH) 
Fringilla coelebs 

 Individual recorded within the 
north of the application site 

Greenfinch (GR) 
Carduelis chloris   

 Individual recorded on the 
southern boundary of the 
application site 

Chiffchaff (CC) 
Phylloscopus collybita 

 Individuals recorded on the 
southern and north-eastern 
boundary of the application site 

Robin (R.) 
Erithacus rubecula 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Dunnock (D.) 
Prunella modularis 

 Individuals recorded within the 
centre/eastern part of the 
application site. 

Wren (WR) 
Troglodytes troglodytes 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Lapwing (L.) 
Vanellus vanellus   

Red List, UK Priority Species 2 individuals recorded flying 
south over the application site. 
Not recorded to utilise the site 
at all 

Carrion Crow (C.) 
Corvus corone 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Magpie (MG) 
Pica pica 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Jackdaw (JD) 
Corvus monedula 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site 

Starling (SG) 
Sturnus vulgaris 

Red List, UK Priority Species Recorded either individually or 
in pairs flying east or on the 
southern boundary of the 
application site (April) 

Mallard (MA) 
Anas platyrhynchos 

 Individual flying from north-east 
of application site.  

Nuthatch (NH) 
Sitta europaea   

 Individual recorded north-east 
(outside) of the application site 
boundary 

Great Spotted Woodpecker  Individuals recorded on 
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(GS) 
Dendrocopos major   

southern and eastern 
application site boundaries. 

 
Rook (RO) 
Corvus frugilegus   

  
Individual recorded within 
centre of application site 

Jackdaw (JD) 
Corvus monedula   

 Individual recorded on southern 
boundary of application site. 

Jay (J.) 
Garrulus glandarius 

 Recorded throughout the 
application site. 

Blackcap (BC) 
Sylvia atricapilla 

 Individual recorded on a south-
eastern hedgerow of the site. 

Lesser Black-backed Gull 
(LB)  
Larus fuscus 

Amber List Two individuals recorded flying 
over the site. 

Collared Dove (CD) 
Streptopelia decaocto 

 Several individuals recording 
near the site boundary to the 
south. 

Buzzard (BZ) 
Buteo buteo 

 Individual recorded flying over 
the northern corner of the site. 

Grey Heron (H.) 
Ardea cinerea 

 Individual recorded flying over 
eastern corner of the site. 

 
Table 5: Summary of Breeding Bird Surveys (by species)  
 

4.7.6. Background Information. The updated desk study returned a 
number of notable bird species records from the local area; 
however none were returned from within the application site 
boundary. The closest record was of Barn Owl Tyto alba returned 
from a location approximately 0.6km west of the application site at 
its closest point from 2007. 
 

4.8. Invertebrates 
 
4.8.1. The application site is expected to support a limited range of 

common invertebrate species, but there is no evidence to suggest 
that any protected or notable species are likely due to the habitats 
present. 
 

4.8.2. Background Information. The updated data search returned 
numerous records of notable invertebrate species from the local 
area. The majority of records returned pre date 2000 and have 
been dismissed as historical. The desk study did however return a 
low resolution (1km grid square) record, adjacent to the 1km grid 
square that contains the application site. Species recorded at this 
location include Feathered Gothic Tholera decimalis, Flax Flea 
Beetle Longitarsus parvulus, Centre-barred Sallow Atethmia 
centrago, Small Phoenix Ecliptopera silaceata, Elodes minuta 
Elodes minuta and Temnocerus tomentosus Temnocerus 
tomentosus. 
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5. ECOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
 

5.1. The Principles of Site Evaluation 
 

5.1.1. The latest guidelines for ecological evaluation produced by CIEEM 
propose an approach that involves professional judgement, but 
makes use of available guidance and information, such as the 
distribution and status of the species or features within the locality 
of the project. 

 
5.1.2. The methods and standards for site evaluation within the British 

Isles have remained those defined by Ratcliffe8.  These are broadly 
used across the United Kingdom to rank sites, so priorities for 
nature conservation can be attained.  For example, current Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) designation maintains a system of 
data analysis that is roughly tested against Ratcliffe’s criteria. 

 
5.1.3. In general terms, these criteria are size, diversity, naturalness, 

rarity and fragility, while additional secondary criteria of 
typicalness, potential value, intrinsic appeal, recorded history and 
the position within the ecological / geographical units are also 
incorporated into the ranking procedure. 

 
5.1.4. Any assessment should not judge sites in isolation from others, 

since several habitats may combine to make it worthy of 
importance to nature conservation. 

 
5.1.5. Further, relying on the national criteria would undoubtedly distort 

the local variation in assessment and therefore additional factors 
need to be taken into account, e.g. a woodland type with 
comparatively poor species diversity, common in the south of 
England may be of importance at its northern limits, say in the 
border country. 

 
5.1.6. In addition, habitats of local importance are often highlighted within 

a local Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). The Warwickshire, Coventry 
and Solihull local BAP highlights a number of habitats and species. 
This is referred to below where relevant. 

 
5.1.7. Levels of importance can be determined within a defined 

geographical context from the immediate site or locality through to 
the International level.  

 
5.1.8. The legislative and planning policy context are also important 

considerations and have been given due regard throughout this 
assessment. 

 

                                                 
8
 Ratcliffe, D A (1977). A Nature Conservation Review: the Selection of sites of Biological National 

Importance to Nature Conservation in Britain. Two Volumes. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
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5.2. Habitat Evaluation 
 

Designated sites 
 

5.2.1. Statutory sites. There are no statutory designated sites located 
within or immediately adjacent to the application site. The nearest 
designated site is the Clowes Wood & New Fallings Coppice Site 
of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which is situated approximately 
0.9km south of the application site at its closest point (see Plan 
ECO1). 
 

5.2.2. This SSSI is primarily designated on account of its lowland mixed 
oakwoods and associated bird species. The citation for the SSSI 
can be found at Appendix 6 of this document. 

 
5.2.3. The application site is separated from this designated site by open 

countryside and existing residential development. Given the nature 
of the development proposals (for a small residential 
development), and that the SSSI is designated on account of its 
woodland and associated bird species, it is considered that the 
development proposals would not lead to an adverse impact on 
this statutory designated site. 

 
5.2.4. Non-statutory sites. There are no non-statutory designated sites 

situated within or immediately adjacent to the application site. The 
nearest non-statutory designated site is Dickens Woods (Big 
Dickens Wood & Little Dickens Wood) Local Wildlife Site (LWS), 
which is situated approximately 0.1km to the north-east of the 
application site at its closest point (see Plan ECO1).  

 
5.2.5. This LWS is designated on account of ancient woodland habitats 

that the site supports. The citation for the LWS is included within 
the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre report at Appendix 4 
of this document. 

 
5.2.6. The application site is separated from this non-statutory site by a 

small field. Subject to the implementation of standard engineering 
protocols and best practice during the construction period, it is 
considered that the development proposals would not be likely to 
result in any adverse impacts on this non-designated site.  

 
5.2.7. It should be noted that no new access will be provided for local 

residents into Dickens Wood LWS under the proposals. Together 
with provision of new green space and opportunities for informal 
recreation, it is considered that no adverse effects would therefore 
arise as there would be no increase in recreational pressure on this 
site. 
 

5.2.8. It is also noted that application site borders a rejected LWS at the 
northern boundary (see Plan ECO1). 

 
5.2.9. Subject to the implementation of standard engineering protocols 

and best practice during construction, it is considered that any 
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potential direct or indirect adverse effects on other non-statutory 
designated sites in the local area will be fully mitigated 

 
Habitats within the application site 

 
5.2.10. The majority of the habitats within the application site hold very 

limited ecological value comprising semi-improved grassland in 
addition to treelines, hedgerows and scrub. 
 

5.2.11. The grassland within the application site comprises a limited range 
of common and widespread species. No notable plant species 
were recorded during the survey and it is considered that this 
habitat is of very limited ecological value at the site level only. 

 
5.2.12. Under the proposals for the application site, grassland habitats are 

to be lost, although this habitat will be provided within the new 
development as part of the landscaping scheme, such as within 
areas of public open space. This will include areas of species rich 
wildflower grassland, in particularly in the south eastern part of the 
site. 

 
5.2.13. The features that hold relatively higher value within the context of 

the application site are the hedgerows, treelines and scrub along 
field boundaries. The vast majority of these features are to be 
retained under the development proposals. Although some minor 
losses will be required (e.g. to facilitate access), it is considered 
that this may be fully offset through the provision of bolster planting 
of gaps using a variety of native tree, hedgerow and scrub species. 
This would improve both the structure and biodiversity value of 
these features, and provide new opportunities for faunal species 
such as birds and invertebrates. 

 
5.2.14. The proposals will retain existing waterbodies and will also deliver 

new waterbodies in the south eastern corner of the site. These will 
be planted with native wetland mixes which will further enhance 
biodiversity.  

 
5.2.15. It is considered that the provision of an appropriate landscape 

planting scheme for the application site, based around the use of 
native species of local provenance where possible, will mitigate for 
any losses to other habitats within the application site and will 
represent an enhancement in biodiversity value compared to the 
existing situation. 

 
5.3. Faunal Evaluation 

 
Bats 

 
5.3.1. Legislation. All bats are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and included on Schedule 
2 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
(“the Habitats Regulations”), as amended. These include 
provisions making it an offence: 
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•           Deliberately to kill, injure or take (capture) bats;  
•           Deliberately to disturb bats in such a way as to:-  

(i)  be likely to impair their ability to survive, to breed or 
reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young, or to 
hibernate or migrate; or 

(ii)  affect significantly the local distribution or abundance 
of the species to which they belong; 

•           To damage or destroy any breeding or resting place used 
by bats; 

•           Intentionally or recklessly to obstruct access to any place 
used by bats for shelter or protection. 

 
 

5.3.2. While the legislation is deemed to apply even when bats are not in 
residence, Natural England guidance suggests that certain 
activities such as re-roofing can be completed outside sensitive 
periods when bats are not in residence provided these do not 
damage or destroy the roost. 

 
5.3.3. The words deliberately and intentionally include actions where a 

court can infer that the defendant knew that the action taken would 
almost inevitably result in an offence, even if that was not the 
primary purpose of the act. 
 

5.3.4. The offence of damaging or destroying a breeding site or resting 
place (which can be interpreted as making it worse for the bat) is 
an absolute offence.  Such actions do not have to be deliberate for 
an offence to be committed. 
 

5.3.5. European Protected Species licences are available from Natural 
England in certain circumstances, and permit activities that would 
otherwise be considered an offence. 
 

5.3.6. Licences can usually only be granted if the development is in 
receipt of full planning permission and it is considered that: 
 

(i) The activity to be licensed must be for imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest or for public health 
and safety; 

(ii) There is no satisfactory alternative; and 
(ii) The action authorised will not be detrimental to the 

maintenance of the population of the species 
concerned at a favourable conservation status in their 
natural range. 

 
5.3.7. Application Site Evaluation. Bat activity surveys identified that a 

number of bat species utilise the application site for foraging and 
commuting. Whilst surveys identified the treeline along the western 
and southern boundaries to be of some value for foraging and 
commuting bats, the vast majority of bat registrations were of 
common and widespread species (Pipistrelles). It is considered 
that the application site is not of any particular significance for 
foraging and commuting bats in the local area. 
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5.3.8. Whilst surveys identified a number of trees with bat potential, no 
evidence of roosting bats was found and it is considered the 
application site not of any particular significance for roosting bats. 
 

5.3.9. Mitigation and Enhancements. The vast majority of the 
hedgerows present along the boundaries of the grassland fields 
are to be retained and enhanced.  

 
5.3.10. All trees considered to have bat potential will be retained under the 

development proposals. Should any trees be subject to works 
(either within the construction phase or at later stages of the 
operational phase) that are identified as having potential to support 
roosting bats, further survey effort will first be completed in the 
form of tree climbing or bat emergence surveys to confirm the 
presence or absence of roosting bats. 

 
5.3.11. The provision of wildflower grassland, new shrub planting and 

waterbodies, the onset of a suitable management regime to 
enhance retained and newly habitats will provide enhancements in 
terms of foraging opportunities for this faunal group. 

 
5.3.12. It is recommended that a sensitive lighting strategy for the 

development is adopted, using measures such as hoods and cowls 
to minimise light spill to these features, in order to ensure that dark 
corridors along the boundaries of the application site are 
maintained post-development. This will ensure that any existing 
(albeit sub-optimal) opportunities available for foraging and 
commuting bats are maintained. 
 

5.3.13. In addition, a total of 10 Schwegler 1FF type bat boxes will be 
installed onto retained mature trees within the site in order to 
provide new roosting opportunities for bats. It is considered that the 
provision of these roosting features in suitable locations (in close 
proximity to vegetated corridors and where artificial lighting will be 
kept to a minimum) will provide a significant net enhancement in 
roosting opportunities within the site. Specifications of Schwegler 
1FF type bat boxes are appended at Appendix 7. 
 
Birds  

 
5.3.14. Legislation. Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act is 

concerned with the protection of wild birds, whilst Schedule 1 lists 
species which are protected by special penalties. 

 
5.3.15. Application Site Evaluation. There are some opportunities for 

nesting birds in the trees, hedgerows and scrub within the 
application site. The results of the bird surveys indicate that the 
application site is mostly utilised by common and widespread 
species. The most common species identified included Wood 
Pigeon, Great Tit and Wren. Three Red List/UK Priority Species 
were recorded including Song Thrush, Starling and Lapwing. It is 
considered that the application site is not of any particular 
significance for breeding or foraging birds in the local area. 
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5.3.16. Mitigation and Enhancements. As all species of birds receive 
general protection whilst nesting, to avoid a possible offence it is 
recommended that any clearance of trees, hedgerows or scrub is 
undertaken outside the breeding season (between March and the 
end of July), or that checks be made for nesting birds by an 
ecologist immediately prior to removal.  

 
5.3.17. The proposals will retain the vast majority of existing hedgerows, 

tree and scrub, with areas of new planting proposed across the 
site. This will maintain and enhance opportunities for foraging and 
nesting birds post-development.  

 
5.3.18. In addition, a total of 6 Schwegler 1B and 6 Schwegler 2M type 

bird nest boxes will be installed on retained mature trees in suitable 
locations around the site. These boxes will mitigate the minor 
losses to hedgerow and scrub lost to development and furthermore 
provide an enhancement above the existing situation. 
Specifications of Schwegler bird boxes are appended at Appendix 
8. 
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6. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 
 

6.1.1. The planning policy framework that relates to nature conservation 
in Tidbury Green, Solihull is issued at two main administrative 
levels: nationally through the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF); and at the local level through policies in the Solihull Local 
Plan. Any proposed development will be judged in relation to the 
policies contained within these documents. 

 
6.2. National Policy 

 
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 

6.2.1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the 
Government’s requirements for the planning system and was 
adopted on 27th March 2012. It replaces previous national planning 
policy, including Planning Policy Statement 9 (Biodiversity and 
Geological Conservation) [PPS9] which was published in 2005.  
 

6.2.2. The key element of the NPPF is that there should be ‘a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should 
be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and 
decision-taking’ (paragraph 14). It is important to note that this 
presumption ‘does not apply where development requiring 
Appropriate Assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directives is 
being considered, planned or determined’ (paragraph 119). 

 
6.2.3. The NPPF also considers the strategic approach which Local 

Authorities should adopt with regard to the protection, 
enhancement and management of green infrastructure, priority 
habitats and ecological networks, and the recovery of priority 
species. 

 
6.2.4. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF comprises a number of principles 

which Local Authorities should apply, including encouraging 
opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around 
developments; provision for refusal of planning applications if 
significant harm cannot be avoided, mitigated or compensated for; 
applying the protection given to European sites to potential SPAs, 
possible SACs, listed or proposed Ramsar sites and sites identified 
(or required) as compensatory measures for adverse effects on 
European sites; and the provision for the refusal for developments 
resulting in the loss or deterioration of ‘irreplaceable’ habitats 
unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that 
location clearly outweigh the loss. 

 
6.2.5. National policy therefore implicitly recognises the importance of 

biodiversity and that with sensitive planning and design, 
development and conservation of the natural heritage can co-exist 
and benefits can, in certain circumstances, be obtained. 
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6.3. Local Policy 
 

Solihull Local Plan (adopted December 2013) 
 

6.3.1. The Solihull Local Plan 2011 – 2028 was adopted by Solihull 
Council on the 3rd December 2013. It sets out Solihull’s long-term 
spatial vision for future development. It is the current document for 
consideration of planning applications in the borough.  
 

6.3.2. The local plan replaces the saved policies of the Solihull Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
6.3.3. There is one policy within the Local Plan relevant to ecology and 

nature conservation: Policy P10 – Natural Environment. This policy 
is concerned with the conservation and enhancement of wildlife 
habitats within the Solihull Borough and the protection of 
designated sites of nature conservation interest from any 
development that would materially harm the wildlife or scientific 
interest of the site. 
 

6.4. Discussion 
 
6.4.1. Recommendations have been put forward in this report that would 

fully safeguard the existing ecological interest of the application 
site, and wherever possible, measures to enhance ecological and 
biodiversity value have been set out. Based on surveys undertaken 
and assessment, the presence and potential presence of protected 
species has been given due regard and measures to enhance the 
application site for such species have been put forward. 
 

6.4.2. In conclusion, implementation of the measures set out in this report 
would enable the development proposals for the application site to 
fully accord with planning policy for ecology and nature 
conservation at all administrative levels. 
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7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  
 

7.1. Ecology Solutions was commissioned by Bellway West Midlands Ltd in 
April 2016 to undertake an Ecological Assessment of Land at Tidbury 
Green, Dickens Heath, Solihull 

 
7.2. The development proposals are for 190 new residential units, including 

associated access, infrastructure and greenspace. 
 

7.3. There are no statutory or non-statutory sites designated sites of nature 
conservation interest situated within or immediately adjacent to the 
application site. The nearest designated site is Clowes Wood & New 
Fallings Coppice SSSI, situated approximately 0.9km south of the 
application site while the nearest non-statutory designated site is 
Dickens Woods (Big Dickens Wood & Little Dickens Wood) Local LWS 
situated approximately 0.1km to the north-east. 

 
7.4. The application site is separated from these designated sites by existing 

development and open countryside, and it is considered that subject to 
the implementation of standard engineering practice and best practice 
during construction, any potential direct or indirect adverse effects on 
designated sites in the local area will be fully mitigated. 

 
7.5. Protected species surveys and assessments have been undertaken in 

2013 by Waterman EED, with updated surveys and assessments 
undertaken by Ecology Solutions in 2016. The 2016 surveys found that 
there has been little to no change in terms of habitat and species 
potential on the application site and therefore the mitigation / 
enhancements have been reconsidered but remain largely unchanged.  

 
7.6. The habitats present within the application site provide some limited 

opportunities for faunal species, including bats and birds, although there 
is no evidence to suggest that the site is of any particular importance for 
these groups. Subject to the implementation of appropriate mitigation as 
outlined above, it is considered that any existing opportunities for these 
groups would be retained and moreover enhanced post-development. 
 

7.7. In conclusion, on the evidence of the ecological surveys undertaken, the 
application site is not considered to be of particularly high intrinsic 
interest from an ecology and nature conservation perspective. The 
design of the proposed development and the implementation of 
mitigation measures as recommended in this report will ensure that 
there are no adverse effects on any designated sites or protected 
species as a result of development at the application site. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

Fulford Hall Road, Tidbury Green – Landscape Masterplan (Drawing 
Nos. GL0620 01) (Golby and Luck LTD) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Key

Existing tree cover to be retained and 
reinforced through new planting 
measures

Existing hedgerows to be retained and 
brought under effective management 
alongside associated ditch cources

Proposed housing

Proposed highways

Proposed areas of feature paving to 
highlight junctions. private driveways, 
parking areas and lanes

Proposed pumping station

Proposed primary avenue tree planting

Proposed secondary avenue/feature 
street tree planting

 Proposed street tree planting 

Proposed rear garden tree planting 

Open space feature tree planting

Proposed structural native tree planting

Proposed fruit tree planting

Proposed leisure routes specified as 
bound gravel surface

Proposed natural play facilities

Proposed sustainable drainage features

EHStd 425/450 14/16

EHStd 425/450 14/16

20/25SM 600 +

20/25SM 600 +

20/25SM 600 +

20/25SM 600 +

20/25SM 600 +

20/25SM 600 +

EHStd 425/650 14/16-18/20
EHStd 425/650 14/16-18/20

Planing Proposals Planing Proposals (cont)

Primary Avenue Tree Planting

Secondary Avenue Tree Planting

Feature Tree Planting

Acer platanoides ‘Autumn Blaze’

Corylus colurna

Pyrus calleryana ‘Chanticleer’

Pyrus calleryana ‘Chanticleer’

All trees to be planted in accordance with the implementation and maintenance 
guidelines. The tree planting schedule and landscape proposals must be referred to by 
the Structural Engineer during foundation design.  No tree species, size or location 
should be altered without prior approval from the Landscape Architect.

Stock

Street Tree Planting

Garden Tree Planting

HStd-EHStd

Stock

350/600 12/14-14/16Betula pendula

Mahonia x media 'Winter Sun'

Aucuba japonica
Buddleia davidii

Phormium tenax 'Jester'

Choisya 'Aztec Pearl'

15L

10L

25L
125/150

40/60

80/100
Leaders

0.75

Triple crn
Phormium tenax 'Sundowner' 25L 80/100 Triple crn

Choisya ternata
Cornus alba
Cornus sanguinea
Euonymus 'Emerald Gaiety'
Hebe 'Mrs Winder'
Hebe pinguifolia 'Sutherlandii'

Hypericum 'Hidcote'
Lavandula angustifolia 'Munstead'
Lonicera 'Baggesen's Gold'
Prunus laurocerasus 'Otto Luyken'
Ribes sanguineum
Rosmarinus officinalis
Symphoricarpos 'Hancock'
Viburnum tinus 'Eve Price’

SM
EHStd

Carpinus betulus ‘Frans Fontaine’ EHStd

Height (cm) Girth (cm)

Malus tschonoskii

Quercus rubra
Liquidambar styraciflua

Prunus avium ‘Plena’

Acer campestre ‘Elsrijk’

Liriodendron tulipifera

Acer platanoides ‘Emerald Queen’

Carpinus betulus ‘Frans Fontaine’

600 +
425/650

425/450

20/25
14/16-18/20

14/16

Malus ‘Golden Hornet’
Sorbus aucuparia
Sorbus aria

Structural Tree Planting
Height (cm) Girth (cm)

Acer campestre
Betula pendula

Quercus robur
Malus sylvestris

Std-HStd 12/14-14/16250/425

Ornamental Shrub Planting

Heuchera ‘Palace Purple’

3L
10L
10L
3L
3L
10L
10L
10L
3L
10L
10L
10L
10L
5L
10L
5L
10L

40/60
40/60
40/60
60/80
60/80
30/40
40/60
40/60
-
40/60
40/60
40/60
60/80
40/60
40/60
40/60
40/60

0.75
0.70
0.75
0.75
0.75
0.60
0.70
0.70
0.50
0.75
0.60
0.70
0.70
0.75
0.70

0.75
0.70

Bergenia cordifolia 3L - 0.50

Ornamental Hedge Planting
Stock Height (cm) Ctrs (m)

Elaeagnus x ebbingei 5L-10L 0.50
5L
10L

0.40
0.50

Rosmarinus officinalis
Viburnum tinus 'Eve Price’

Hebe ‘Marjorie
Prunus lusitanica

5L
5L-10L

60/80
40/60
80/100
40/60
40/60

0.40
0.50

All hedging to be planted in accordance with the implementation and 
maintenance guidelines. No shrub species, size or location should be altered 
without prior approval from the Landscape Architect.

Specimen Shrub Planting
Stock Height (cm) Habit

Fagus sylvatica
Std-HStd
Std-HStd
Std-HStd
Std-HStd

250/425
250/425
250/425
250/425

12/14-14/16
12/14-14/16
12/14-14/16
12/14-14/16

HStd-EHStd
HStd-EHStd
HStd-EHStd

350/600
350/600
350/600

12/14-14/16
12/14-14/16
12/14-14/16

Photinia fraseri 'Red Robin' 70L 200/225 1/2 Std

Sorbus aucuparia Std-HStd 250/425 12/14-14/16

All shrubs to be planted in accordance with the implementation and maintenance 
guidelines. More ornamental shrub species will be utilised within the POS at 
interfaces with play areas. Detail design drawing will provide information. No shrub 
species, size or location should be altered without prior approval from the 
Landscape Architect.

POS Shrub Species

Cornus sanguinea
Corylus avellana

Ilex aquifolium
Prunus spinosa
Rosa canina

1+1 60/80

60/80

2L

60/80

60/80

Stock Ctrs (m)Height (cm)

Acer campestre

Crataegus monogyna

Cornus alba
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1+1
1+1
1+1
1+1

1+1
1+1

60/80
60/80

60/80
60/80

Stock Height (cm) Ctrs (m)

All hedging to be planted 30cm apart on a double staggered row with no less than 6 
per linear metre and in accordance with the implementation and maintenance 
guidelines. No shrub species, size or location should be altered without prior 
approval from the Landscape Architect.

All aquatic and marginal stock to be specified as suitable plug/cell/root trainer stock 
per specie.  If achievable local pond  material can be sourced to innoculate pond 
banks from a nearby water body with appropriate species through the Local 
Authority or Local Wildlife Trust.

With the development site retained areas of grassland alongside hedgerows and 
mature tree cover are to be managed as a transitional grass sward and seeded with 
an appropriate mix such as, Emorsgate EH1 - Hedgerow Mixture.

Areas of seasonally flooding grassland within the proposed attenuation ponds are to 
be sown with an appropriate mixture such as, Emorsgate EG8 - Meadow Grassland 
for Wetlands.

Grassland with the proposed open space is the be seeded with a general purpose 
wildflower seed mix such as, Emorsgate EM1 - General Purpose Meadow Mix

Native Boundary Hedge Species

Aquatic/Marginal Species

Mixed Species Grassland

Ilex aquifolium
Prunus spinosa

1+1 60/80

60/80
60/80

Stock Mix (%)Height (cm)

Corylus avellana

Rosa canina

Crataegus monogyna
10
40
15
25
10

1+1
2L
1+1
1+1

60/80
60/80

The new play facility will provide a more
natural recreation and fitness experience
for toddlers and juniors

Fruit tree are to be incorporated within the
open space for increased nectar and
foraging value

New areas of meadow grassland are to 
be managed to secure increased biodiversity
alongside an attractive leisure resource

5

43Existing hedgerows and ditch courses
to be retained and brought under effective
management

1 New areas of permanent water are to be
design to create a valuable species rich
habitat

2
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Tidbury Green, Solihull – Ecological Appraisal (September 2013) 
(Waterman EED) 
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 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Summary 
Ecological Appraisal 

 

Summary 

S1. This report has been prepared by Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Ltd (Waterman EED) 

on behalf of Lioncourt Homes.  It describes the findings of an Ecological Appraisal carried out at an 

area of land known as Tidbury Green, Solihull (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Site’).  The Appraisal 

was undertaken to inform proposed residential development of the Site. 

S2. The aim of the Ecological Appraisal was to identify the nature conservation value of the  

Site and to establish whether development proposals might give rise to significant ecological 

effects.   

S3. The Ecological Appraisal comprised an ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey undertaken in February 

2013 to identify habitats and the potential for protected species within the Site.  This was supported 

by an ecological data search for records of designated sites as well as protected, Biodiversity 

Action Plan (BAP) and other notable species in the local area.   

S4. The Site comprises built structures, semi-improved grassland, hedgerows, trees, ponds, ditches 

and scrub. A tree belt is also present along the western Site boundary. Habitats adjacent to the Site 

comprise residential and commercial development to the west and south with Tidbury Green Farm 

buildings and Tidbury School and Nursery to the north. Areas of woodland, as well as similar 

habitats to those found on Site are also located to the east and north-east of the Site boundary. 

S5. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood lies outside, but adjacent to, the north-

eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is designated as an Ecosite. Until recently this designation 

also included a c.1Ha field within the north-east corner of the Site which was previously incorrectly 

included as part the original Dickens Wood Ecosite designation.  This has now been removed. 

Furthermore, Dickens Wood is designated as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS), areas of which also 

comprise Ancient Woodland, although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This 

rejected section includes the field present within the north-east corner of the Site previously 

designated as an Ecosite. This field is still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as 

being a rejected LWS have been assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which 

Dickens Wood LWS was designated. Therefore there are currently no statutory or non-statutory 

designated sites within the Site boundary. 

S6. Although the field present within the north-east corner of the Site is still noted as being a rejected 

LWS, given that this field has been assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which 

Dickens Wood LWS was designated, it is considered that this designation should not pose as a 

constraint for development within this field.  

S7. There is potential for the non-statutory designated Dickens Wood to be affected through the 

proposed development.  Recommendations to negate / reduce these potential adverse effects 

have therefore been made. These recommendations would also serve to negate / reduce potential 

adverse occurring to other habitats adjacent to the Site. It is considered that the statutory 

designated sites, as well as those other non-statutory designated sites returned from the ecological 

data search are unlikely to be affected by the proposed development 

S8. Based on the findings of this Ecological Appraisal the following further surveys are considered to 

be required at the Site to fully determine its current ecological value: 

 Badger Meles Meles walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 Great crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 
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 Water vole Arvicola amphibious scoping survey; and 

 Reptile survey. 

S9. The Site has the potential to support nesting birds and therefore, to comply with legislative 

requirements, recommendations with regards to the timings of works have been made. It should be 

noted that further recommendations regarding the timings of works may arise pending the results of 

the recommended further survey effort. 

S10. In line with relevant planning policy requirements and BAPs there exists potential to enhance the 

Site for ecology, recommendations for which have also been made.  

S11. Should there be a significant period of time (most local authorities consider this period to be two 

years or greater) between the date of this Ecological Appraisal and the commencement of the 

proposed development, an update assessment could be required to support a planning application, 

as the ecological value of the Site habitats may have changed.  

S12. Pending further surveys it is considered that if the advice within this report is followed, with 

appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures incorporated into the proposed development, 

there is no reason why the Site cannot be developed in accordance with the relevant planning 

policy and legislation. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. This Ecological Appraisal has been prepared by Waterman EED on behalf of Lioncourt Homes to 

support the submission of a planning application for development of the Site. The location and 

extent of the Site is shown in Figure 1. 

1.2. The Ecological Appraisal comprised an ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey undertaken in February 

2013 to identify habitats and the potential for protected species within the Site.  This was supported 

by an ecological data search for records of designated sites as well as protected, BAP and other 

notable species in the local area.   

1.3. As part of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment for 

GCN was undertaken on any static water bodies on Site as well as any static water bodies with 

suitable connectivity within 500m of the Site (where access allowed). In addition, external and 

internal inspections of any built structures on Site was also undertaken as well as ground based 

assessments of the trees on Site, to assess their potential to support roosting bats. 

The Site 

1.4. The Site, approximately 11.5 hectares (ha) in area, is centred on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference 

SP 103 755 and comprises built structures, semi-improved grassland, hedgerows, trees, ponds, 

ditches and scrub. A tree belt is also present along the western Site boundary. Habitats adjacent to 

the Site comprise residential and commercial development to the west and south with Tidbury 

Green Farm buildings and Tidbury School and Nursery to the north. Areas of woodland, as well as 

similar habitats to those found on Site are also located adjacent to the north-east of the Site 

boundary.  

1.5. Previously, all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary 

on Figure 1 which are also within the clients ownership) the Site were actively farmed (a mix of 

arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the exception of the field present within the western 

part of the Site, which until recently has been solely grazed by a single horse, the remaining fields 

present on the Site are cut for hay and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July. It should 

be noted however that since the passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the 

western part of the Site has since also been cut. 

1.6. In addition, the Site was previously designated as green belt and the far most eastern field within 

the Site boundary, as well as land immediately to the east of the Site, still has this designation. 

However, it should be noted that no development is proposed to occur within these areas. 

1.7. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood (refer to Table 2 and Figure 1) lies 

outside, but adjacent to, the north-eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is designated as an 

Ecosite. Until recently this designation also included a c.1Ha field within the north-east corner of 

the Site which was previously incorrectly included as part the original Dickens Wood Ecosite 

designation.  This has now been removed and it should be noted that the previous boundary of the 

Ecosite designation around this field is therefore not shown on Figure 1. Furthermore, Dickens 

Wood is designated as a LWS, areas of which also comprise Ancient Woodland (refer to Figure 1), 

although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This rejected section includes the field 

present within the north-east corner of the Site previously designated as an Ecosite. This field is 

still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as being a rejected LWS have been 

assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which Dickens Wood LWS was 

designated. Therefore there are currently no statutory or non-statutory designated sites within the 

Site boundary.  



 

 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Page 2 
Ecological Appraisal 

 

Development Proposals 

1.8. Proposals for the Site comprise residential development with associated access, soft landscaping, 

ecological mitigation / compensation habitats and public open space (hereinafter referred to as the 

‘proposed development’). 

Aims and Objectives of this Assessment 

1.9. Based on the findings of this Ecological Appraisal the following surveys are considered to be 

required at the Site to fully determine its current ecological value: 

 Badger walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 GCN surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Water vole scoping survey; and 

 Reptile surveys. 

1.10. The above surveys have now been undertaken and have been detailed within a separate protected 

species report
1
, with the methodologies agreed with Warwickshire County Council (WCC). 

1.11. The purpose of this report is to: 

 Identify any ecological issues, highlighted through the Ecological Appraisal that could constrain 

the development proposals planned at the Site;  

 Make recommendations for further survey and assessment work,  if required, to enable works to 

be carried out;  

 Assess the consequences of works in relation to relevant planning policy and legislation; and 

 Identify any mitigation and enhancement opportunities, where appropriate. 

 
1
 Waterman (2013): ‘Tidbury Green, Solihull. Protected Species Report’. Ref EED13122-100_R_2_1_5_SF 
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2. Legislation, Planning Policy and Biodiversity Action Plans 

Legislation 

2.1. Specific habitats and species of relevance to the Site receive legal protection in the UK under 

various pieces of legislation, including: 

 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
2
; 

 The Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA) 1981 (as amended)
3
; 

 The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000
4
;  

 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006
5
; 

  The Protection of Badgers Act 1992
6
; 

  Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996
7
; and 

 The Hedgerow Regulations 1997
8
. 

2.2. Where relevant, this appraisal takes account of the legislative protection afforded to specific 

habitats and species. 

Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework, 2012 

2.3. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
9
 was adopted in March 2012. Section 11 

(outlined below) of the NPPF, Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, replaces 

Planning Policy Statement 9 (PPS9): Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. However, 

government Circular 06/2005
10

, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations 

and their Impact within the Planning System, which relates to PPS9 remains valid and is 

referenced within Paragraph 113 of the NPPF. 

2.4. Paragraph 109 encourages the planning system to contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment.  This should be achieved by: 

 “Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

 Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

 Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 

contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including 

by establishing ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at an 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or 

noise pollution or land instability; and 
 
2
 HMSO (2010): ‘The Conservation of Habitats and Species  Regulations 2010 (as amended)’ 

3
 HMSO (1981): ‘Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)’ 

4
 HMSO (2000): ‘The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act’ 

5
 ODPM (2006): ‘Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006)’ 

6
 ODPM (1992) ‘The Protection of Badgers Act’ 

7
 HMSO, 1996 ‘The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act’. 

8
 ODPM (1997): ‘The Hedgerow Regulations’ 

9
 ODPM (2012): ‘National Planning Policy Framework,  2012’ 

10
 ODPM (2005): ‘Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation’ 
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 Remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 

where appropriate”. 

2.5. Paragraph 113 states that “Local planning authorities should set criteria based policies against 

which proposals for any development on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or 

landscape areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 

international, national and locally designated sites
15

 so that protection is commensurate with their 

status and gives appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to 

wider ecological networks”. 

2.6. Paragraph 118 states that “when determining planning applications, LPAs should aim to conserve 

and enhance biodiversity, by applying the following principles:  

 If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 

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

for, then planning permission should be refused;  

 Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or 

likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI (either individually or in combination with other 

developments) should not normally be permitted.  Where an adverse effect on the sites notified 

special interest feature is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits of the 

development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the 

features of the site that will make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the 

national network of SSSIs;  

 Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 

should be permitted; 

 Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged;  

 Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 

irreplaceable habitats, including Ancient Woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found 

outside Ancient Woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 

clearly outweigh the loss; and 

 The following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as European sites: 

- Potential Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and possible Special Areas of Conservation 

(SACs); 

- Listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 

- Sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European 

sites, potential SPAs, possible SACs, and listed or proposed Ramsar site”. 

Local Planning Policy 

Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2006 (saved policies)  

2.7. The current development plan for Solihull is the Solihull Unitary Development Plan (UDP)
 11

. The 

Solihull UDP was adopted in February 2006. In February 2009 the Secretary of State made a 

direction confirming that most of the UDP policies will remain in place until they are replaced. 

Those policies which have been saved which of relevance to the Site and biodiversity are 

described below.   

 
11

 Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council (2006): ‘Solihull Unitary Development Plan’ 
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2.8. Policy ENV10: Important Nature Conservation Sites states that ‘The Council will protect areas of 

national and local importance for nature conservation for their contribution to biodiversity. 

Proposals for development in or likely to affect Sites of Special Scientific Interest will be subject to 

special scrutiny. Where such development may have an adverse effect on a SSSI, either directly or 

indirectly, development will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh 

the nature conservation value of the site itself and the national policy to safeguard the network of 

such sites. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve, Site of Importance for 

Nature Conservation or Regionally Important Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons 

for the development clearly outweigh the need to safeguard the nature conservation value of the 

site. Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects, any reasonable alternative 

sites that would result in less harm must be considered fully. Where development is permitted, the 

Council will consider the use of conditions or planning obligations to provide appropriate mitigation 

or compensatory measures.’ 

2.9. Policy ENV11: Conservation of Biodiversity states ‘The Council will seek to conserve and enhance 

the biodiversity of the Borough, including its rivers, canals and their towpaths, other natural 

corridors, and sites and features that form part of the wildlife network and habitats identified in the 

Warwickshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan. Developers will be expected to take full account of the 

nature conservation value of land outside designated sites and to maximise the potential for habitat 

creation and enhancement.’ 

2.10. Policy ENV13: Wildlife Species states ‘Development likely to cause harm to any protected species, 

species identified as uncommon, declining or under threat in the Warwickshire Local Biodiversity 

Action Plan, or its habitats will be permitted only if the developer agrees to take appropriate steps 

to secure its protection. Where development is permitted, the Council may impose planning 

conditions or will seek to enter into planning obligations with developers to secure all compensatory 

measures necessary to protect the species, reduce disturbance to a minimum and provide 

alternative habitats to sustain or enhance the population’. 

2.11. Policy ENV14: Trees and Woodlands states ‘The Council will safeguard important trees, 

hedgerows and woodlands, encourage new and replacement tree and hedgerow planting, and will 

identify areas that may be suitable for the creation of new woodlands by natural regeneration or 

planting. Where planting takes place, priority will be given to native broad-leaved species. The 

Council will protect and seek to enhance those woodlands which are ancient or semi-natural 

because of their great variety and important natural characteristics’. 

Solihull Draft Local Plan 2012 

2.12. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council is currently preparing the Solihull Local Plan
12

, which will be 

the main document of the Solihull Local Development Framework (LDF) and when adopted, will 

replace the UDP. Those policies within the Solihull Draft Local Plan of relevance to the Site and 

biodiversity are described below. 

2.13. Policy P10: Natural Environment states ‘…The Council will seek to conserve, enhance and restore 

biodiversity and geodiversity, to create new native woodlands and other habitats and to protect, 

restore and enhance Ancient Woodland and green infrastructure assets across the Borough. 

Protection of Ancient Woodland, designated sites and priority habitats shall include the 

establishment of buffers to any new development. Development should be informed by the latest 

information on habitats and species, and take full account of national and local guidance on 

 
12

 Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council (2012): ‘Solihull Draft Local Plan’ 
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conserving biodiversity, opportunities for biodiversity enhancement and for improving and restoring 

the Borough’s green infrastructure. When appropriate, development should seek to enhance 

accessibility to the natural environment, especially for disabled people. 

The Council will protect areas of national and local importance for biodiversity and geodiversity, 

where it is reasonable, proportionate and feasible to do so. Development likely to have an adverse 

effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, whether directly or indirectly, will be subject to special 

scrutiny and will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the nature 

conservation value of the site and the national policy to safeguard such sites. Where development 

may have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, developers will be expected to 

incorporate measures to enhance the condition of the site, unless it is demonstrated that it is not 

feasible. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve or a Local Wildlife or 

Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the 

nature conservation or geological value of the site and its contribution to wider biodiversity 

objectives. Where development would have an adverse effect on a site of local value, developers 

will be expected to incorporate measures to enhance the site or to restore the links between sites 

in accordance with the Green Infrastructure study, unless it is demonstrated that it is not feasible. 

Outside designated sites, developers will be expected to take full account of the nature 

conservation or geological value, and the existence of any habitats or species included in the Local 

Biodiversity Action Plan, or sites in the Local Geological Action Plan. Developers will be required to 

undertake a full ecological survey and to deliver a net gain or enhancement to biodiversity, unless it 

is demonstrated that it is not appropriate or feasible. In considering the need for green space 

improvements associated with new development, developers should have regard for the standards 

and priorities in the Green Spaces Strategy in relation to accessible natural green space. 

Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects on the natural environment, as a 

result of the development itself, or the cumulative impact of developments, developers must 

demonstrate that all possible alternatives that would result in less harm have been considered. 

Where development is permitted, appropriate mitigation of the impacts and compensation where 

relevant will be required to deliver a net gain in biodiversity, habitat creation, landscape character 

and local distinctiveness. Enhancements should be undertaken either on the site, or in its vicinity, 

but where it is demonstrated that this is not possible, offsetting in alternative strategic locations 

within the biodiversity or green infrastructure network, to deliver biodiversity or other objectives may 

be considered. Where appropriate, developers should demonstrate compliance with this policy 

through an ecological statement or by relevant information in the West Midlands Sustainability 

Checklist.’ 

2.14. Policy P14: Amenity states that ‘The Council will seek to protect and enhance the amenity of 

existing and potential occupiers of houses, businesses and other uses in considering proposals for 

new development, and will:… 

ix.   Protect those parts of the countryside in the Borough that retain a dark sky from the impacts of 

light pollution. Development involving external lighting outside established settlements will be 

permitted only where significant lighting already exists, or the benefits of the development clearly 

outweigh the impact of the lighting on the countryside. Any lighting scheme should be the minimum 

required for the purposes of the development and should avoid light spillage and harmful effects on 

biodiversity…’ 

2.15. Policy P15: Securing Design Quality states that ‘All development proposals will be expected to 

achieve good quality, inclusive and sustainable design, which meets the following key principles: … 
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v.   Conserves and enhances biodiversity, landscape quality and considers the impact on and 

opportunities for green infrastructure at the earliest opportunity in the design process. Further 

guidance is provided in Policy P10 – Natural Environment…’ 

Biodiversity Action Plans 

UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework 

2.16. The Environment Departments of all four governments in the UK work together through the Four 

Countries Biodiversity Group.  Together they have agreed, and Ministers have signed, a framework 

of priorities for UK-level work for the Convention on Biological Diversity.  Published on 17 July 

2012, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework'
13

 covers the period from 2011 to 2020.  This now 

supersedes the UK BAP
14

.  However many of the tools developed under UK BAP remain of use, for 

example, background information about the lists of priority habitats and species.  The lists of 

priority species and habitats agreed under UK BAP still form the basis of much biodiversity work in 

the countries. 

2.17. Although the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework does not confer any statutory legal protection, 

in practice many of the species listed already receive statutory legal protection under UK and / or 

European legislation. In addition, the majority of Priority Species and Habitats in the now 

superseded UK BAP are also Species and Habitats of Principal Importance for the Conservation of 

Biodiversity under Section 74 of the CRoW Act 2000.  This places a duty on government 

departments to have regard for these species and habitats when carrying out their functions.   

2.18. Local Planning Authorities have a legal obligation or ‘biodiversity duty’ under Section 40 of the 

NERC Act 2006 to conserve biodiversity by having particular regard to those species and habitats 

listed under Section 41. 

2.19. The ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey identified the following UK BAP Priority Habitats present on 

or adjacent to the Site: 

 Hedgerows; and 

 Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland. 

2.20. The Site also has the potential to support UK BAP Priority Species.  Those UK BAP Priority 

Species returned from the ecological data search are provided in Table 3. 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Local Biodiversity Action Plan 

2.21. As part of the action plan process, Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) must also be produced 
for every county in the UK. The Site is covered by the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP

15
, 

which sets out the framework for the protection, conservation and enhancement of wildlife within 
the region. The Action Plan is currently under review with new versions of individuals plans 
published later this year. The LBAP outlines how landowners, land-managers and policy makers 
will protect the characteristic wildlife and landscapes of our sub-region. The plan contains 26 
Species Action Plans for threatened plants and animals and 24 Habitat Action Plans. 

2.22. The ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey identified the following Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull 

BAP Priority Habitats and Species present on or adjacent to the Site: 

 
13

 JNCC and DEFRA (on behalf of the Four Countries’ Biodiversity Group) (2012): ‘UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 
Framework’. July 2012. Available from: http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-6189. 

14
 HMSO (1994): ‘Biodiversity: The UK Action Plan’ 

15
 http://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/biodiversity 
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 Hedgerows; and 

 Woodland 

2.23. The Site also has the potential to support Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority 

Species.  Those Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Species returned from the 

ecological data search are provided in Table 3. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. This section summarises the methodologies used for undertaking the Ecological Appraisal.  This 

included an ecological data search, ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, the HSI assessment for 

GCN, external / internal buildings inspections and a ground based assessment of trees within the 

Site for roosting bats. This section also describes the basis for evaluation of ecological resources. 

Ecological Data Search 

3.2. The aim of the ecological data search is to collate existing ecological records for the Site and 

adjacent areas. Obtaining existing records is an important part of the evaluation process, as it 

provides additional information that may not be apparent during a site survey.   

3.3. A 2km search was undertaken for statutory and non-statutory designated sites as well as 

protected, BAP and other notable species. A 5km search radius was undertaken for bats. Given the 

scale of the proposed development works, along with the habitats recorded at the Site, it was 

considered that undertaking a search of records within the distances specified would provide 

sufficient data to inform this Ecological Appraisal. 

3.4. Due to the location of the Site, records were obtained from the Warwickshire Biological Records 

Centre
16

, Worcestershire Biological Records Centre
17

 and the Biological Records Centre for 

Birmingham and the Black Country (Ecorecord)
18

, as well as the Multi-Agency Geographic 

Information for the Countryside (MAGIC)
19

.  

3.5. Given that the Site lies within Warwickshire, data from the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre 

forms the basis of this report. However, any significant records returned from either Worcestershire 

Biological Records Centre and Ecorecord are acknowledged within this report where relevant. It 

should be noted that attempts to contact and obtain further bird records from the county bird 

recorder were unsuccessful.  

3.6. In addition, the following resources were consulted to assign an ecological context to the Site: 

 UK BAP; 

 Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP; 

 National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway
20

; 

 Natural England
21

; and 

 Getamap
22

. 

‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

3.7. An ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the Site was undertaken on 09 February 2013 using the 

Joint Nature Conservancy Council (JNCC, 2010) standard ‘Phase 1’ survey technique
23

.  The 

Phase 1 Habitat Survey methodology was ‘Extended’ by undertaking an assessment of the Site to 

 
16

 Warwickshire Biological Records Centre (2013): ‘Ecological Data Search around Tidbury Green’. Ref. 
WA3014 

17
 http://wbrc.org.uk/ 

18
 http://www.ecorecord.org.uk/ 

19
 www.magic.gov.uk 

20
 http://data.nbn.org.uk/ 

21
 http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ 

22
 http://www.getamap.ordnancesurveyleisure.co.uk/ 

23
 JNCC, (2010): ‘Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey - a technique for environmental audit’. 
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support protected and notable floral and faunal species.  All habitat types within the Site were 

mapped (refer to Figure 1) with target notes where appropriate.  

3.8. Where access allowed, adjacent habitats were also considered to assess the Site within the wider 

landscape, and to provide information with which to assess possible impacts of the proposed 

development. 

3.9. It should be noted that the Site survey was conducted outside of the optimal season for survey 

(April to September) when the majority of plant species are visible. All plants were identified 

through their floristic and vegetative characteristics, where possible. 

Habitat Suitability Index Assessment 

3.10. To determine their suitability for supporting great crested newts, a HSI assessment was undertaken 

on those waterbodies present on Site. The assessment was based on best practice guidelines in 

accordance with the Amphibian and Reptile Groups of the United Kingdom (ARG UK) Advice Note 

5
24

. An HSI is a numerical index, between 0 and 1, with values close to 0 indicating unsuitable 

habitat and values close to 1 representing optimal habitat. 

Built Structure Inspections  

3.11. The potential of built structures on the Site to support roosting bats was assessed by an external 

and internal inspection based on current best practice guidelines (Bat Conservation Trust 2012
25

), 

under conditions considered appropriate for survey. 

3.12. Those features known to provide roosting opportunities for bats were noted and inspected, such 

as: 

 Gaps under eaves, around windows, under tiles and lead flashing; 

 Loft spaces; and 

 Soffits and boxed eaves.  

3.13. The inspections also involved looking for evidence of roosting bats, such as: 

 Bat droppings; 

 Insect wings under feeding roosts; 

 Staining from urine or from the oil on bats’ fur around well-used roosting places or access 

points; and 

 Actual bat presence.  

3.14. The potential of a structure to support a bat roost was determined based on those above features 

or evidence visible during the inspection, as well as those other factors that may influence roost 

establishment such as aspect, shading, disturbance, lighting and the presence of surrounding 

habitats that could be used by bats for commuting and foraging. 

Tree Surveys for Bat Roost Potential 

3.15. To assess their potential to support roosting bats a preliminary ground based visual inspection of 

trees on and adjacent, to the Site was undertaken, guided by the current Bat Conservation Trust 

Guidelines, 2012.   

 
24

 ARG UK (2010): ‘ARG UK Advice Note 5. Great Crested Newt Habitat Suitability Index’ 
25

 Bat Conservation Trust (2012): ‘Bat Surveys – Good Practice Guidelines’  
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3.16. Binoculars were used to inspect the trees from the ground to the canopy to look for features 

indicative of bat roosts, including:  

 Natural or woodpecker holes; 

 Cracks/splits in major limbs; 

 Loose bark; 

 Dense ivy; and  

 Hollows/cavities. 

3.1. Signs of bat use, such as droppings, staining from the fur or urine and scratches around the entry 

points were also inspected.  

3.2. Following an inspection of the trees, the trees were scored according to the criteria set out in Table 

1 to determine their potential to support roosting bats. 

Table 1: Bat Conservation Trust tree guidelines, 2012 

Tree category  Description 

Known or Confirmed Roost Signs of roosting bats recorded. 

Category 1* Trees with multiple, highly suitable tree 
features capable of supporting larger roosts. 

Category 1 
Trees with definite bat potential, supporting 
fewer suitable features than category 1* trees 
or with potential for use by single bats. 

Category 2 
Trees with no obvious potential, although the 
tree is of a size and age that elevated surveys 
may result in cracks or crevices being found; 
or the tree supports some features that may 
have limited potential to support bats. 

Category 3 
Trees with no potential to support bats. 

Evaluation 

3.3. The habitats and species evaluations are based on published guidance from the Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (IEEM)
26

.  The level of value of specific ecological 

receptors is assigned using a geographic frame of reference, i.e.  international value being most 

important, then national, regional, county (metropolitan), district, local and lastly, within the 

boundary of the Site only. A negligible value is assigned where the habitat offers no value to 

wildlife. 

3.4. Value judgements are based on various characteristics that can be used to identify ecological 

resources or features likely to be important in terms of biodiversity.  These include site designations 

(such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest), or for undesignated features, the size, conservation 

status (locally, nationally or internationally), and the quality of the ecological resource.  In terms of 

the latter, ‘quality’ can refer to habitats (for instance if they are particularly diverse, or a good 

example of a specific habitat type), other features (such as wildlife corridors or mosaics of habitats) 

or species populations or assemblages. It should be noted that prior to the completion of detailed 

 
26
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Phase 2 surveys, all valuations in this report are preliminary and subject to change pending the 

results of further survey where required. 
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4. Results 

Desk Study 

Designated Sites 

Statutory Sites 

4.1. Records for three statutory designated sites within 2km of the Site were returned from the 

ecological data search. These are Clowes Wood and New Fallings Coppice Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) located approximately 1.1km south of the Site, River Blythe SSSI located 

approximately 1.5km south-east of the Site and Berry Mound Pastures SSSI located approximately 

2km north-west of the Site. A summary of these statutory designated sites is provided in Table 2 

below. Records are available from the various organisations contacted, however full details have 

not been provided within this report due to copyright law. SSSI’s are important at the national level. 

Non-Statutory Sites 

4.2. Records for 33 non-statutory designated sites were returned from the ecological data search. 

Within Warwickshire, sites of county importance are termed ‘Local Wildlife Sites’. There are also a 

number of sites of nature conservation importance, termed ‘Ecosites’. The Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre designates an Ecosite whenever it has biological information on a site. The 

conservation importance of Ecosites therefore varies. Ecosites are sites of regional and local 

biodiversity interest, several of which are also potential Local Wildlife Sites (pLWS), and are 

considered to play a fundamental role in meeting overall national biodiversity targets. The status of 

such sites is currently under review
27

. Some Ecosites are also Local Geological Sites (LGS) or 

statutory Local Nature Reserves (LNRs), none of which were returned from the ecological data 

search. 

4.3. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood (refer to Table 2 and Figure 1) lies 

outside, but adjacent to, the north-eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is designated as an 

Ecosite. Until recently this designation also included a c.1Ha field within the north-east corner of 

the Site which was previously incorrectly included as part the original Dickens Wood Ecosite 

designation.  This has now been removed and it should be noted that the previous boundary of the 

Ecosite designation around this field is therefore not shown on Figure 1. Furthermore, Dickens 

Wood is designated as a LWS, areas of which also comprise Ancient Woodland (refer to Figure 1), 

although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This rejected section includes the field 

present within the north-east corner of the Site previously designated as an Ecosite. This field is 

still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as being a rejected LWS have been 

assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which Dickens Wood LWS was 

designated.  

4.4. A summary of those nearest non-statutory sites of relevance to the Site is provided in Table 2 

below.  Full results can be obtained from the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre. 

 

 

 

 

 
27
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Table 2: Desk study records of designated sites within 2km of the Site 

Site Name Designation Distance from 
Site (km) 

Description / Citation
28

 

Statutory Sites / designations (of note within 2 km of the Site) 

Clowes Wood 
and New 
Fallings Coppice 

SSSI 1.1km south 
The woodland is lowland mixed oak, with both 
sessile Quercus petraea and pedunculate 
Quercus robur. The ground flora contains 
numerous species associated with acidic soils, 
including a number of county rarities. There is also 
an area of wet alder Alnus glutinosa wood with a 
rich wetland ground flora, a wet meadow and a 
more open area with a number of species 
associated with heathland. At least forty nine 
species of bird breed in the woodlands 

River Blythe  SSSI 1.5km south-
east 

The River Blythe is a particularly fine example of a 
lowland river on clay. The diverse physical 
features of the Blythe are mirrored by its diverse 
plant communities and associated invertebrates, 
which include spiked water-milfoil Myriophyllum 
spicatum, lesser bur-reed Sparganium natans, 
flowering rush Butomus umbellatus and beautiful 
demoiselle Calopteryx virgo. The SSSI includes 
several damp unimproved meadows and 
woodlands that are hydrologically dependent on 
the Blythe. Otter Lutra lutra has been noted on the 

river.  

Berry Mound 
Pastures  

SSSI 2km north-west The special interest in the site lies in the diversity 
of the semi-natural grassland sward including 
neutral and acidic grassland sub-communities. A 
stream and small pond is also present. 

Non-statutory Sites / designations (of note within 2km of the Site) 

Dickens Wood 
(Big Dickens 
Wood and Little 
Dickens Wood) 

Part Ecosite 
and LWS and 
part Ecosite 
and rejected 
LWS  

Immediately 
north-east of the 
Site.  

Dickens Wood comprises of three blocks of 
woodland: Big Dickens Wood, Little Dickens 
Wood, and an area of woodland to the south-west 
of Dickens Heath. Big Dickens Wood and Little 
Dickens Wood lie close to each other and may at 
one time have been connected. Both woods are 
unspoilt and are reasonably good examples of 
Ancient Woodland.  

Big Dickens Wood is acid woodland with an 
extensive dry ditch system. It is dominated by 
middle aged birch Betula sp with frequent rowan 
Sorbus aucuparia with scattered mature oaks 
Quercus sp.  

 
Little Dickens Wood is a small broad-leaved 
woodland dominated by oak with some birch, 
rowan and small-leaved lime Tilia cordata. There 
is coppiced hazel and alder buckthorn, whilst the 
ground flora is similar to Big Dickens Wood with 
dominant bramble and occasional bluebell, but 
also includes wood sage Teucrium scorodonia 
and common cow wheat Melampyrum pratense.  
 

 
28
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Site Name Designation Distance from 
Site (km) 

Description / Citation
28

 

The area of woodland to the south-west of 
Dickens Heath is much wetter and includes 
several ponds which are surrounded by alder 
Alnus glutinosa with some grey willow Salix 
cinerea. The ground layer includes several marsh 
and wet woodland species, including pendulous 
sedge Carex pendula, remote sedge Carex 
remota, marsh bedstraw Galium palustre, yellow 
flag Iris pseudacorus, gipsywort and tufted hair 
grass Deschampsia caespitosa.  

Description comes from survey work carried out in 
1974, 1982 and 1989.  

Land by 
Lowbrook Lane  

Ecosite (Part 
of the site has 
been identified 
as a pLWS) 

0.34km north-
west 

Meadows along the River Cole, the drier semi-
improved grassland to the east of the river is 
horse grazed and dominated by crested dog’s tail 
Cynosaurus cristatus, common bent Agrostis 
capillaris, meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis 
and timothy Phleum pratense. Cat’s-ear 
Hypochaeris radicata is abundant with ox-eye 
daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, lesser trefoil 
Trifolium dubium, self-heal Prunella vulgaris and 
sorrel Rumex sp, and meadow vetchling Lathyrus 
pratensis present.  

The marshy grassland to the west of the river has 
tufted hair-grass Deschampsia cespitosa, sharp 
flowered-rush Juncus acutiflorus and greater 
pond-sedge Carex riparia. Meadowsweet 
Filipendula ulmaria, greater bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus 
pedunculatus, water mint Mentha aquatica, 
ragged robin Lychnis flos-cuculi, water forget-me-
not Myosotis scorpioidea and water horsetail 
Equisetum fluviatile are locally frequent. Surveyed 
in 1993 and 1998.  

Old Quarries 
Ecosite 
(Identified as a 
pLWS) 

0.37km west 
A post-industrial site consisting of two water-filled 
and wooded quarries. The northern quarry 
wooded area supports mature oak Quercus sp, 
blackthorn Prunus spinosa, hazel Corylus 
avellana, elder Sambucus nigra, alder Alnus 
glutinosa and some goat willow Salix caprea. 
Ground flora includes wild angelica Angelica 
sylvestris, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria and 
bulrush Typha latifolia.  
The southern quarry has a wooded area also of 
mature oak, blackthorn, hazel, elder, alder and 
goat willow. Greater pond-sedge Carex riparia 
dominates the pool’s margins with remote sedge 
Carex remota, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas and 
dog’s mercury Murcurialis perennis within 
channels and false-brome Brachypodium 
sylvaticum and foxglove Digitalis purpurea along 
the banks. Surveyed 1998.  

Field west of 
Cleobury Farm 

Ecosite 
(Previously 
identified as a 
pLWS, the site 
was rejected 
by the LWS 
panel) 

0.53km south-
east 

Semi-improved grassland with dominant common 
bent Agrostis capillaris and abundant red fescue 
Festuca rubra andcrested dog’s-tail Cynosurus 
cristatus. Forbs include lesser knapweed 
Centaurea nigra, bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus 
corniculatus, selfheal Prunella vulgaris, tufted 
vetch Vicia cracca, sorrel Rumex sp, lesser 
stitchwort Stellaria graminea, red clover Trifolium 
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Site Name Designation Distance from 
Site (km) 

Description / Citation
28

 

pratense, yarrow Achillea millefolium and 
germander speedwell Veronica chamaedrys.  

Field and 
boundary ditch 
at Dickens 
Heath 

Ecosite 0.6km west 
Though once much larger, the site is now 
restricted to a single field as much of the site was 
lost with the development of Dickens Heath. The 
fields were previously semi-improved grassland 
dominated by Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus and 
common bent Agrostis capillaris, with frequent 
lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra, ribwort plantain 
Plantago lanceolata, some cat’s ear Hypochaeris 
radicata and tufted hair grass Deschampsia 
cespitosa, so the remaining field may still hold 
such a suite of species.  

Cleobury Farm 
Fields  
 

Ecosite 
(Identified as a 
pLWS) 

0.8km west 
Neglected semi-improved grassland and a 
roadside ditch. The grassland supports false oat-
grass Arrhenatherum elatius, sweet vernal-grass 
Anthoxanthum odoratum, frequent lesser 
knapweed Centaurea nigra, bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus 
corniculatus and autumn hawkbit Leontodon 
autumnalis, as well as wild angelica Angelica 
sylvestris and great burnet Sanguisorba officinalis.  
The ditch supports frequent soft rush Juncus 
effusus, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, fool’s 
watercress Apium nodifolorum, remote sedge 
Carex remota and water figwort Scrophularia 
auriculata. There is also a small pool dominated 
by water-starwort Callitriche stagnalis with 
amphibian potential.  

Dickens Heath 
Ponds 

LWS 0.82km west 
Large pool with surrounding alder Alnus glutinosa 
woodland with oak Quercus sp, willow Salix sp, 
hawthorn Crataegous monogyna, hazel Corylus 
avellana and holly. Ground flora includes creeping 
buttercup Ranunculus repens, soft rush Juncus 
effusus, tufted hair-grass Deschampsia cespitosa, 
mint Mentha sp, brooklime Veronica beccabunga, 
wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, lesser pond 
sedge Carex acutiformus and gypsywort Lycopus 
europaeus. Foxglove Digitalis purpurea and 
bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta occur on the 
drier banks.  

Protected, BAP and Other Notable Species  

4.5. Records of legally protected or otherwise notable species of flora and fauna within 2km, with the 

exception of a 5km search for bats of the Site were provided through the ecological data search.  A 

summary of the most significant results of relevance to the Site is provided in Table 3.  Full results 

can be obtained Warwickshire Biological Records Centre, Worcestershire Biological Records 

Centre and the Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and the Black Country (Ecorecord). 

Table 3: Desk study records of flora and fauna within 2km of the Site (5km for bats) 

Species Location Protection/Status 

Amphibians 

Records for common frog Rana 

temporaria, common toad Bufo Bufo 

Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

All common amphibians receive partial 

protection under The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  
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Species Location Protection/Status 

(UK BAP), smooth newt Lissotriton 

vulgaris and great crested newt 

(UKBAP + LBAP). 

 

itself. 
Great crested newts are fully protected 

under The Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended) and The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

LBAP – Warwickshire, Coventry and 

Solihull BAP Priority Species. 

Badgers 

Records for several setts returned. 

Records within 2km 

of the Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

Badgers are protected at all times under 

the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 and 

under The Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 (as amended). 

Bats 

Records returned for daubenton’s 

Myotis daubentonii, common 

pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, 

soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus 

pygmaeus (UKBAP), brown long-

eared Plecotus auritus  (UKBAP), 

whiskered / brandt’s Myotis 

mystacinus / brandtii, noctule 

(UKBAP), serotine Eptesicus 

serotinus, natterer’s Myotis nattereri, 

Pipistrellus sp., Plecotus sp. and 

Myotis sp.  

Records within 5km 

of Site. Records for 

common and 

soprano pipistrelle 

returned for eastern 

Site boundary (type 

of record e.g. roost, 

not provided). 

All bat species are fully protected under 

The Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended) and The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

All bats are listed as Warwickshire, 

Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority 

Species. 

Birds 

Records include barn owl Tyto alba 

(S1, LBAP), spoonbill Platalea 

leucorodia, redwing Turdus iliacus 

(S1) and song thrush (LBAP).  

No response was received from 

Warwickshire Country Bird Recorder. 

Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

All breeding birds (with some exceptions 
for pest species) are protected under The 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended). 

 
Schedule 1 (S1) Species of The Wildlife 
& Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
are protected at all times. 

 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

LBAP – Warwickshire, Coventry and 
Solihull BAP Priority Species. 

Hedgehog Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

Hedgehogs are protected under The 

Natural Environment & Rural 

Communities Act 2006 (as amended). 

 

Hedgehog is listed on the UK BAP. 

Invertebrates  

Records for white admiral Limenitis 

Camilla (UKBAP) and dot moth 

Melanchra persicariae (UKBAP). 

Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

Certain invertebrate species receive strict 

protection under The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

No species listed are listed as Priority 

Species under the Warwickshire, 

Coventry and Solihull BAP. 
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Species Location Protection/Status 

Reptiles 

Records returned for grass snake 

Natrix natrix (UKBAP) and adder 

Vipera berus (UKBAP + LBAP). 

Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

All common reptiles receive partial 

protection under The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

LBAP – Warwickshire, Coventry and 

Solihull BAP Priority Species.  

Flora 

Records include  

Fine-leaved sandwort Minuartia 
hybrid (UKBAP), shortawn foxtail 
Alopecurus aequalis, lesser 
marshwort Apium inundatum,  
common chess Bromus secalinus, 
dwarf hairgrass Eleocharis acicularis, 
marsh violet Viola palustris subsp. 
palustris, bluntflower rush Juncus 
subnodulosus, american shoreweed 
Littorella uniflora,  
water mudwort Limosella aquatica, 
green ribbed sedge 
Carex binervis, ivy-leaved crowfoot 
Ranunculus hederaceus,  
Meadow thistle Cirsium dissectum, 
little green sedge Carex viridula 
subsp. oedocarpa,  
lemon-scented fern Oreopteris 
limbosperma, common cow-wheat 
Melampyrum pratense and  
goldenrod Solidago virgaurea.  

Records within 2km 

of Site. None 

returned for Site 

itself. 

Protection for wild plants is afforded 

predominantly by The Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

under Schedule 8.   

 

UKBAP – UK BAP Priority Species. 

No species listed are listed as Priority 

Species under the Warwickshire, 

Coventry and Solihull BAP. 

Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey  

Habitats 

4.6. The following habitat descriptions should be read in conjunction with Figure 1, Habitat Features 

Plan, which accompanies this report.  

Structures 

4.7. Several barn / shed structures and buildings are present on and adjacent to the Site. These 

structures and buildings are described in further detail below, whilst their locations can be found on 

Figure 1. 

Structure 1 

4.8. This is an old barn structure in poor condition, adjacent to the north-west corner of the Site and 

outside of the Site boundary (refer to Photograph 1 below and Figure 1, ‘S1’). The barn is 

supported through a number of brick columns in poor repair with missing bricks and mortar, the 

large majority of which are covered in cobwebs or ivy Hedera Helix or do not lead into any internal 

cavities. This structure is open to the roof which is pitched with corrugated metal sheeting, 

supported a by wooden frame. Whilst this structure is not considered to provide summer or winter 

roosting opportunities, it may provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat species such as 
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brown long-eared bats whilst foraging on the Site. No evidence of bats was noted. In addition, no 

evidence nesting birds was noted, although this structure may also offer perching and potential 

nesting opportunities for bird species. Given this, this structure is considered to be of ecological 

value within the context of the Site. It should be noted that under current proposals this structure 

would be retained and therefore not directly affected. 

 

 

Photograph 1 

Structure 2 

4.9. This is a newly constructed shed structure within a horse grazed field within the western part of the 

Site, presumed to act as an area of shelter for the horse which is present (refer to Photograph 2 

below and Figure 1, ‘S2’). The shed is open to the roof which is pitched comprising corrugated 

metal. The walls of the shed are constructed from wooden boarding which is attached to a tight 

fitting wooden frame. No evidence of bats was noted and although this structure does not provide 

summer or winter roosting opportunities, it may provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat 

species such as brown long-eared bats whilst foraging on the Site. In addition, several swallow 

Hirundo rustica nests were noted along the ridge beam.  Given this, this structure is considered to 

be of ecological value within the context of the Site. 
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Photograph 2 

Structure 3 

4.10. This is an old shed structure in poor condition approximately 10m north of Structure 2 and has 

presumably been superseded by Structure 2 (refer to Photograph 3 below and Figure 1, ‘S3’). 

The shed has corrugated metal walls and a flat corrugated roof. Internally, the shed is supported by 

a tight fitting wooden frame with a large number of cobwebs present. No evidence of bats or 

nesting birds was noted and although this structure does not provide summer or winter roosting 

opportunities, it may provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat species such as brown long-

eared bats whilst foraging on the Site. Given this, this structure is considered to be of ecological 

value within the context of the Site. 
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Photograph 3 

Structure 4 

4.11. This is an old small storage shed in poor condition (refer to Photograph 4 below and Figure 1, 

‘S4’) located within the centre of the Site. The shed has corrugated metal walls and a flat 

corrugated roof. Internally, the shed is supported by a tight fitting wooden frame with a large 

number of cobwebs present. No evidence of bats or nesting birds was noted and this structure is 

considered to be of negligible bat roosting potential. Given this, this structure is considered to be 

of negligible ecological value. 

 

Photograph 4 
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Structure 5 

4.12. This is an electricity sub-station adjacent to the north-west corner of the Site and outside of the Site 

boundary (refer to Photograph 5 below and Figure 1, ‘S5’). The sub-station is of metal 

construction and whilst internal access was not possible at the time of survey, this structure is 

considered to be of negligible bat rooting potential and offers negligible opportunities for nesting 

birds. Given this, this structure is considered to be of negligible ecological value. It should be 

noted that under current proposals this structure would be retained and therefore not directly 

affected. 

 

 

Photograph 5 

 

Tidbury Green Farm Buildings 

4.13. The buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm lie to the north of the north-western corner of 

the Site, outside of the Site boundary. Access to these buildings could not be gained during the 

‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey. These buildings appear to offer a number of roosting 

opportunities for bats comprising brick built structure with gaps, cracks and missing mortar in 

addition to pitched tiles roofs with a number of potential access points (see Photograph 6 below). 

These buildings are considered to be of high bat roosting potential (when assessed externally). 

Given that a number of residential buildings which are also likely to offer roosting opportunities for 

bats are present in the local area, including immediately adjacent to the Site, these buildings are 

currently considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site. It should be noted 

that under current proposals these buildings would be retained and therefore not directly affected. 
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Photograph 6 

 

Semi-improved Grassland 

4.14. The Site is dominated by fields, likely to comprise semi-improved grassland. As previously 

mentioned all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary) 

the Site were previously actively farmed (a mix of arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the 

exception of the field present within the western part of the Site (refer to Figure 1, Target Note 1), 

which until recently has been solely grazed by a single horse and as comprised rough grassland 

with scattered ruderal vegetation at the time of survey (refer to Photograph 7 below). To the south 

of this field (refer to Figure 1, Target Note 2) is a small area of wetter habitat where soft rush 

Juncus effuses is dominant and tufted hair grass Deschampsia caespitose is also present. It should 

be noted that since the passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the western 

part of the Site has since also been cut. The remaining fields present on the Site are cut for hay 

and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July (refer to Photograph 8 below).  

4.15. Species recorded within the fields on Site during at the time of survey include cocksfoot Dactylis 

glomerata, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, Timothy Phleum 

pratense, spear thistle Cirsium vulgare, creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens, common sorrel 

Rumex acetosa, perennial ryegrass Lolium perenne, common bent Agrostis capillaris , red fescue 

Festuca rubra, sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum, red clover Trifolium pratense, cat’s ear 

Hypochoeris radicata and meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris. Fields containing similar species 

and under the same management regime as those fields present on Site (with the exception of the 

horse grazed field) are also present immediately to the east of the Site i.e. within the blue-line 

boundary. 
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4.16. As previously discussed, a c.1Ha field in the north-east corner of the Site was previously incorrectly 

included in the original Dickens Wood Ecosite designation and this designation has now been 

removed. However, this field remains as being noted as a rejected LWS, having been assessed, 

and rejected, against the same criteria as for which Dickens Wood LWS was designated. 

4.17. In addition, as previously discussed, the far most eastern field within the Site boundary is 

designated as green belt. However, it should be noted that no development is proposed to occur 

within this area, which is earmarked for public open space and an ecological mitigation area. 

4.18. This habitat may provide foraging opportunities for birds and invertebrates and therefore bats, as 

well as, potentially, opportunities for reptiles. However, given that areas of similar habitat appear to 

be present within the local area (including immediately adjacent to the east of the Site), this habitat 

is currently considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site.  

 

 

Photograph 7 
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Photograph 8 

Hedgerows 

4.19. A number of hedgerows were recorded on the Site at the time of survey, found along the majority 

of the Site and field boundaries (refer to Figure 1). However, several field boundaries comprise 

scattered mature trees and scrub (described below) and are considered too gappy to constitute a 

hedgerow (refer to Figure 1). The majority of hedgerows are managed to a height of approximately 

1.5m (refer to Photograph 9 below) with some evidence of historic hedge laying recorded. Within 

several of these hedgerows a number of gaps are also present. In addition, the hedgerow which 

forms the south-eastern Site boundary appeared to be a double hedge and contain the greatest 

species diversity. A shallow ditch also runs through this hedgerow for part of its length.   

4.20. The hedgerows were predominantly bare at the time of survey and appeared to be largely 

dominated by holly and hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, with species including hazel Corylus 

avellana, English oak Quercus robur and willow sp also recorded. Other than those species 

mentioned above, bramble Rubus fruticosus, elder Sambucus nigra, blackthorn Prunus spinosa, 

dog rose Rosa canina and gorse Ulex sp., were also occasionally recorded. Ground flora species 

recorded include common nettle Urtica dioica, cleavers Galium aparine, ivy wood sage Teucrium 

scorodonia and occasional bracken Pteridium aquilinum. A number of mature scattered trees 

(described below) are also present along these hedgerows. 

4.21. The hedgerows on Site are likely to provide nesting and foraging opportunities for common bird 

species, opportunities for foraging and commuting bats, and opportunities for common species of 

invertebrate.  It is currently considered that the hedgerows present on Site are unlikely to be 

classified as ‘important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) for ecological purposes. 

Nevertheless, all hedgerows consisting predominantly (i.e. 80% or more cover) of at least one 

woody UK native species are covered by the UK Priority Habitat ‘Hedgerows’ and as such the 

hedgerows on Site are likely to fall under this Priority Habitat type. Given this, the hedgerows on 

Site are also likely to fall under the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat 

‘Hedgerows’. Notwithstanding this, given their management and the likelihood that hedgerows of 
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similar or higher quality occur within the local area, the hedgerows on Site are currently considered 

to be of ecological value within the context of the Site. 

 

Photograph 9 

Trees  

4.22. Mature scattered trees with little deadwood are present within the hedgerows described above 

(refer to Photograph 9 above). The trees are dominated by English oak with other species 

occasionally recorded (predominantly within the hedgerow which forms the south-eastern Site 

boundary) including silver birch Betula pendula, cherry prunus sp. and ash Fraxinus excelsior. A 

single specimen of a semi-mature wild service tree Sorbus torminalis was also recorded (refer to 

Figure 1, Target Note 3) 

4.23. A tree belt subject to a TPO, again with little deadwood, is also present along the western boundary 

of the Site (refer to Photograph 10 below). The trees within this area are dominated by English 

oak and this species in addition to alder Alnus glutinosa, holly, hawthorn, yew Taxus baccata and 

ash are noted within the 1989 TPO documentation
1
. Silver birch and scots pine Pinus sylvestris 

were also recorded within this area. The understory largely comprised holly and hazel with the 

ground flora dominated by bramble and ivy. 

4.24. The trees present on the Site provide nesting and foraging opportunities for common bird species, 

opportunities for foraging, roosting and commuting opportunities for bats and opportunities for 

invertebrates. Trees of a similar age and condition appear to be well represented within the local 

area, however, given the quality of the trees on Site and the quality of opportunities they afford, 

trees on Site are currently considered to be of local ecological value. 

4.25. As previously discussed the non-statutory designated Dickens Wood lies outside, but adjacent to, 

the north-eastern Site boundary. This includes an area of more recently planted woodland that 

occurs to the south of an area of Dickens Wood known as Big Dickens Wood which comprises 

Ancient Woodland and is designated as an LWS. This recent woodland was planted in 1997 with 

Woodland Grant Funding, the north-western part of which falls within the Dickens Wood Ecosite 

designation and is also noted as being a rejected LWS (refer to Figure 1). The remaining area of 
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this woodland is undesignated (refer to Figure 1). Active management of this more recent 

woodland was noted during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey with tree species including 

aspen Populus tremula, oak, hazel, willow Salix sp. and silver birch being recorded. These areas of 

woodland also fall under the UK BAP Priority Habitat of Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland as 

well as the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat of Woodlands. 

 

Photograph 10 

Scrub 

4.26. Areas of scattered scrub dominated by bramble are present on Site associated with the fringe of 

the tree belt along the Sites western boundary and several hedgerows and ditches (refer to 

Photograph 11 below). The scrub habitat provides foraging and limited nesting opportunities for 

birds and opportunities for invertebrates (and therefore potential, although limited, foraging 

opportunities for bats). Scrub of this nature is nationally and likely to be locally common and is 

therefore considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site. 
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Photograph 11 

Ponds  

4.27. A total three of static water bodies (ponds) were recorded as being present on Site, all of which 

were holding water at the time of survey. Two of these waterbodies are present within the tree belt 

along the western Site boundary (refer to Figure 1, P2 and P3) with the third located adjacent to 

the northern eastern Site boundary (refer to Figure 1, P4). Two further water bodies are present 

outside of the Site boundary, adjacent to the north-western corner of the Site (refer to Figure 1, P1 

and P5). A sixth water body is located south-east of the Site within an area of woodland, which 

could not be accessed during the survey (refer to Figure 1, P6). No other water bodies are 

considered to occur within 500m with suitable connectivity to the Site for amphibian species. 

4.28. Whilst several of the above water bodies appear to be permanent (P5, P2, and P3), given a large 

amount of rainfall occurring in the weeks prior to the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, there is 

also the possibility that a number of these water bodies are seasonal and may only hold water 

during times of heavy rainfall. A description of those water bodies for access could be gained is 

provided below. 

Pond 1 

4.29. This is a linear pond approximately 40m
2
 in area adjacent to the north-west of the Site, outside of 

the Site boundary connect to Pond 5 via a pipeline and is likely to be seasonal in nature (refer to 

Photograph 12 below). The north of the pond is bordered by an existing access into Tibury Green 

Farm, with semi-improved grassland to the west which succeeds to scrub and the tree belt to the 

south. Approximately 90% of the pond is shaded and no emergent, submergent or marginal 

vegetation is present.  
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Photograph 12 

Pond 2 

4.30. This pond is present to the south of Pond 1. The pond is approximately 200m
2
 in area. The north of 

the pond is surrounded with ash saplings / scrub (refer to Photograph 13 below) and is covered 

approximately 80% by floating sweet grass Glyceria fluitans with creeping buttercup and large 

amounts of leaf litter also present. The pond is approximately 75% shaded and appears to be 

permanent. 

 

Photograph 13 
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Pond 3 

4.31. This pond is present within the south-west of the Site, again within the tree belt. The pond is 

approximately 150m
2 

in area and appears to be seasonal in nature (refer to Photograph 14 

below). The pond is bordered by trees and scrub covered by approximately 70% with floating sweet 

grass and is shaded by approximately 60%. 

 

Photograph 14 

Pond 4 

4.32. This is a small pond along the north-eastern Site boundary set between a gap in a hedgerow. The 

pond is approximately 20m
2 

in area and appears to be seasonal in nature (refer to Photograph 15 

below). The pond is covered with floating sweet grass with leaf litter also present and is shaded by 

approximately 75%. 
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Photograph 15 

Pond 5 

4.33. This pond is approximately 275m
2
 in area and is located adjacent the north-west corner of the Site, 

outside of the Site boundary. The pond is man-made and permanent (refer to Photograph 16 

below). The north and north-eastern banks are lined by matures trees and scrub including English 

oak, willow Salix sp., holly and bramble. The southern, eastern and western areas are bordered by 

managed amenity grassland. A duck house is present within the pond with little emergent 

vegetation comprising reed mace Typha latifolia.  The pond is approximately 50% shaded with no 

submergent or marginal vegetation noted. Small areas of emergent vegetation in the form of reed 

mace Typha latifoli are present on the western bank of the pond.  

 

Photograph 16 
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Ponds Summary 

4.34. The ponds provide opportunities for amphibians and aquatic invertebrates (and therefore potential 

foraging opportunities for birds and bats). In addition, ponds are listed as Priority Habitats within the 

UK and Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAPs. However, given the size and quality of the 

ponds recorded, it is considered that these ponds are unlikely to meet the UK
29

 and therefore 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP qualifying criteria for this habitat type. A relatively large 

number of ponds are present within the local area, which are also likely to be of higher quality than 

those present on Site. As such, the ponds on Site are considered to be of ecological value within 

the context of the Site. However, it should be noted that this value and consideration of whether 

these pond qualify as Priority Habitats may change pending the results of recommended further 

survey effort with regard to amphibians (see Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 

Ditches 

4.35. A series of ditches is present on Site which border the fields and hedgerows (refer to Photograph 

17 below), all of which were holding water at the time of survey. Whilst it is likely that the ditch 

along the southern Site boundary is permanent, it is also likely that the remaining ditches on Site 

are seasonal and were holding water at the time of survey only due to previous heavy rainfall. 

4.36. The ditches on the Site range between 0.4m – 1m wide and 0.1m – 0.5m deep all of which had a 

still or sluggish flow. The ditches are typically bordered on one side by a hedgerow and grassland 

on the other, with the banks being largely grass covered, although the banks of the ditch which 

runs along the southern boundary were largely bare or containing scrub and ruderal vegetation. 

Several ditches such as those which run through the centre of the Site also contain aquatic 

vegetation including floating sweet grass and occasional soft rush. 

4.37. The ditches on Site provide opportunities for amphibians and aquatic invertebrates (and therefore 

potential foraging opportunities for birds and bats). It is considered likely that similar and / or higher 

quality ditch systems occur within the local area and given the quality of the ditches on Site, the 

ditches on Site are considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site.  

 

 
29

 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5706 
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Photograph 17 

Protected, BAP and Notable Flora 

4.38. The ecological data search returned a number of records for protected, notable and rare floral 

species within 2km of the Site (refer to Table 3). None of these species were recorded on Site 

during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, and given the context of the Site; such species are 

considered unlikely to be present on the Site.  

Protected, BAP and other Notable Fauna 

Amphibians 

4.39. The ecological data search returned records for common frog, common toad, smooth newt and 

great crested newt, with the closest record being for common frog approximately 0.89km east of 

the Site. Only a single record for GCN was returned, and this was an historical (1985) record 

approximately 1.7km south of the Site. 

4.40. During the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment, was 

undertaken on the ponds on and adjacent to the Site, where access allowed, in accordance with 

the Amphibian and Reptile Groups of the United Kingdom (ARG UK) Advice Note 5, to assess their 

suitability for supporting GCN. The resulting HSI scores for each pond described above are 

provided in Table 4 below. It should be noted that it was not possible to access the pond (P6) 

present to the south-east of the Site. 

Table 4:  Pond HSI scores and corresponding suitability for supporting GCN 

Pond Number HSI Score Pond Suitability 

1 0.53 Below Average 

2 0.77 Good 

3 0.71 Good 

4 0.58 Below Average 

5 0.67 Average 

 

4.41. The habitats on the Site provide suitable terrestrial and aquatic opportunities for supporting 

amphibian species. Given that similar habitats are relatively common in the local area, the Site is 

currently considered to be of value within the context of the Site in relation to amphibians. 

However, it should be noted that this value may change pending the results of recommended 

further survey effort (see Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 

Badger 

4.42. The ecological data search returned a number of records within 1km of the Site. However, 

Warwickshire Biological Records Centre has requested that badger information remains 

confidential. 

4.43. No setts were recorded on Site during the ‘Extended Phase 1’ Habitat Survey, however some signs 

indicating low levels of badger activity were recorded across the Site. Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre has requested that badger information remains confidential. To this end, these 

signs have not been detailed within this report, however are detailed within a separate figure 

(Figure 1 ref. EED13122-100_GR_EC_1D) and Appendix C of the Protected Species report, both 
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of which can be made available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre.  

4.44. The Site provides potential commuting and foraging but limited sett building opportunities. Given 

this, and that habitats of greater value for badger are present in the local area, the Site is 

considered to be of value within the context of the Site in relation to badger. However, it should 

be noted that this value may change pending the results of recommended further survey effort (see 

Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 

Bats 

4.45. Bat species returned from the ecological data search include records for daubenton’s, common 

pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared, whiskered / brandt’s, noctule, serotine, natterer’s, 

Pipistrellus sp., Plecotus sp., and Myotis sp. The closest records returned were for common and 

soprano pipistrelle bats, located approximately 280m east of the Site along Rumbush Lane. 

4.46. No evidence of bats was recorded within the five structures on and adjacent the Site during the 

external / internal building inspections, however Structures 1, 2 and 3 may provide potential ‘hang-

up’ opportunities for bat species such as brown long-eared bats whilst foraging on the Site. In 

addition, the buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm, immediately north of the north-western 

Site boundary, are considered to be of high bat roosting potential (when assessed externally).   

4.47. The habitats on Site provide potential commuting and foraging opportunities for bats. In addition, a 

number of mature trees on Site are also considered to be of between Category 2 and Category 1 

bat roosting potential (refer to Table 1, and Figure 1 for tree locations). These trees were 

considered to contain suitable roosting features for bats such as rot holes and gaps and cracks in 

trunks and limbs. 

4.48. Given that similar habitats which are also likely to provide similar opportunities for bats are present 

in the local area, the Site is currently considered to be of value within the context of the Site in 

relation to bats. However, it should be noted that this value may change pending the results of 

recommended further survey effort (see Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 

Birds 

4.49. The ecological data search only returned few species records for birds and no response was 

received from the Warwickshire Country bird recorder. Records returned include barn owl, 

spoonbill, redwing and song thrush, with the closest recorded being for barn owl approximately 

0.78km south-west of the Site. 

4.50. The habitats present on Site provide suitable foraging and nesting opportunities for common bird 

species, with evidence of nesting recorded within these habitats, including the within the mature 

trees and swallow nests within Structure 2.  

4.51. Given the above, and that similar habitats occur within the local area, the Site is currently 

considered to be of value within the context of the Site in relation to birds. However, it should be 

noted that this value may change pending the results of recommended further survey effort (see 

Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 

Invertebrates 

4.52. Records for only two invertebrate species were returned from the ecological data search. These 

include white admiral and dot moth, with the closest record being for white admiral approximately 

1.5km south of the Site. 
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4.53. Given the habitats present, the Site is considered to provide opportunities for common invertebrate 

species and it is considered unlikely that significant populations of protected, BAP and other 

notable species of invertebrate would be present, if any. Taking this into account and given the 

presence of similar habitats within the local area, the Site is considered to be of value within the 

context of the Site in relation to invertebrates. 

Reptiles 

4.54. The ecological data search returned records for grass snake and adder, with the closest record 

being for grass snake approximately 1.22km south of the Site. 

4.55. Based on the condition of the habitats present on the Site during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat 

Survey, the horse grazed field is considered to have the greatest potential to provide opportunities 

for common reptile species. However, additional habitats such as the hedgerows, scrub and 

ditches may also provide suitable opportunities. 

4.56. Given that similar habitats are present within the local area, the Site is currently considered to be of 

value within the context of the Site in relation to reptiles. However, it should be noted that this 

value may change pending the results of recommended further survey effort (see Section 5 – 

Discussion and Recommendations). 

Other Protected, BAP and Notable Fauna 

Hedgehog 

4.57. Two records for hedgehog were returned from the ecological data search, with the closest record 

being approximately 1.9km north-west of the Site. 

4.58. The tree belt along the western Site boundary and the hedgerows on the Site provide suitable 

foraging, commuting and sheltering opportunities for this species. 

4.59. Given that similar habitats are present within the local area, the Site is considered to be of 

ecological value within the context of the Site in relation to hedgehog. 

Water Vole 

4.60. No records for water vole were returned from those record centres contacted, with the nearest 

record from a search on the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway being approximately 

7km to the north-east of the Site. However, connecting habitat from this record to the Site is 

potential through a series of river and ditch systems within the local area. 

4.61. The ditches present on Site are considered to offer limited opportunities for water vole and it is 

likely that river and ditch systems elsewhere provide opportunities of a higher quality than the 

ditches present on Site. Furthermore, there exists a lack of general absence of lush vegetation 

along the banks of the ditches on the Site typically favoured by this species, which prefers an 

herbaceous covering of at least 60% with vegetation such as tall grasses, reeds, rushes and 

sedges to feed on and shelter in. Furthermore, optimal water vole habitat comprises water depths 

of over 1m combined with little or no significant fluctuations in water levels. Taking this in account 

the habitats on the Site are considered to be of sub-optimal quality for water vole, however, the 

potential for connectivity to be present to the record described above, the Site is currently 

considered to be of value within the context of the Site in relation to water vole. However, it 

should be noted that this value may change pending the results of recommended further survey 

effort (see Section 5 – Discussion and Recommendations). 
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Other 

4.62. Taking into account the findings of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, together with those 

records returned from the ecological data search and the results of searches undertaken for 

protected, BAP and notable species the local area on the NBN gateway, such as dormouse 

Muscardinus avellanarius, it is considered unlikely that any other protected, BAP and notable 

species are present on Site. 
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5. Discussion and Recommendations 

Designated Sites 

5.1. Given the distances involved i.e. over 1km from the Site to the nearest statutory designated site – 

Clowes Wood and New Fallings Coppice SSSI, it is considered that there are unlikely to be any 

effects to this or any other statutory designated sites as a result of the proposed development. 

5.2. It is considered that the non-statutory designated Dickens Wood, in particular those areas 

immediately adjacent to the Site, has the potential to be impacted through direct and indirect 

effects during the construction process including root / soil compaction, noise, dust arisings and 

pollution through surface run-off. As such, it is recommended that a Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP) is produced covering construction activities on the Site in order to 

negate / minimise these potential effects. The CEMP should include:  

 Measures to minimise dust arisings, when necessary, through regular damping down of the Site 

by spraying with water during dry weather;  

 Root protection fencing around the root zones of trees along the boundaries of Dickens Wood. 

Fencing will also prevent the storage of materials within these areas and should be in 

accordance with British Standards BS 5837 2012: Trees in Relation to Construction;  

 Measures to prevent pollution through surface run-off based on following Environment Agency 

Pollution Prevention Advice and Guidance Notes; and 

 Measures to minimise other pollution events such as noise and vibration. 

5.3. Dickens Wood may also have the potential to be impacted upon through an increase in visitor 

numbers as a result of the proposed development. Whilst Dickens Wood is already well used by 

the public and areas of Public Open Space are to be incorporated within the proposed 

development, which may relieve some of this potential increase in visitor numbers, it is 

recommended that if possible, direct public access into Dickens Wood from the Site is also 

restricted. 

5.4. Given the distance i.e. over 300m and separation from the Site to the next nearest non-statutory 

designated site - Land by Lowbrook Lane Ecosite, the intervening habitats and the fact that these 

are likely to fall within private land ownership, no significant adverse effects are anticipated to occur 

to any other non-statutory sites returned from the ecological data search.  

Habitats 

5.5. The habitats on Site are considered to be of between negligible ecological value and of ecological 

value within the context of the Site and any habitats proposed to be removed should look to be 

suitably replaced and enhanced to achieve a net gain for biodiversity. This could be achieved 

through a number of measures in accordance with relevant planning policies and BAPs. Taking this 

into account, recommendations to achieve enhancement of the Site for biodiversity are given 

below, as well as recommendations for the protection of retained habitats.  

Retained Habitats 

5.6. The habitats of greatest ecological value on the Site are considered to be the mature scattered 

trees and hedgerows. It is therefore recommended that as much of these features are retained on 

the Site are retained as far as possible. In addition, the wild service tree is relatively rare and in 

Britain is now usually confined to pockets of Ancient Woodland. It is therefore recommend that the 

specimen present on the Site is also retained. 
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5.7. Those habitats to be retained should be appropriately protected during the construction process. 

This should be achieved through incorporating those measures to be included within the CEMP 

described above in relation to those retained habitats on the Site. The incorporation of these 

measures would also negate / reduce any potential adverse effects to habitats immediately 

adjacent to the Site as well as within the local area. 

5.8. These retained habitats could also be enhanced for biodiversity, for example through incorporating 

suitable marginal planting around those ponds and ditches on the Site (if retained) and increasing 

the species richness together with plugging of existing gaps within retained hedgerows. 

Public Open Space 

5.9. There exists the potential for the areas of proposed Public Open Space to also provide suitable 

opportunities for biodiversity. This could include the creation of wildflower grassland to provide 

opportunities for invertebrates and therefore foraging opportunities for bats and birds as well as 

shrub / scrub planting to provide nesting opportunities. The creation of a pond with suitable 

marginal planting and connectivity to adjacent habitats would also enhance the Site for amphibian 

species. 

Soft Landscaping 

5.10. Any soft landscaping on Site should incorporate the use of native species and species of benefit to 

biodiversity including nectar and pollen producing species to provide foraging opportunities for 

invertebrates and therefore foraging opportunities for birds and bats. Soft landscaping could also 

incorporate seed and fruit producing shrub and tree species which would provide further nesting 

and foraging opportunities for birds. 

Management 

5.11. It is also recommended that those retained and newly created habitats are placed under suitable 

management regimes in order to enhance the opportunities for biodiversity which they currently 

provide for the long-term. 

Protected, BAP and other Notable Fauna 

5.12. The Site is currently considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site in relation 

to protected, BAP and other notable faunal species. However, it should be noted that this value 

may change pending the results of recommended further survey effort discussed below.  

Amphibians 

5.13. The habitats present on the Site provide suitable terrestrial and aquatic habitat for common species 

of amphibian as well as GCN. Given this, and the fact that a record for GCN, albeit historical, was 

returned from the ecological data search, it is recommended that a presence / likely absence great 

crested newt survey is undertaken. This should comprise surveying those ponds on and adjacent 

to the Site as well as any ponds within 500m with suitable connectivity to the Site i.e. P1, P2, P3, 

P4, P5 and P6 shown of Figure 1. It is also recommended that any ditches on the Site which may 

be holding water at the time are also included within the survey. The survey should comprise four 

survey visits and be undertaken within the appropriate time of year (i.e. mid-March to Mid-June) 

with 50% of the surveys being undertaken between mid-April to mid-May. Should the presence of 

GCN be confirmed through these surveys, a further two surveys should be undertaken in order to 

determine an estimate of the GCN population on the Site. 
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5.14. The results of the above survey would also inform any required mitigation strategies for GCN to 

support the planning application as well as any Natural England European Protected Species 

Development Licences (post-planning), if required. 

5.15. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for amphibian species. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within 

the CEMP described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to 

amphibians within the vicinity of the Site. 

Badger 

5.16. The habitats present on the Site provide suitable foraging and commuting, but limited sett building 

opportunities for badger. Whilst no setts were recorded, some signs of low levels of badger activity 

were recorded across the Site during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey. It is therefore 

recommended that a badger walkover survey is undertaken to determine the use of the Site by 

badger. 

5.17. The survey should check for the presence of any setts and other evidence of badger immediately 

adjacent to the Site (e.g. within 30m, where access allows) as well as for any newly created setts 

and other evidence on the Site since the time of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey. Should 

any badger setts be found on / or immediately adjacent to the Site, further survey may be required 

to inform any appropriate mitigation strategies to support the planning application which may also 

include a Natural England Protected Species Development Licence (post-planning). 

5.18. Badger surveys can be undertaken at any time of year, however the optimum period is February-

March when badgers are actively marking social territories and when vegetation is less 

established, making setts easier to locate. 

5.19. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for badgers. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the CEMP 

described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to badgers within the 

vicinity of the Site. The CEMP should also include measures to control night lighting whilst works 

are undertaken in order to ensure there is minimal excess light spill on those habitats of value to 

badger on and adjacent to the Site. 

Bats 

5.20. The habitats present on the Site provide potential roosting, foraging and commuting opportunities 

for bats. It is therefore considered that further survey on Site with regard to bats should be 

undertaken to determine the use of the Site by bats. 

5.21. In order to determine the use of the Site by foraging and commuting bats, it is recommended that 

bat activity surveys are undertaken. These surveys should comprise walking set transect routes 

around the Site during the active bat period (May to September). Given the context of the Site, and 

based on Bat Conservation Trust (BCT), 2012 best practice guidelines, it is considered that activity 

surveys’ comprising two transects should be undertaken each month from May to September with 

at least one of these surveys comprising a dusk and pre-dawn survey within one 24 hour period. To 

supplement these surveys, in accordance with best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012), static 

automated detectors should also be deployed at one location per transect each month for at least 

three consecutive nights.  The results of these surveys would also be used to inform any 

appropriate mitigation (such as lighting and habitat fragmentation) strategies to support the 

planning application, if required. 
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5.22. Whilst structures 1, 2 and 3 offer no summer or winter roosting opportunities for bats, they may 

provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat species such as brown long-eared bats whilst 

foraging on Site. It is therefore recommended that these structures are monitored via internal 

inspections prior to the above bat activity surveys for evidence of such use by bats, such as 

droppings and feeding remains. Stop points should also be undertaken outside of these structures 

during the bat activity surveys. 

5.23. The buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm lie to the north of the north-western corner of 

the Site, outside of the Site boundary, are considered to be of high bat roosting potential. Whilst 

these buildings are proposed to be retained and would therefore not be directly affected by the 

proposed development, there is potential for roosting bats to be indirectly affected upon by the 

proposed development through effects such as lighting and habitat fragmentation. It is therefore 

recommended that, as a precautionary measure, internal inspections are undertaken within these 

buildings. Should evidence of bats be found, and dependent on final proposals, further survey in 

the form of evening emergence and dawn re-entry surveys may also be required to inform any 

appropriate mitigation strategies to support the planning application, if required.  

5.24. In addition, a number of trees on Site considered are considered to be of between Category 2 and 

Category 1 roosting potential (refer to Table 1 and Figure 1 for tree locations). At this stage, it is 

recommended that an aerial inspection of these trees is undertaken to search for any evidence of 

roosting bats. Should evidence of roosting bats be found and / or these trees be highlighted for 

removal, further survey in the form of emergence / re-entry surveys may also be required. The 

results of these surveys would also be used to inform any appropriate mitigation strategies to 

support the planning application which may also include any Natural England European Protected 

Species Development Licences (post-planning), if required. 

5.25. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for bats. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the CEMP, 

including the control of night lighting during works, described above would also negate / minimise 

any potential adverse effects to bats within the vicinity of the Site. 

Birds 

5.26. The habitats present on the Site provide suitable nesting and foraging opportunities for common 

bird species. It is recommended that a breeding bird survey is undertaken to determine the use of 

the Site by breeding birds. The survey should comprise four survey visits, with surveys spread 

across March-June. The results of these surveys would also be used to inform any appropriate 

mitigation strategies to support the planning application, if required. 

5.27. Furthermore, in order to protect breeding birds and their young it is recommended that any 

vegetation clearance or structure demolition is undertaken outside of the recognised nesting bird 

season (March to September). Should this not be possible then vegetation clearance and structure 

demolition should be undertaken under an ecological watching brief with a check for nesting birds 

undertaken beforehand by a suitably qualified ecologist. Should an active nest be found, works in 

this area should cease and the nest given an appropriate buffer (to be determined by the 

ecologist). Once the young have fledged and left the nest, works within this area would be allowed 

to proceed. 

5.28. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for birds. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the CEMP 

described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to birds within the 

vicinity of the Site. 
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Invertebrates 

5.29. The habitats present on the Site are considered to provide suitable opportunities for common 

invertebrate species. It is also considered unlikely that these habitats would support any significant 

populations of protected, BAP and notable species, if any. Therefore, further survey with regard to 

invertebrates is not considered to be required in this instance.  

5.30. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

enhance the Site for invertebrates. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the CEMP 

described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to invertebrates within 

the vicinity of the Site. 

Reptiles 

5.31. The habitats present on the Site such as the horse grazed field provide suitable opportunities for 

common species of reptiles. Additional habitats such as hedgerows, scrub and ditches may also 

provide suitable opportunities. It is therefore recommended that a survey is undertaken to 

determine the presence / likely absence of reptiles on the Site. The survey should comprise of 

seven survey visits undertaken during the optimum active reptile periods (i.e. April – May or 

September). The results of these surveys would also be used to inform any appropriate mitigation 

strategies to support the planning application, if required. 

5.32. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for reptiles. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the CEMP 

described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to reptiles within the 

vicinity of the Site. 

Other Protected, BAP and Notable Fauna 

Hedgehog 

5.33. Habitats present on the Site such as the tree belt along the western Site boundary and hedgerows 

provide suitable opportunities for hedgehog. Whilst it is considered that further survey with regard 

to hedgehog are not required in this instance, any vegetation removal should be undertaken in a 

sensitive manner with a check for hedgehog undertaken by Site contractors prior to vegetation 

clearance. Should any hedgehogs be found, they should be placed within similar habitats away 

from the works area. Whilst hedgehogs are not protected, they are a UK BAP species. 

5.34. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to habitats on the Site could 

also enhance the Site for hedgehog. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within the 

CEMP described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to hedgehog 

within the vicinity of the Site. 

Water Vole 

5.35. The ditches present on the Site are considered to offer limited opportunities for water vole, 

however, potential suitable connecting habitat exists from a record returned from a search on the 

NBN Gateway to the Site. Given this, it is recommended that a water vole scoping survey is 

undertaken on the ditches on Site and an additional 50m upstream and downstream of the Site 

boundaries. The survey should involve one visit in April, May or June with a second visit 

undertaken in July, August or September should signs of water vole be found during the first visit. 

The results of these surveys would also be used to inform any appropriate mitigation strategies to 
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support the planning application, if required, as well as any recommendations with regards to the 

potential enhancement of the Site with regards to this species. 

5.36. It is considered that those recommendations made above with regard to the ditches on the Site 

could also enhance the Site for Water vole. In addition, those measures to be incorporated within 

the CEMP described above would also negate / minimise any potential adverse effects to water 

vole within the vicinity of the Site. 
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6. Conclusions 

6.1. The Site comprises a number of habitats including built structures, semi-improved grassland, 

hedgerows, trees, ponds, ditches and scrub. A tree belt is also present along the western Site 

boundary. These habitats are considered to be of between negligible ecological value and of 

ecological value within the context of the Site. Habitats adjacent to the Site comprise residential 

and commercial development to the west and south with Tidbury Green Farm buildings and 

Tidbury School and Nursery to the north. Areas of woodland, as well as similar habitats to those 

found on the Site are also located adjacent to the east and north-east of the Site boundary. 

6.2. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood lies outside, but adjacent to, the north-

eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is designated as an Ecosite. Until recently this designation 

also included a c.1Ha field within the north-east corner of the Site which was previously incorrectly 

included as part the original Dickens Wood Ecosite designation.  This has now been removed. 

Furthermore, Dickens Wood is designated as a LWS, areas of which also comprise Ancient 

Woodland, although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This rejected section includes 

the field present within the north-east corner of the Site previously designated as an Ecosite. This 

field is still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as being a rejected LWS have been 

assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which Dickens Wood LWS was 

designated. Therefore there are currently no statutory or non-statutory designated sites within the 

Site boundary. 

6.3. Although the field present within the north-east corner of the Site is still noted as being a rejected 

LWS, given that this field has been assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which 

Dickens Wood LWS was designated, it is considered that this designation should not pose as a 

constraint for development within this field.  

6.4. There is potential for the non-statutory designated Dickens Wood to be affected through the 

proposed development.  Recommendations to negate / reduce these potential adverse effects 

have therefore been made. These recommendations would also serve to negate / reduce potential 

adverse occurring to other habitats adjacent to the Site. It is considered that the statutory 

designated sites, as well as those other non-statutory designated sites returned from the ecological 

data search are unlikely to be affected by the proposed development 

6.5. Based on the findings of this Ecological Appraisal the following surveys are considered to be 

required at the Site to fully determine its current ecological value : 

 Badger walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 GCN surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Water vole scoping survey; and 

 Reptile surveys. 

6.6. The above surveys have now been undertaken and have been detailed within a separate protected 

species report, with the methodologies agreed with WCC. 

6.7. The Site has the potential to support nesting birds and therefore, to comply with legislative 

requirements, recommendations with regards to the timings of works have been made. It should be 

noted that further recommendations regarding the timings of works may arise pending the results of 

the recommended further survey effort. 
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6.8. In line with relevant planning policy requirements and BAPs there exists potential to enhance the 

Site for ecology, recommendations for which have also been made.  

6.9. Should there be a significant period of time (most local authorities consider this period to be two 

years or greater) between the date of this Ecological Appraisal and the commencement of the 

proposed development, an update assessment could be required to support a planning application, 

as the ecological value of the Site habitats may have changed.  

6.10. Pending further surveys it is considered that if the advice within this report is followed, with 

appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures incorporated into the proposed development, 

there is no reason why the Site cannot be developed in accordance with the relevant planning 

policy and legislation. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. This report has been prepared by Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Ltd (Waterman EED) 

on behalf of Lioncourt Homes to support the submission of a planning application for development 

an area of land known as Tidbury Green Farm, Solihull (hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’).  It 

describes the findings of a range of further surveys undertaken to inform proposed development of 

the Site. The location and extent of the Site is shown in Figure 1. 

1.2. The further surveys were undertaken in order to determine the full ecological value of the Site and 

the presence / likely absence of protected, Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) and other notable 

habitats and faunal species on and immediately adjacent to the Site. The findings of these surveys 

were also used to determine what potential effects may occur to these habitats and species as a 

result of the proposed development and inform the design of any appropriate mitigation, if required.  

1.3. This report should be read in conjunction with the Ecological Appraisal
1
 (Waterman EED13122-

100_R_1_3_7_SF, dated September 2013). As part of the Ecological Appraisal an ecological data 

search was undertaken to obtain records for protected, BAP and other notable habitats and 

species within a 2km radius of the Site boundary.  For bats, records were obtained for a 5km radius 

of the Site boundary. Records were obtained from the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre
2
, 

Worcestershire Biological Records Centre
3
 and the Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and 

the Black Country (Ecorecord)
4
. The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside 

(MAGIC)
5
, the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway

6
, the Natural England website

7
 and 

Getamap
8
 were also consulted. An ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey was also undertaken in 

February 2013 to inform the Ecological Appraisal, which sets out the preliminary ecological value of 

the Site and recommendations for further surveys. 

The Site 
1.4. The Site, approximately 11.5 hectares (ha) in area, is centred on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference 

SP 103 755 and comprises built structures, semi-improved grassland, hedgerows, trees, ponds, 

ditches and scrub. A tree belt is also present along the western Site boundary. Habitats adjacent to 

the Site comprise residential and commercial development to the west and south with Tidbury 

Green Farm buildings and Tidbury School and Nursery to the north. Areas of woodland, as well as 

similar habitats to those found on Site, are also present adjacent to the east and north-east of the 

Site boundary (refer to Figure 1 and Ecological Appraisal report). 

1.5. Previously, all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary 

on Figure 1 which are also under the clients ownership) the Site were actively farmed (a mix of 

arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the exception of the field present within the western 

part of the Site, which until recently has been solely grazed by a single horse, the remaining fields 

present on the Site are cut for hay and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July. It should 

be noted that since the passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the western 

part of the Site has since also been cut. 

 
1
 Waterman EED (2013): ‘Tidbury Green, Solihull. Ecological Appraisal report’ Ref. EED13122-
100_R_1_3_6_SF 

2
 Warwickshire Biological Records Centre (2013): ‘Ecological Data Search around Tidbury Green’. Ref. 
WA3014 

3
 http://wbrc.org.uk/ 

4
 http://www.ecorecord.org.uk/ 

5
 www.magic.gov.uk 

6
 http://data.nbn.org.uk/ 

7
 http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ 

8
 http://www.getamap.ordnancesurveyleisure.co.uk/ 
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1.6. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood (refer to Ecological Appraisal report 

and Figure 1) lies outside, but adjacent to, the north-eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is 

designated as an Ecosite. Until recently this designation also included a c.1Ha field within the 

north-east corner of the Site which was previously incorrectly included as part the original Dickens 

Wood Ecosite designation.  This has now been removed and it should be noted that the previous 

boundary of the Ecosite designation around this field is therefore not shown on Figure 1. 

Furthermore, Dickens Wood is designated as a LWS, areas of which also comprise Ancient 

Woodland (refer to Figure 1), although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This 

rejected section includes the field present within the north-east corner of the Site previously 

designated as an Ecosite. This field is still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as 

being a rejected LWS have been assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which 

Dickens Wood LWS was designated. Therefore there are currently no statutory or non-statutory 

designated sites within the Site boundary.   

Development Proposals 
1.7. Proposals for the Site comprise residential development with associated access, soft landscaping, 

ecological mitigation / compensation habitats and public open space (hereinafter referred to as the 

‘proposed development’). 

Survey Scope 
1.8. The scope of further surveys considered to be required at the Site was set out in the Ecological 

Appraisal report. These include; 

 Badger Meles Meles walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 Great crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Reptile surveys; and 

 Water vole Arvicola amphibious scoping survey. 

1.9. Furthermore, at the time of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey as part of the Ecological 

Appraisal, the grassland on Site was cut short to approximately 100mm. Given this, and the time of 

year the survey was undertaken, resulting from the species collected, the grassland on Site was 

classified as being likely semi-improved grassland. However, during subsequent Site visits whilst 

the above further surveys were being undertaken, the grassland had grown and a richer species 

sward and a more herbaceous component had become apparent with several species recorded 

also being indicator species for unimproved grassland. Given this, a grassland National Vegetation 

Classification (NVC) survey was undertaken within the fields present on and adjacent to the Site 

(i.e. within the blue-line on Figure 1). In addition, in combination with the grassland NVC survey an 

assessment of the hedgerows on and adjacent to the Site was also carried out. 

Aims and Objectives of this Assessment 
1.10. The purpose of this report is to: 

 Identify any ecological issues highlighted through those further surveys detailed above and 

background data searches that could constrain the development proposals planned at the Site;  

 Make recommendations for further survey and assessment work,  if required, to enable works to 

be carried out;  
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 Assess the consequences of works in relation to relevant planning policy and legislation; and 

 Identify any mitigation and enhancement opportunities, where appropriate. 
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2. Legislation, Planning Policy and Biodiversity Action Plans 
2.1. This section provides the legislative, planning policy and BAP backgrounds to the habitats and 

species assessed at the Site. 

Legislation 
2.2. Specific habitats and species of relevance to the Site receive legal protection in the UK under 

various pieces of legislation, including: 

 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
9
; 

 The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA)
10

; 

 The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000
11

;  

 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006
12

; 

 The Protection of Badgers Act 1992
13

;  

 Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996
14

; and 

 The Hedgerows Regulations 1997
15

. 

2.3. Where relevant, this report takes account of the legislative protection afforded to specific habitats 

and species. 

Amphibians 

2.4. Common species of amphibian (smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris, palmate newt L. helveticus, 

common frog Rana temporaria and common toad Bufo bufo) are protected by Section 9(5) of the 

WCA. This section prohibits the trade (i.e. sale, barter, exchange, transporting for sale and 

advertising to sell or to buy) of these species. 

2.5. GCNs are protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended) and the WCA.  

2.6. In summary, taken together, it is an offence to: 

 Kill, injure or take a GCNs; 

 Disturb any such animal whilst it is occupying a structure or place which it uses for shelter or 

protection; and 

 Obstruct access to any structure or place which any such animal uses for shelter or protection; 

and deliberately disturb; or deliberately damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of 

such an animal. 

Badger 

2.7. Badgers are protected under Schedule 6 of the WCA and The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

(which consolidates the previous Badgers Acts of 1973 and 1991).  The Protection of Badgers Act 

is the predominant legislation covering badgers and aims to protect the species from persecution, 

rather than being a response to an unfavourable conservation status.  The Protection of Badgers 

 
9
 HMSO (2010)  ‘The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)’ 

10
 HMSO (1981) ‘Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)’ 

11
 HMSO (2000) ‘The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act’ 

12
 ODPM (2006) ‘Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006)’ 

13
 ODPM (1992) ‘The Protection of Badgers Act’ 

14
 HMSO, 1996 ‘The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act’. 

15
 ODPM (1997): ‘The Hedgerow Regulations’ 
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Act also makes the intentional or reckless destruction, damage or obstruction of a badger sett an 

offence.  A sett is defined as ‘any structure or place which displays signs indicating current use by 

a badger’.  The intentional elimination of sufficient foraging area to support a known social group of 

badgers may, in certain circumstances, be construed as an offence by constituting ‘cruel ill 

treatment’. Badgers are also protected under the WCA. 

Bats 

2.8. In summary, all UK bat species are protected by the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2010 (as amended) and by the WCA, where it is an offence to: 

 Kill, injure or capture a bat; 

 Disturb bats in such a way as to be likely significantly to affect (i) the ability of any significant 

group of bats to survive, breed, or rear / nurture their young; or (ii) the local distribution of that 

species; 

 Damage or destroy any breeding or resting place used by bats; or 

 Obstruct access to any place used by bats for shelter or protection. 

Birds 

2.9. The level of protection afforded to birds under legislation varies from species to species.  A few 

game and pest species may lawfully be hunted and killed, usually under licence, whilst the rarest 

species are listed on Schedule 1 of the WCA and are protected by special penalties for offences. 

2.10. All of the native bird species of Britain are additionally covered by the European Union (EU) 

Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds 2009 (‘The Birds Directive’)
16

.  The Birds Directive aims 

to protect all European wild birds and the habitats of listed species, in particular through the 

designation of Special Protection Areas (SPA).  The Birds Directive applies to all wild birds, their 

eggs, nests and habitats, and provides for the protection, management and control of all species of 

birds naturally occurring within each member state of the EU.  It requires the UK to take measures 

to ensure the preservation of sufficient diversity of habitats to maintain populations of all wild birds 

at ecologically and scientifically sustainable levels.  The requirements of the Birds Directive are 

implemented in the UK primarily through the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2010 (as amended).  

2.11. Statutory protection is given to nesting birds in the UK under the WCA, which makes it an offence 

to intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird, take, damage or destroy its nest whilst in use or 

being built, or take or destroy its eggs.  In addition, for species listed on Schedule 1 of the Act, it is 

an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb birds while they are nest building, or at or near a 

nest with eggs or young, or to disturb the dependent young of such a bird. 

2.12. In addition to statutory protection, the bird species of Britain are also subject to various 

conservation designations intended to indicate their rarity, population status and conservation 

priority.  These do not have statutory force but may be instrumental in determining local, regional 

and national planning and development policy.  The main categories of designation comprise the 

British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) ‘Species Alert’ lists, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

(RSPB) ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ (BoCC) lists and species listed in the UK and local BAPs.  

2.13. The BTO Conservation Alert System lists of ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ include a ‘Red List’ for 

birds of high conservation concern and an ‘Amber List’ for birds of medium conservation concern. 

Red List species are those that are globally threatened and Amber List species are those with an 

 
16

 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the 
conservation of wild birds 
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unfavourable conservation status in Europe, according to the International Union for Conservation 

of Nature (IUCN) criteria.  An updated list of ‘Red’ and ‘Amber List’ species was published in May 

2009
17

. 

Reptiles 

2.14. All native common British reptiles are protected in accordance with the WCA.  In summary, 

common species of reptile such as common lizard Zootoca vivipara, slow worm, grass snake Natrix 
natrix and adder Vipera berus are protected under part of sub-section 9(1) and all of sub-section 

9(5) of the Act; these prohibit the intentional killing, injuring and trade (i.e. sale, barter, exchange, 

transporting for sale and advertising to sell or to buy) of these species.  It is not an offence under 

the WCA to disturb or possess these animals. 

Water Vole 

2.15. Water voles are protected under the WCA. In summary, water voles are protected from killing or 

taking by certain prohibited methods. Their breeding and resting places are fully protected from 

damage, destruction or obstruction. It is also an offence to disturb them in these places.  

  

 
17

 Eaton et al (2009) ‘Birds of Conservation Concern 3: the population status of birds in the United Kingdom,  
Channel Islands and Isle of Man’ 
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National Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework, 2012 

2.17. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
18

 was adopted in March 2012. Section 11 

(outlined below) of the NPPF, Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, replaces 

Planning Policy Statement 9 (PPS9): Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. However, 

government Circular 06/2005
19

, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations 

and their Impact within the Planning System, which relates to PPS9 remains valid and is 

referenced within Paragraph 113 of the NPPF. 

2.18. Paragraph 109 encourages the planning system to contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment.  This should be achieved by: 

 “Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

 Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

 Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 
contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including 
by establishing ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at an 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or 
noise pollution or land instability; and 

 Remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 
where appropriate”. 

2.19. Paragraph 113 states that “Local planning authorities should set criteria based policies against 
which proposals for any development on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or 
landscape areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
international, national and locally designated sites15 so that protection is commensurate with their 
status and gives appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to 
wider ecological networks”. 

2.20. Paragraph 118 states that “when determining planning applications, LPAs should aim to conserve 
and enhance biodiversity, by applying the following principles:  

 If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful effects) adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 
for, then planning permission should be refused;  

 Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or 
likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI (either individually or in combination with other 
developments) should not normally be permitted.  Where an adverse effect on the sites notified 
special interest feature is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits of the 
development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the 
features of the site that will make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the 
national network of SSSIs;  

 Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 
should be permitted; 

 Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged;  
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 Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats, including Ancient Woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found 
outside Ancient Woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss; and 

 The following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as European sites: 

- Potential Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and possible Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs); 

- Listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 

- Sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European 
sites, potential SPAs, possible SACs, and listed or proposed Ramsar site”. 

Local Planning Policy 

Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2006 (saved policies)  

2.21. The current development plan for Solihull is the Solihull Unitary Development Plan (UDP)
 20

. The 

Solihull UDP was adopted in February 2006. In February 2009 the Secretary of State made a 

direction confirming that most of the UDP policies will remain in place until they are replaced. 

Those policies which have been saved which of relevance to the Site and biodiversity are 

described below.   

2.22. Policy ENV10: Important Nature Conservation Sites states that ‘The Council will protect areas of 
national and local importance for nature conservation for their contribution to biodiversity. 
Proposals for development in or likely to affect Sites of Special Scientific Interest will be subject to 
special scrutiny. Where such development may have an adverse effect on a SSSI, either directly or 
indirectly, development will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh 
the nature conservation value of the site itself and the national policy to safeguard the network of 
such sites. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve, Site of Importance for 
Nature Conservation or Regionally Important Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons 
for the development clearly outweigh the need to safeguard the nature conservation value of the 
site. Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects, any reasonable alternative 
sites that would result in less harm must be considered fully. Where development is permitted, the 
Council will consider the use of conditions or planning obligations to provide appropriate mitigation 
or compensatory measures.’ 

2.23. Policy ENV11: Conservation of Biodiversity states ‘The Council will seek to conserve and enhance 
the biodiversity of the Borough, including its rivers, canals and their towpaths, other natural 
corridors, and sites and features that form part of the wildlife network and habitats identified in the 
Warwickshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan. Developers will be expected to take full account of the 
nature conservation value of land outside designated sites and to maximise the potential for habitat 
creation and enhancement.’ 

2.24. Policy ENV13: Wildlife Species states ‘Development likely to cause harm to any protected species, 
species identified as uncommon, declining or under threat in the Warwickshire Local Biodiversity 
Action Plan, or its habitats will be permitted only if the developer agrees to take appropriate steps 
to secure its protection. Where development is permitted, the Council may impose planning 
conditions or will seek to enter into planning obligations with developers to secure all compensatory 
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measures necessary to protect the species, reduce disturbance to a minimum and provide 
alternative habitats to sustain or enhance the population’. 

2.25. Policy ENV14: Trees and Woodlands states ‘The Council will safeguard important trees, 
hedgerows and woodlands, encourage new and replacement tree and hedgerow planting, and will 
identify areas that may be suitable for the creation of new woodlands by natural regeneration or 
planting. Where planting takes place, priority will be given to native broad-leaved species. The 
Council will protect and seek to enhance those woodlands which are ancient or semi-natural 
because of their great variety and important natural characteristics’. 

Solihull Draft Local Plan 2012 

2.26. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council is currently preparing the Solihull Local Plan
21

, which will be 

the main document of the Solihull Local Development Framework (LDF) and when adopted, will 

replace the UDP. Those policies within the Solihull Draft Local Plan of relevance to the Site and 

biodiversity are described below. 

2.27. Policy P10: Natural Environment states ‘…The Council will seek to conserve, enhance and restore 
biodiversity and geodiversity, to create new native woodlands and other habitats and to protect, 
restore and enhance Ancient Woodland and green infrastructure assets across the Borough. 
Protection of Ancient Woodland, designated sites and priority habitats shall include the 
establishment of buffers to any new development. Development should be informed by the latest 
information on habitats and species, and take full account of national and local guidance on 
conserving biodiversity, opportunities for biodiversity enhancement and for improving and restoring 
the Borough’s green infrastructure. When appropriate, development should seek to enhance 
accessibility to the natural environment, especially for disabled people. 

The Council will protect areas of national and local importance for biodiversity and geodiversity, 
where it is reasonable, proportionate and feasible to do so. Development likely to have an adverse 
effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, whether directly or indirectly, will be subject to special 
scrutiny and will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the nature 
conservation value of the site and the national policy to safeguard such sites. Where development 
may have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, developers will be expected to 
incorporate measures to enhance the condition of the site, unless it is demonstrated that it is not 
feasible. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve or a Local Wildlife or 
Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the 
nature conservation or geological value of the site and its contribution to wider biodiversity 
objectives. Where development would have an adverse effect on a site of local value, developers 
will be expected to incorporate measures to enhance the site or to restore the links between sites 
in accordance with the Green Infrastructure study, unless it is demonstrated that it is not feasible. 

Outside designated sites, developers will be expected to take full account of the nature 
conservation or geological value, and the existence of any habitats or species included in the Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan, or sites in the Local Geological Action Plan. Developers will be required to 
undertake a full ecological survey and to deliver a net gain or enhancement to biodiversity, unless it 
is demonstrated that it is not appropriate or feasible. In considering the need for green space 
improvements associated with new development, developers should have regard for the standards 
and priorities in the Green Spaces Strategy in relation to accessible natural green space. 
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Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects on the natural environment, as a 
result of the development itself, or the cumulative impact of developments, developers must 
demonstrate that all possible alternatives that would result in less harm have been considered. 
Where development is permitted, appropriate mitigation of the impacts and compensation where 
relevant will be required to deliver a net gain in biodiversity, habitat creation, landscape character 
and local distinctiveness. Enhancements should be undertaken either on the site, or in its vicinity, 
but where it is demonstrated that this is not possible, offsetting in alternative strategic locations 
within the biodiversity or green infrastructure network, to deliver biodiversity or other objectives may 
be considered. Where appropriate, developers should demonstrate compliance with this policy 
through an ecological statement or by relevant information in the West Midlands Sustainability 
Checklist.’ 

2.28. Policy P14: Amenity states that ‘The Council will seek to protect and enhance the amenity of 
existing and potential occupiers of houses, businesses and other uses in considering proposals for 
new development, and will:… 

ix.   Protect those parts of the countryside in the Borough that retain a dark sky from the impacts of 
light pollution. Development involving external lighting outside established settlements will be 
permitted only where significant lighting already exists, or the benefits of the development clearly 
outweigh the impact of the lighting on the countryside. Any lighting scheme should be the minimum 
required for the purposes of the development and should avoid light spillage and harmful effects on 
biodiversity…’ 

2.29. Policy P15: Securing Design Quality states that ‘All development proposals will be expected to 
achieve good quality, inclusive and sustainable design, which meets the following key principles: … 

v.   Conserves and enhances biodiversity, landscape quality and considers the impact on and 
opportunities for green infrastructure at the earliest opportunity in the design process. Further 
guidance is provided in Policy P10 – Natural Environment…’ 

Biodiversity Action Plans 

UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework 

2.30. The Environment Departments of all four governments in the UK work together through the Four 

Countries Biodiversity Group.  Together they have agreed, and Ministers have signed, a framework 

of priorities for UK-level work for the Convention on Biological Diversity.  Published on 17 July 

2012, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework'
22

 covers the period from 2011 to 2020.  This now 

supersedes the UK Biodiversity Action Plan
23

 (UK BAP).  However many of the tools developed 

under UK BAP remain of use, for example, background information about the lists of priority 

habitats and species.  The lists of priority species and habitats agreed under UK BAP still form the 

basis of much biodiversity work in the countries. 

2.31. Although the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework does not confer any statutory legal protection, 

in practice many of the species listed already receive statutory legal protection under UK and / or 

European legislation. In addition, the majority of Priority Species and Habitats in the now 

superseded UK BAP are also Species and Habitats of Principal Importance for the Conservation of 

Biodiversity under Section 74 of the CRoW Act 2000.  This places a duty on government 

departments to have regard for these species and habitats when carrying out their functions.   
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2.32. Local Planning Authorities have a legal obligation or ‘biodiversity duty’ under Section 40 of the 

NERC Act 2006 to conserve biodiversity by having particular regard to those species and habitats 

listed under Section 41. 

2.33. Resulting from the findings of the Ecological Appraisal, those UK BAP Priority Habitats considered 

relevant to the Site are detailed within the Ecological Appraisal report. Those UK BAP Priority 

Species, as well as any other UK BAP Priority Habitats, considered relevant to the Site through the 

findings of those further surveys undertaken are detailed within this report. 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Action Plan  

2.34. As part of the action plan process, Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) must also be produced 

for every county in the UK. The Site is covered by the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP
24

, 

which sets out the framework for the protection, conservation and enhancement of wildlife within 

the region. 

2.35. Resulting from the findings of the Ecological Appraisal, those Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull 

BAP Priority Habitats currently considered relevant to the Site are detailed within the Ecological 

Appraisal report. Those Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Species, as well as any 

other Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitats, considered relevant to the Site 

through the findings of those further surveys undertaken are detailed within this report. 
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3. Methodology 

Grassland NVC Survey 

Field Survey 

3.1. A grassland NVC field survey was carried out on 25 and 26 June 2013. During this survey, the 

grassland present on and adjacent (i.e. within the blue-line boundary) to the Site was assessed 

following the methodology described below.  

3.2. A combination of methodologies was used to capture the diversity, community type and quality of 

the grassland. The grassland was first classified using the Joint Nature Conservancy Council 

(JNCC, 2010) standard ‘Phase 1’ survey technique
25

. Where fields were recorded as either being 

‘semi-improved’ or potentially ‘unimproved’ grassland, detailed botanical survey to determine the 

diversity and NVC communities present within these areas was carried out following the 

methodology detailed below. 

 The fields were walked over in a zig-zag pattern to ensure all areas were covered. During this 

homogenous communities were mapped and species present listed. 

 Each community was then described and sampled using a 2m x 2m quadrat (refer to Figure 2 

for quadrat locations). All the species within this quadrat were identified according to Stace 

(1997)
26

 and relative abundance recorded using the ‘Domin’ scale (JNCC, 2006)
27

 (refer to 

Appendix A for Domin description). 

 The NVC community type was determined using keys according to JNCC (1997)
28

. A full 

comparison was then made using description in Rodwell et al (1998)
29

. 

 Species present in each community but not captured within the quadrates were given a DAFOR 

score
27 

(refer to Appendix A for DAFOR description). 

 The location of any rare or notable species was recorded. 

Assessment 

3.3. When determining the value of the grassland its species-diversity, species rarity and habitat value 

were considered. The overall value judgement was then determined through comparison with the 

following descriptions; 

 UK BAP Priority Habitat Description for Lowland Meadows. 

 Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP description for Lowland Neutral Grassland. 

Hedgerow Assessment 
3.4. A field survey was carried out on 25 and 26 June 2013. During this survey, the hedgerows present 

on and adjacent (i.e. within the blue-line boundary) to the Site were assessed following the 

methodology described below. 

3.5. Hedgerows were assessed according to the Wildlife and Landscape Criteria of the Hedgerow 

Regulations (1997). A summary of the Wildlife and Landscape criteria within the Hedgerow 

 
25
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26
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27
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28
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Regulations (1997) is provided in Appendix B (refer to original legislation for full details). A 30m 

section of each hedgerow was assessed. However where a hedgerow showed distinct variation a 

30m length of each differing section was surveyed. The location of the hedgerows present on the 

Site is provided in Figure 2. 

Badger 
3.1. Signs of low levels of badger activity were recorded during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, 

with no setts being recorded on Site. However, Warwickshire Biodiversity Records Centre has 

requested that all badger information remains confidential. Consequently these signs can be made 

available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre. 

3.2. Based on best practice guidelines (Wilson et al., 1997
30

 and Cresswell et al., 1990
31

), a further 

walkover survey of the Site and land within at least 30m of the Site boundary, where accessed 

allowed, was undertaken on 22 April 2013 to search for evidence of badger. Such evidence 

included:  

 Dung pits and latrine sites: badgers characteristically deposit dung in pits, which may be located 

along the boundaries and within the social group territory. These sites serve as means of inter- 

and intra-group communication. Several dung pits create a latrine. Dung pits and latrines are 

often used to mark setts or territorial boundaries;  

 Paths and runs: well used routes between setts and/or foraging areas. Often used by 

generations of badgers;  

 Snuffle holes and foraging signs: areas of disturbed vegetation often formed by badgers 

foraging for ground dwelling invertebrates such as earthworms and larvae and subterranean 

roots and tubers. Snuffle holes are sometimes re-used as dung pits on territorial boundaries;  

 Hair: often found among spoil and bedding outside sett entrances or snagged on fences and 

vegetation such as bramble  Rubus fructicosus agg., alongside well-used runs; and,  

 Footprints: easily distinguishable from other large mammal species, such as the fox Vulpus 
vulpus and domestic dog Canis familiaris. Often found along paths and runs or in spoil outside 

sett entrances.  

3.3. Any considered badger setts recorded were then categorised according to best practice guidelines 

into main, annexe, subsidiary and outlier (refer to Table 1 below)  

Table 1: Conventions used in classifying badger setts (Wilson et al., 1997).  

Sett Type Definition  

Main  Several holes (average of 15) with large spoil heaps and 
obvious paths leading to and from the sett and between 
sett entrances. Normally the breeding sett and in 
continuous use.  

Annex Normally less than 150m from main sett and connected 
by well used pathways. May comprise several holes (6 
holes on average), may not be in use all the time even if 
the main sett is very active but can be as important for 
breeding as the main sett. 

Subsidiary  Usually at least 50m from main sett with no obvious 
paths connecting to main sett. Fewer holes (5 on 
average) and may only be used intermittently. 
‘Ownership’ can often only be determined by bait-
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Sett Type Definition  

marking. Can also be as important for breeding as the 
main sett. 

Outlier  Usually comprising one or two holes with little spoil at the 
entrance(s). No obvious paths connecting to other setts 
and may only be used sporadically. Often used by foxes  

3.4. Furthermore, during a Site visit prior to the badger walkover survey, additional signs of badger 

were recorded on Site (available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre). These signs were then subsequently monitored on a monthly basis from May to 

September during the further surveys undertaken at the Site, to provide an indication of badger 

activity across the Site. 

Bats 

Building Inspections 

3.5. The Ecological Appraisal considered the buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm 

immediately north of the north western corner of the Site (and therefore outside of the Site 

Boundary) to be of high bat roosting potential when assessed externally. Whilst these buildings are 

proposed to be retained and would therefore not be directly affected, it was considered that there 

was potential for roosting bats to be indirectly affected by the proposed development through 

effects such as lighting and habitat fragmentation.  

3.6. Given the above, external and internal inspections were undertaken on these buildings on 03 July 

2013. All building surveys followed current best practice guidelines (Bat Conservation Trust (BCT), 

2012
32

) under conditions considered appropriate for survey. The location of these buildings can be 

found on Figure 4. 

3.7. Those features known to provide roosting opportunities for bats were sought, such as: 

 Gaps under eaves, around windows, under tiles and lead flashing; 

 Loft spaces; and 

 Soffits and boxed eaves. 

3.8. The inspection involved looking for evidence of roosting bats, such as: 

 Bat droppings; 

 Insect wings under feeding roosts; 

 Staining from urine or from the oil on bats’ fur around well-used roosting places or access 

points; and 

 Actual bat presence.  

3.9. Table 2 below provides a summary of the bat roost potential rating categories. 

Table 2:: Summary of  building potential rating categories for bats 

Category (Potential to 
support roosting bats) 

Description 

Negligible potential Buildings with no features capable of supporting roosting bats.  Often 

these buildings are of a ‘sound’ well-sealed nature, or have a single skin 

and no roof void.  They tend to have high interior light-levels, and little or 

no insulation.  Buildings without any roofs may also fall into this category.  
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Category (Potential to 
support roosting bats) 

Description 

Low potential Buildings with limited features for roosting bats (e.g. shallow crevices 

where mortar is missing between building blocks/bricks).  They may have 

open locations which may be subject to large temperature fluctuations 

and bat-access points may be constrained.  No evidence of bats found 

(e.g. droppings / staining).  Buildings may be surrounded by poor or sub-

optimal bat foraging habitat.  No evidence of bats found. 

Moderate potential Buildings with some features suitable for roosting bats.  Buildings usually 

of brick or stone construction with a small number of features of potential 

value to roosting bats e.g. loose roof / ridge tiles, gaps in brickwork, gaps 

under fascia boards, and/or warm sealed roof-spaces with under-

felt.  These buildings may be used as occasional or transient roosts in the 

summer, but are unsuitable for large colonies. No evidence of bats found. 

High potential Buildings with a large number of features or extensive areas of obvious 

potential for roosting bats.  Generally they have sheltered locations, with 

a stable temperature regime and suitable bat-access points. Could be 

suitable for a maternity roost. No evidence of bats found. 

Confirmed roost Bats discovered roosting within the building, or recorded emerging / 

entering the building at dusk / dawn.  Building found to contain conclusive 

evidence of occupation by bats, such as bat droppings.  A confirmed 

record (as supplied by an established source such as the local bat group) 

would also apply to this category. 

Aerial Tree Inspections 

3.10. During the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, a number of trees were identified as being to be of 

between Category 2 and Category 1 bat roosting potential (refer to Ecological Appraisal report). 

Given this, it was recommended that further aerial inspection of the trees on the Site be undertaken 

to search for evidence of roosting bats.  

3.11. A total of twenty-four trees were climbed on 29 April and 7 June 2013 at a time of year when the 

tree canopies had not become fully established and so those features which afford bat roosting 

potential could be identified and fully inspected where possible. A ground based inspection was 

undertaken on a further four trees as these could not be climbed for health and safety reasons or 

lack of access (refer to Paragraph 3.44 below for further information). The locations of those trees 

inspected are provided on Figure 11. 

3.12. Each tree was systematically climbed and a detailed inspection of those features with the potential 

to provide bat roosting opportunities were undertaken to search for evidence of roosting bats, using 

an endoscope where appropriate. The trees were then scored according to the criteria as shown in 

Table 3 below, to assign a potential for each tree to support roosting bats. 

3.13. Those features known to provide tree roosting opportunities for bats were sought, such as: 

 Snapped limbs; 

 Rot / woodpecker holes; 

 Hollows / cavities;  

 Loose bark; 

 Cracks / splits and fissures; and 

 Dense Ivy. 
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3.14. The inspection involved looking for evidence of roosting bats, such as: 

 Bat droppings; 

 Staining from urine or from the oil on bats’ fur around well-used roosting places or access 

points;  

 Scratch marks; and 

 Actual bat presence.  

 

Table 3: Bat Conservation Trust tree guidelines, 2012 

Tree category  Description 

Known or Confirmed Roost  Tree with field evidence of bats. 

Category 1* Trees with multiple highly suitable features capable 
of supporting larger roosts. 

Category 1 Trees with definite bat potential, supporting fewer 
suitable features that category 1* trees or with 
potential for use by single bats. 

Category 2 Tree   With no obvious potential, although the tree is of a 
size and age that elevated surveys may result; in 
cracks or crevices being found; or the tree supports 
some features which may have limited potential to 
support bats. 

Category 3 Trees with no potential to support bat roosts. 

Bat Activity Surveys 

3.15. The Ecological Appraisal highlighted the habitats present on the Site to provide potential foraging 

and commuting opportunities for bats. Current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012) were used to 

determine the use of the habitats on the Site by bats; a dusk activity survey was undertaken each 

month from May to September (16 May, 06 June, 03 July, 06 August and 02 September 2013). A 

dawn activity survey was also undertaken on 04 July 2013.  The dusk activity surveys commenced 

prior to sunset and extended at least two hours thereafter. The dawn survey commenced two hours 

prior to sunrise and extended until sunrise (refer to Table 4 below). 

3.16. Each activity survey involved walking two transect routes covering the whole Site (refer to Figure 4 

for transect routes). The routes followed linear features and passed by areas considered of value to 

bats such as potential foraging and commuting areas. These transects varied slightly and were 

also walked in reverse during various surveys to endure complete Site coverage at differing times. 

3.17. Given that the Ecological Appraisal report highlighted the potential for Structures 1, 2 and 3 (refer 

Ecological Appraisal report and Figure 1) to provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat 

species such as brown long-eared bats whilst foraging on Site, five minutes listening stops were 

also undertaken each time these structures were passed along the transect routes. These buildings 

were also monitored via internal inspection prior to and during the bat activity surveys. The internal 

inspections were undertaken according to those methodologies outlined further below. 

3.18. Any bats observed / heard were recorded. Information included: 

 Time; 

 Emergence or re-entry points; 
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 Direction of flight; 

 Use of landscape; 

 Flight characteristics; 

 Size; 

 Height; and 

 Behaviour. 

3.19. The surveys were undertaken during optimal weather conditions, considered to be wind levels 

below 4 on the Beaufort wind force scale (i.e. less than a moderate breeze), the absence of 

prolonged rain and above 10
o
C. Table 4 below provides a summary of the bat surveys undertaken.  

Table 4: Dates and weather conditions of bat surveys 

Survey Date Sunset /  
Sunrise 
Time 

Time 
Start / 
End  

Cloud  
Cover 
(oktas) 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Rain Temp ºC 
Start / End 

 Dusk Activity 
Survey  

 16 May  

 2013 

 21:00   20:55 

23:10  

 8 1  Light drizzle in 
the middle of 
survey for 
approximately 
ten minutes   

11 

11 

Dusk 

Activity 

Survey 

 06 June 
2013 

 21:25   21:10   0  1  None  15 

23:34 12 

Dusk Activity 

Survey 

 03 July 
2013 

 21:32   21:00  3-4  0  None 17 

23:32 15 

Dawn Activity 
Survey 

04 July 
2013 

04:50  02:50  8 1-2 None 13 

04:50 13 

Dusk Activity 
Survey 

06 August 
2013 

20:49 20:20 0 0 None 15 

22:54 14 

Dusk Activity 
Survey 

02 
September 
2013 

19:53 19:40 0 0-1 None 19 

21:55 14 

 

3.20. To supplement the above, static automated detectors (Song Meter 2 (SM2)) were also deployed on 

the Site, again based on current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012). The static detectors were 

placed at a different location along each transect route prior to the commencement of each activity 

survey and left for three consecutive nights. The detectors were programmed to record from 

approximately 15 to 30 minutes prior to sunset until 15 to 30 minutes past sunrise (refer to Figure 4 

for SM2 locations). 

Analysis 

3.21. A record of all bat activity (i.e. commuting, foraging, social calls) during the surveys was noted and 

mapped. All the above surveys were undertaken during optimum weather conditions. All bat survey 

work was undertaken using time expansion (Peterson D240X) bat detectors with data recorded 

onto solid state MP3 recorders. Recorded bat calls from both the transect and automated surveys 

were later analysed  where appropriate using BatSound Analysis software 4.1.2b. 
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Birds 
3.22. The Ecological Appraisal considered the habitats on the Site to provide nesting and foraging 

opportunities for common bird species. To determine the use of the habitats on Site by breeding 

birds, a breeding bird survey was undertaken across the Site and adjacent habitats (i.e. within the 

blue-line boundary).   

3.23. Four surveys were conducted between April and June 2013 in order to assess breeding bird 

activity at the Site and adjacent habitats. The surveys covered various times of day, including two 

starting before dawn, in order to target nocturnal species. The dates and times of all these surveys 

together with a summary of the weather conditions are given in Table 5 below. 

Table 5: Dates and weather conditions of breeding bird surveys  

Visit Number Date Start 
Time 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Rain Cloud 
Cover 
(oktas) 

Air Temp 
(oC)  

1 28/04/2013 16:00  2 None 8 13 

2 19/05/2013 04:00  0 None 2 8 

3 08/06/2013 08:45  1 None 7 10 

4 23/06/2013 03:50  2 None 4 13 

3.24. The survey covered all habitats of value to breeding birds, recording the locations, numbers and 

activity of all bird species present within and adjacent to the Site during this time.  

3.25. The methodology outlined above is based on a reduced version of the territory mapping 

methodology used in the Common Bird Census (CBC), Marchant JH, 1983
33

. As part of this 

reduced version, four survey visits were conducted to produce an assessment of the breeding bird 

assemblage on the Site, rather than necessarily producing detailed territory maps for each 

individual bird. The CBC has subsequently been superseded by the British Trust for Ornithology 

(BTO) Breeding Bird Survey (BBS), which has run since 1994. However, the less intensive line-

transect BBS methodology, designed to attract larger numbers of volunteers, is not an appropriate 

method for assessing the breeding bird assemblage of a specific site. This is because not all 

habitats are surveyed, and therefore some species are likely to be missed. 

3.26. To ascertain the breeding status of birds using the Site and adjacent areas the criteria as used in 

the ‘Atlas’ surveys of 1988-1991 (Gibbons et al, 1993)
34

 were applied. This accepts the following 

activities as denoting breeding (including those probably breeding although definite proof was 

lacking): 

 Bird apparently holding territory. 

 Courtship and display. 

 Nest-building (including excavating nest-hole). 

 Distraction display or feigning injury. 

 
33

 Marchant, J.H. (1983): ‘Common Birds Census instructions’. BTO, Tring. 12pp 
34

 Gibbons, D.W., Reid, J.B. & Chapman, R.A. (1993): ‘The New Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain and Ireland: 
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 Adult carrying faecal sac or food. 

 Adult entering or leaving apparently occupied nest site. 

 Nest with eggs or eggshells found, or bird sitting but not disturbed. 

 Nest with young; or downy young of ducks, game-birds, waders and other nidifugous species; 

and 

 Recently fledged young. 

3.27. The survey also highlighted any species or populations that are of significance, either in the local or 

national context.  This was then be used to inform appropriate mitigation strategies, as well as any 

compensation and enhancement measures, where required.  

Great Crested Newts 
3.28. A Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment of the ponds present on and within 500m of the Site 

with suitably connecting habitat was undertaken during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, 

where access allowed. The resulting scores returned pond suitability of between ‘below average’ 

and ‘good’ suitability for supporting GCN (refer to Ecological Appraisal Report). Consequently, and 

because records for GCNs were returned from the ecological data search, the Ecological Appraisal 

report recommended that further survey for GCN be undertaken. 

3.29. GCNs form meta-populations, whereby they will travel and breed within a number of ponds typically 

within 500m of each other (Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook 2001
35

). Therefore, where 

land owner permission was granted, any static waterbodies within 500m of the Site with suitable 

connecting habitat were surveyed for the presence / likely absence of GCNs in accordance with 

best practice guidelines (English Nature, 2001
36

). Although access to Pond 6, located to the south-

east of the Site (refer to Figures 1 and 13, P6) was not forthcoming during the GCN surveys, a HSI 

score was obtained for this pond from the adjacent blue-line boundary. The resulting HSI score and 

a summary description of this pond are detailed further below. The locations of those ponds on and 

within 500m of the Site with suitable connecting habitat are provided on Figures 1 and 13.  

3.30. Surveys comprised four visits between mid-March and mid-June 2013, with three of these 

undertaken between mid-April and mid-May. Given that no GCNs were recorded during these four 

survey visits, this species is considered unlikely to be present on the Site.  Therefore, a further two 

surveys to determine population size class were not carried out.  

3.31. Together, four ponds and two ditches, which held water at the time of survey, were surveyed for 

GCNs (refer to Figure 13, P2, 3, 5 and 6 and Ditches 8 and 10 for locations). Paragraphs 3.46 to 

3.48 below detail limitations encountered during surveys at certain ponds and ditches.  At least 

three of the survey methods detailed below were undertaken during each visit:  

 Setting of bottle-traps: This involved the use of funnel traps (made from 2 litre clear plastic 

bottles with an air bubble / hole) that were secured in the water around the pond margin in the 

evening before dark, and left set overnight to be checked the following morning; 

 Egg search: The egg search is used to determine presence of breeding great crested newts, 

although the data cannot be used to estimate population size. All suitable submerged 

vegetation was searched for great crested newt eggs. Newt eggs are characteristically wrapped 

individually in the submerged leaves of aquatic vegetation, such as brooklime, water forget-me-

not, watercress, and floating sweet-grass;  
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 Torch survey: The accessible margins of the water body were slowly walked once, searching 

the margins by torchlight (a minimum of one million candlepower) for great crested newts. This 

torch searching was undertaken a minimum of one hour after dark. All great crested newts 

observed in the water were counted and where possible divided as males, females and 

juveniles;  

 Netting: Using a long-handled dip-net the perimeter of the pond was netted for a period of at 

least 15 minutes per 50m of shoreline. Netting is much less effective at detecting adult great 

crested newt presence than bottle trapping, torch survey or egg search; 

 Terrestrial Search: Any potential terrestrial refuges such as logs, rocks and debris within 

proximity of the pond were lifted and search for the presence of great crested newts. 

3.32. A summary of the dates and weather conditions during the GCN surveys is provided in Table 6 

below. 

Table 6: Dates and weather conditions during great crested newt surveys 

Date Temp (oC) 
(at start of 
survey) 

Rain Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Cloud Cover 
(oktas) 

22/04/2013 12 None N/A 3-4 

23/04/2013 14 None N/A 1-2 

29/04/2013 10 None N/A 1-2 

30/04/2013 12 None N/A 4 

Reptiles 
3.33. The Ecological Appraisal report identified the potential for habitats on the Site such as the horse 

grazed field within the western part of the Site, hedgerows, scrub and ditches to provide 

opportunities for common reptile species.  Accordingly, the following survey methods were 

employed to allow an evaluation of the reptile assemblage and to identify features of value to 

reptiles on the Site. All surveys were undertaken in line with current best practice guidelines 

(Froglife, 1999
37

).  

3.34. In total ninety-two 0.5m x 0.5m reptile refugia were placed facing various aspects within habitats on 

the Site considered to have the potential of supporting reptiles (approximately 3.5 hectares (ha)). 

The locations of these reptile refugia can be found on Figure 14.  

3.35. The refugia were checked on seven separate occasions in suitable weather conditions, being 

between 09.30 to 11.30 or 16.30 to 6.30pm with temperatures between 9 and 18
o
C with no rain 

and little wind, or as close to these conditions as possible. During each visit, the refugia were lifted 

and any reptiles present (either underneath or on top of the refugia) were recorded.  Any incidental 

observations of reptiles throughout the Site were also recorded. Table 7 below details the dates 

and weather conditions on these seven visits. 
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Table 7: Dates, start time and weather conditions of reptile survey visits  

Date Time Temp (oC) 
 (at start of 
survey) 

Rain Cloud cover 
(oktas) 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

23/04/2013 10:30 15 None 1-2 1 

23/04/2012 18:00 14 None 1-2 0 

30/04/2013 10:15 10 None 1-2 1 

01/05/2013 10:00 10 None 0 0 

16/05/2013 11:15 12 None 4 1 

16/05/2013 15:00 10 None 6 0 

20/05/2013 11:00 17 None 8 2 

3.36. The size and importance of the reptile population on the Site was identified in accordance with 

Froglife’s Key Reptile Site Assessment methodology
13

.  The maximum number of each species 

seen on one survey visit (by observation or under refugia placed at 10/ha within habitat suitable for 

supporting reptiles) was used to classify the Site as having a low, good or exceptional population 

for each species (refer to Table 8 below). 

Table 8: Survey assessment: Key reptile sites/classifying population sizes 

Species Low Population 

Score 1 

Good Population 

Score 2 

Exceptional Population 

Score 3 

Adder <5 5-10 >10 

Grass Snake <5 5-10 >10 

Common Lizard <5 5-20 >20 

Slow Worm <5 5-20 >20 

 

3.37.  A site can qualify for the Key Reptile Register if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

1) Supports three or more reptile species; 

2) Supports two snake species; 

3) Supports an exceptional population of one species (refer to Table 8); 

4) Supports an assemblage of species scoring at least 4 (refer to Table 8); and 

5) Does not satisfy 1-4 but which is of particular regional importance due to local rarity. 

3.38. Figures in Table 8 refer to the maximum number of adults seen by observation and / or under tins 

(placed at a density of up to 10/ha), by one person in one day. 

Water Vole 
3.39. The Ecological Appraisal identified the ditches to have sub-optimal habitat for water voles. 

However, a search on the NBN Gateway search returned one record approximately 7km north-east 

of the Site and there potentially exists suitable connecting habitat from this record to the Site 

through a series of river and ditch systems.  

3.40. As a result and as a precautionary measure a water vole scoping survey was undertaken on 23 

April 2013 in accordance with current guidelines (Strachan, Moorhouse and Gelling 2011
38

). The 

 

38
 Strachan R, Moorhouse T and Gelling M  (2011): ‘Water Vole Conservation Handbook, 3rd Edition’. Wildlife 

Conservation Research Unit (WildCRU), Oxford University. 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

22 
Protected Species Report 

 

ditches on the Site (including an additional 50m upstream and downstream of the Site boundaries 

where accessed allowed) were surveyed for evidence of water vole. This involved walking the 

length of the ditches looking for and mapping characteristic signs of water vole activity as described 

in Table 9 below.  The location of the ditches present on the Site is provided in Figure 13. 

Table 9: Evidence used to determine water vole presence 

Evidence Description 

Footprints Forefoot: four toes in a star arrangement; hind foot: 
five-toed with the outer ones splayed, typically 
measuring 26 to 34mm long.  Evidence from 
footprints is used as indicative only. 

Runways in vegetation 5cm to 8cm across, typically within 2m of the water’s 
edge, forming low tunnels pushed through the 
vegetation. 

Burrows Typically wider than high and 4cm to 8cm across, 
appearing as a series of holes along the water’s 
edge, from just below the water level to just above it 
or occurring within the vegetation up to 3m from the 
water. 

Grazed ‘lawns’ Around land holes (created by voles eating down 
grasses and other vegetation immediately around 
some burrow entrances). 

Nests In burrows or occasionally above ground in dense 
vegetation - e.g. woven in the bases of sedges and 
reeds. 

Feeding stations Neat piles of chewed lengths (typically about 8cm) 
of vegetation showing characteristic teeth marks. 

Droppings Usually 8mm to12mm long and 4mm-5mm wide, 
cylindrical with blunt ends and generally odourless. 

Latrines Mostly droppings are deposited at discrete latrine 
sites near the nest, at territory boundaries and at 
platforms where the water voles leave or enter the 
water.  Latrine sites are typically established and 
maintained from February to November, and often 
shown a flattened mass of old dropping topped with 
fresh ones. 

Direct observation Observation of water voles themselves. 

Evaluation 
3.41. The habitats and species evaluations are based on published guidance from the Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (IEEM)
39

.  The level of value of specific ecological 

receptors is assigned using a geographic frame of reference, i.e.  international value being most 

important, then national, regional, county (metropolitan), district, local and lastly, within the 

boundary of the Site only. A negligible value is assigned where the habitat offers no value to 

wildlife. 

3.42. Value judgements are based on various characteristics that can be used to identify ecological 

resources or features likely to be important in terms of biodiversity.  These include site designations 

(such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest), or for undesignated features, the size, conservation 
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status (locally, nationally or internationally), and the quality of the ecological resource.  In terms of 

the latter, ‘quality’ can refer to habitats (for instance if they are particularly diverse, or a good 

example of a specific habitat type), other features (such as wildlife corridors or mosaics of habitats) 

or species populations or assemblages. It should be noted that prior to the completion of detailed 

Phase 2 surveys, all valuations in this report are preliminary and subject to change pending the 

results of further survey where required. 

Limitations 
3.43. The field within the eastern most part of the Site is designated as green belt and therefore are not 

subject to development proposals, other than public open space including an informal ‘kick about’ 

area and an ecological mitigation area. Those remaining areas within the blue-line boundary are 

also designated as green belt and are not subject to any proposals. Consequently, survey effort 

was concentrated within those areas which are currently ear-marked for development and no 

further surveys with regards to bats and reptiles were carried out within the above areas. 

Furthermore, those ditches within the blue-line boundary, all of which were dry at the time of 

survey, were not included within the water vole scoping survey. However, further survey was 

undertaken within the above areas with regards to the grassland NVC, hedgerow and breeding bird 

surveys. In addition, the area of recently planted woodland within this blue-line boundary, as well 

as at least 30m beyond the Site boundary was included within the badger walkover survey. 

Bat Surveys 

3.44. During the aerial tree inspections, whilst twenty-four trees were able to be climbed, for health and 

safety reasons it was not possible to climb four trees present on the Site T16, T17 and T26. Whilst 

T21 was considered to provide opportunities for roosting bats, this tree could not be climbed as it 

was within a residential garden outside of the Site boundary. In addition to parts of T2 and T6 (refer 

to Figure 11) could not be accessed do to health and safety reasons while these trees were 

climbed. Consequently the bat roosting potential provided for these trees is based on further 

detailed ground based inspection.   

3.45. Analysis of bat calls from long-eared bats and the group Myotis can be difficult as the species 

within these separate groups have very similar call characteristics. Analysis of Myotis calls can only 

be undertaken if the recording is clear. In addition if several recordings are made it is possible to 

compare features of the call to ensure more confidence in the assessment. In some cases it is only 

possible to identify calls to the group Myotis sp. Where long-eared bats were recorded, these were 

classified as long-eared sp. Where pipistrelle bats were recorded echolocating at approximately 

50khz, given that both common and soprano pipistrelle bats can echolocate at this frequency, a 

pipistrelle sp. classification was assigned. 

3.46. Whilst the long-eared bats recorded were not identified to species level, it is considered likely that 

the bats identified as long-eared sp. are brown long-eared bats. This is due to that fact that only 

brown-long-eared bats were returned from Warwickshire Biological Records Centre, 

Worcestershire Biological Records Centre and the Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and 

the Black Country with a 5km search radius undertaken. Furthermore, the majority of records for 

grey long-eared bats Plecotus austriacus occur along the south coast of England
40

. A search of the 

NBN Gateway found two records for grey long-eared bats within this area of the country. The first 

of which is present within the area of Leicester and the second occurs to the west of Kidderminster. 

The latter record is held by the Worcestershire Biological Records Centre however, as mentioned 

above no records were from this records centre for this species within 5km of the Site. 
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3.47. Only one night of recordings was collected for the SM2 set out in July 2013. This may have been 

as a result of equipment error or due to poor climactic conditions. From the data gathered by the 

SM2 detectors during the remaining months, as well as the transect surveys, it is considered that a 

lack of several nights of data during this month would significantly alter the findings of the 

automated surveys, particularly with regard to any other species not discussed within this report 

that may have been utilising the Site during this time and not recorded. 

3.48. Given that the SM2 bat detectors were placed in different locations on each month it is therefore 

difficult to assess whether differences in activity recorded by these detectors each month was due 

to the SM2’s location or the month that it was deployed. Climactic conditions during the nights for 

which the SM2 detectors were deployed may also have influenced bat activity across the Site, and 

therefore the number of passes recorded by each detector, with bats potentially choosing to utilise 

those more sheltered areas of the Site during periods of sub-optimal climatic conditions. 

Great Crested Newt Surveys 

3.49. Pond 2 was dry at the time of survey and Pond 4 held very low levels (c.1cm) of water during the 

first survey visit. In addition, whilst a number of ditches are present within the Site boundary, the 

majority of these ditches were either dry at the time of survey or again held very low levels of water 

(c.1 to 3cm) during the first survey visit. These ditches as well as Pond 4 were then observed 

becoming during further survey visits. As a result, these waterbodies are considered to be 

ephemeral, only holding water during periods of heavy rain and are therefore likely to be of 

negligible value to GCNs as well as common species of amphibian. Consequently these 

waterbodies were not subject to survey. Furthermore Ditch 8, which held enough water to be 

considered suitable for survey during the first and second survey visits, however was dry during the 

third and fourth
 
surveys and therefore was not subject to survey during these visits.  

3.50. In addition, only two small areas of standing open water was present within Pond 3, however, 

several bottle traps were still able to be placed within these areas. Pond 2 contained high levels of 

floating sweet-grass Glyceria fluitans. Although bottle trapping could still be undertaken, night 

torching was limited to small areas where floating sweet-grass was not present or cleared areas 

created when the bottle traps were set. 

3.51. Access to Pond 6 was not forthcoming and therefore only night torching of this pond could be 

undertaken from the adjacent blue-line boundary, which is located adjacent to the north of this 

pond. 
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4. Results 

Grassland NVC Survey  
4.1. Previously, all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary) 

the Site were actively farmed (a mix of arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the exception 

of the field present within the western part of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Field 1), which until 

recently has been solely grazed by a single horse. The remaining fields present on the Site are cut 

for hay and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July. It should be noted that since the 

passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the western part of the Site has since 

also been cut. 

4.2. At the time of survey, Field 1 (refer to Figure 2) was still horse grazed and the presence of a deep 

thatch layer, encroaching scrub and tree seedlings indicated that the field is not regularly mown. All 

the fields were found to support semi-improved grassland ranging from poor semi-improved 

grassland (refer to Figure 2, Fields 1, 2, 3, 9 and 10) to semi-improved neutral grassland (refer to 

Figure 2, Fields 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). Several areas of impeded drainage represent the only variation 

to the otherwise freely drained typical lowland grasslands found across the majority of the Site. No 

rare or notable floral species were recorded during the survey. 

4.3. A summary of the NVC grassland survey results are provided in Table 10 below and Figure 2, with 

a detailed description of the sward provided in Section 5 below. Domin / DAFOR scores for each 

quadrat are provided in Appendix A.  

Table 10: NVC survey results 

Field Approximate 
Area (ha) 

Quadrat 
reference 
numbers 
(refer to 
Appendix A) 

Total 
species 
count 
in field  

Vegetation community type (Phase 1 Habitat 
types or NCV community) 

1 3.4 1-5 27 Poor semi-improved grassland in the northern two-

thirds of the field (MG1 Arrhenatherum elatius 

grassland Festuca rubra sub-community) 

Semi-improved grassland restricted to the south-

west part of the field (MG9 Holcus lanatus-
Deschampsia cespitosa grassland - Arrhenatherum 
elatius sub-community and MG10 Holcus lanatus – 

Juncus effuses rush pasture (sub-community 

undetermined)). 

2 1.3 6 & 7 25 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b Lolium 
perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus). 

3 1.1 8 & 9 19 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b) 

4 1.4 10 & 11 26 
Semi-improved neutral grassland (MG6b / MG5a 
Cynosaurus cristatus- Centaurea nigra (exact 
community undetermined)). 

5 1.4 12 & 13 22 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b. 

6 1.9 14 & 15 29 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b. 

7 2.7 16 & 17 34 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b / MG5a 
(exact community undetermined).  

8 3.1 18 &19 37 Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b / MG5a 

(exact community undetermined). 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

26 
Protected Species Report 

 

Field Approximate 
Area (ha) 

Quadrat 
reference 
numbers 
(refer to 
Appendix A) 

Total 
species 
count 
in field  

Vegetation community type (Phase 1 Habitat 
types or NCV community) 

9 1.9 20 & 21 20 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b). 

10 1.6 22 & 23 24 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b). 

 

Hedgerow Assessment 
4.4. In total, twenty three hedgerows were recorded at the field boundaries on and adjacent (i.e. within 

the blue-line boundary) to the Site.  Full results of the survey are provided in Appendix B and 

mapped on Figure 2. Woody species frequently recorded within the hedgerows include; hawthorn 

Crataegus monogyna, holly Ilex aquifolium, blackthorn Prunus spinosa, hazel Corylus avellana, 
rowan Sorbus aucuparia and silver birch Betula pendula.  The majority of the hedgerows supported 

mature English oak Quercus robur trees.  Over half the hedgerows were intact (13 of the 23) and 

just under half had an associated ditch (11 of the 23).  Only three of the hedgerows had a bank 

associated with them.  

4.5. The groundflora often supported patches of bramble Rubus fruticosus or bracken Pteridium 
aquilinum.  Woodland ground flora species frequently recorded include bluebell Hyacinthoides non-
scripta and wood sage Teucrium scorodonia with less frequent male fern Dryopteris felix-mas and 

broad buckler fern Dryopteris dilatata.  Foxglove Digitalis purpurea was also frequently recorded. 

4.6. The hedgerows were either tall and wide with no obvious signs of regular management (refer to 

Figure 2, H1, H4, H5, H8, H9, H10, H14, H15, H22 and H23) or regularly trimmed to a short boxy 

shape.  

Badgers 
4.7. The data search returned a number of records within 1km of the Site. However, Warwickshire 

Biological Records Centre has requested that badger information remains confidential. 

4.8. The results of the badger Site walkover survey and monitoring visits are provided within Appendix 
C, which can be made available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre. 

Bats 
4.9. Bat species returned from the data search included records for daubenton’s Myotis daubentonii, 

common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, brown long-

eared Plecotus Auritus, whiskered / brandt’s Myotis mystacinus / brandtii, noctule Nyctalus noctula, 

serotine Eptesicus serotinus, natterer’s Myotis nattereri, Pipistrellus sp., Plecotus sp., and Myotis 
sp. The closest records returned were for common and soprano pipistrelle bats, located 

approximately 280m east of the Site along Rumbush Lane. 

Building Inspections 

4.10. A description of the findings of the external and internal inspections of the buildings associated with 

Tidbury Green Farm is provided in Appendix C.  

4.11. In summary a number of droppings were recorded within the loft space of the main residential farm 

building. These droppings were subsequently sent away for DNA analysis by the University of 
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Warwick, the results of which confirmed these dropping to belong soprano pipistrelle bats (refer to 

Appendix D). 

4.12. No evidence of bats was recorded within the other buildings inspected, with these buildings 

considered to be of between negligible and moderate bat roosting potential. 

Aerial Tree Inspections 

4.13. Aerial inspections were undertaken on a total of twenty-four mature trees across the Site which 

were considered to have to potential to support roosting bats. For health and safety reasons four 

trees could not be climbed and a further ground based inspection was consequently undertaken for 

these trees. A description of the findings of these aerial inspections is provided in Appendix E. 

4.14. In summary, resulting from the findings of the aerial tree inspections, sixteen trees on the Site were 

considered to be of low (Category 2, refer to Table 4) bat roosting potential, four  trees were 

considered to be of moderate (Category 1) bat roosting potential and six trees were considered to 

be of high (Category 1*) bat roosting potential. The remaining trees on Site are considered to be of 

negligible (Category 3) bat roosting potential. No signs of roosting bats were recorded within any 

of the trees inspected. 

Activity Surveys 

4.15. The majority of bat passes recorded during all of the transect surveys were from both common 

pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle bats. Infrequent passes by long-eared sp. (considered to be 

brown long-eared given the geographic location of the Site) bats were recorded during the June 

and August surveys with a single pass of a serotine Eptesicus serotinus bat also recorded during 

the July dusk survey. Unidentified Myotis sp. and Myotis passes that were considered likely to be 

natterer’s (through sound analysis) were recorded on a number of occasions during the majority of 

the surveys. The highest levels of bat activity were recorded along the hedgerows within the centre 

of the Site as well as the northern, southern and eastern Site boundaries. Relatively few recordings 

were made along the western Site boundary. The results of the transect surveys undertaken are 

summarised below and in Figures 5 to 10.  

4.16. During the May survey the majority of bat passes were made by foraging and commuting common 

pipistrelle and pipistrelle sp. bats. Several recordings of commuting soprano pipistrelle bats were 

also made. These species were predominantly recorded utilising features such as hedgerows and 

trees within the north and predominantly the south of the Site with several recordings also made 

within along the central hedgerows. The first recordings were of soprano pipistrelle and pipistrelle 

sp. bats, within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. In addition, approximately 40 minutes 

after sunset three simultaneous passes by different common pipistrelle bats were recorded to the 

north of Site within the vicinity of the Tidbury Green Farm buildings. Several social calls made by 

common pipistrelle bats were also recorded during the survey. Similar levels of bat activity were 

recorded along both transects. 

4.17. The June survey recorded higher levels of bat activity than was recorded in May. Again the majority 

of bat passes were made by foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several 

recordings of foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also made. In addition, foraging natterer’s and 

Myotis sp bats were recorded across the Site, predominantly within the north-eastern parts of the 

Site, the first of which was approximately forty minutes after sunset. The first recordings were of 

common pipistrelle and natterer’s bats within approximately forty minutes after sunset. In addition, 

two passes of a commuting and foraging long-eared sp. (considered to be brown long-eared given 

the geographic location of the Site) bat was made approximately an hour and a half after sunset, 

adjacent to the southern boundary within the west of the Site. Similar levels of bat activity were 

recorded along both transects. 
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4.18. In July, the dusk activity levels were similar to those recorded in June, although higher levels of 

activity were recorded along Transect 2. Again, the majority of bat passes were from foraging and 

commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also 

made. In addition, several recordings of foraging natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were also made, 

predominantly within the centre of the Site, the first of which was approximately an hour after 

sunset. The activity levels recorded by these species were lower than those recorded in June. The 

first recordings were of common pipistrelle bats within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. In 

addition, a single pass of a commuting serotine bat was made approximately forty minutes after 

sunset within the north-eastern corner of the Site. The dawn survey recorded lower levels of activity 

than the dusk survey, although activity levels were similar levels to those recorded during the May 

dusk survey. Again higher levels of activity were recorded along Transect 2. The majority of bat 

passes were from foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of 

foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also made. Again natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were recorded, 

although this time predominantly within the southern parts of the Site, several of which were 

continuously foraging. The last of these recordings was made approximately forty minutes prior to 

sunrise.  

4.19. The August survey recorded similar levels of bat activity to the July dusk survey along Transect 1, 

although activity levels were reduced from July along Transect 2. The majority of bat passes were 

from foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of foraging soprano 

pipistrelle bats also made. Two recordings of foraging natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were also 

made. These were both recorded along Transect 2, with the first recording made to the south of the 

Site approximately an hour after sunset. The second recording was made to the north of the Site 

approximately two hours after sunset. In addition, single recordings of foraging long-eared bats 

(considered to be brown long-eared given the geographic location of the Site) were made on along 

each transect. The first of these was made along Transect 1 approximately an hour and a half after 

sunset along the western boundary of the Site, with the second recorded along Transect 2 several 

minutes later along the southern boundary of the most northern field. The first recordings were of 

common pipistrelle bats within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. A social call by a Myotis 
sp. was also recorded at the end of the survey. Similar levels of bat activity were recorded along 

both transects. 

4.20. In September, activity levels along Transect 1 were slightly higher than those recorded in August, 

whilst activity levels along Transect 2 were slightly lower than those recorded in August. The 

majority of bat passes recorded along Transect 2 were from foraging and commuting common 

pipistrelle bats with several recordings of commuting soprano pipistrelle bats also made. Relatively 

equal levels of foraging and commuting common and soprano pipistrelle bats were recorded along 

Transect 1. In addition, although no recordings of natterer’s or Myotis sp bats were made along 

Transect 2, several recording of Myotis sp bats were recorded along Transect 1, the first of which 

was made approximately thirty minutes after sunset, adjacent to the southern boundary within the 

west of the Site. The first recordings were of common and soprano pipistrelle bats within 

approximately twenty to thirty minutes after sunset. In addition a common pipistrelle was recorded 

continuously foraging and producing social calls above the Tidbury Green Farm building located 

nearest to the Site through the majority of the survey.  

4.21. During the activity surveys, no recordings of bats utilising Structures 1, 2 or 3 were made during the 

listening stops undertaken. In addition, no evidence of bats was noted when these buildings were 

inspected prior to these surveys being undertaken. It is therefore considered that these buildings 

are not currently used as ‘hang-up’ areas for bats.  
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Automated Surveys 

4.22. The SM2 bat detectors were positioned in a number of locations across the Site, in order to 

supplement the transect surveys with regards to the overall use of the Site by bats, as well as to 

determine whether any other species of bat not recorded during the transect surveys may be 

utilising the Site. The results of the automated surveys are summarised below. 

4.23. In May one SM2 was placed within the north of Transect 1 (and adjacent to the north-west of 

Transect 2) and the second SM2 was placed along the east of Transect 2 (refer to Figure 4).  

Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, with a 

greater number of passes of each species recorded by the Transect 1 SM2. No other species of 

bat were recorded. The greatest number passes were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by 

soprano pipistrelle and then Myotis sp bats for both detectors.  

4.24. In June one SM2 was placed along the west of Transect 1 and the second placed along the west of 

Transect 2 (and adjacent to the east of Transect 1) (refer to Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, this time with a greater 

number of passes of each species recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. The greatest number passes 

were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by Myotis sp and then soprano pipistrelle bats for both 

detectors. In addition, several passes from long-eared sp. were recorded by both detectors and 

one pass by a noctule bat was also recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. 

4.25. In July one SM2 was placed towards the south of the centre of Transect 1 and the second placed 

along the south of Transect 2 (refer to Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and 

Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, with a greater number of passes of each species 

recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. No other species of bat were recorded. The greatest number 

passes were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by Myotis sp and then soprano pipistrelle bats 

for both detectors.  

4.26. In August one SM2 was placed along the south-east of Transect 1 (and adjacent to the south-west 

of Transect 2) and the second placed in the north-east corner off Transect 2, adjacent to Dickens 

Wood LWS and Ecosite (refer to Figure 4). Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp 

bats were recorded by both detectors with a greater number of passes of each species recorded by 

the Transect 1 SM2. In addition, passes by pipistrelle sp, long-eared sp, serotine and noctule were 

recorded by the Transect 1 SM2. The greatest number passes were by common pipistrelle bats, 

followed by soprano pipistrelle bats and then Myotis sp for both detectors. A greater number of 

long-eared sp passes were recorded than noctule passes with only a single serotine pass 

recorded. 

4.27. In September one SM2 was placed towards the north of the centre of Transect 1 and the second 

placed towards the north of Transect 2 (and adjacent to the north west of Transect 1) (refer to 

Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both 

detectors with a greater number of common and soprano pipistrelle passes recorded by the 

Transect 1 SM2 and a greater number of Myotis sp passes recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. A 

number of the Myotis sp passes were also considered to of natterer’s bats (through sound 

analysis). The greatest number passes were by soprano pipistrelle bats, followed by common 

pipistrelle and then Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats for the Transect 1 SM2. The greatest 

number passes for the Transect 2 SM2 were by Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats followed by 

common pipistrelle and the soprano pipistrelle bats. In addition, several passes by noctule bats and 

a single pass by long-eared sp. were made by each detector.  
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Birds 
4.28. The data search only returned few species records for birds and no response was received from 

the Warwickshire Country bird recorder. Records returned include barn owl Tyto alba, spoonbill 

Platalea leucorodia, redwing Turdus iliacus and song thrush Turdus philomelos, with the closest 

record being for barn owl approximately 0.78km south west of the Site. 

4.29. The breeding bird survey recorded a total of 29 species of bird during the survey. Within the Site, 

eleven species comprising blue tit Cyanistes caeruleus, blackbird Turdus merula, robin Erithacus 
rubecula, wren Troglodytes troglodytes, wood pigeon Columba palumbus, blackcap Sylvia 
atricapilla, stock dove Columba oenas, carrion crow Corvus corone, song thrush Turdus 
philomelos, swallow Hirundo rustica and great tit Parus major were breeding or probably breeding 

and five species comprising bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula, jackdaw Corvus monedula, great spotted 

woodpecker Dendrocopos major, dunnock Prunella modularis and blackcap were possibly 

breeding (i.e. habitat suitable to support the species is present). The remaining species were either 

breeding or possibly breeding in adjacent areas which comprised moorhen Gallinula tenebrosa, 

mallard Anas platyrhynchos, cuckoo Cuculus canorus, tawny owl Strix aluco, willow warbler 

Phylloscopus trochilus, chiffchaff Phylloscopus collybita, jay Garrulus glandarius, magpie Pica pica, 

and chaffinch Fringilla coelebs, or only recorded flying over the Site which comprised herring gull 

Larus argentatus, lesser black-backed gull Larus fuscus, hobby Falco subbuteo, starling Sturnus 
vulgaris and greenfinch Carduelis chloris. A number of those species recorded breeding or 

probably breeding within the Site were also recorded as breeding or probably breeding adjacent to 

the Site i.e. within the blue-line boundary. A summary of observations for each species can be 

found within Appendix F, whilst the distribution of breeding birds is shown on Figure 12. 

4.30. In addition, a number of raptor pellets considered to be tawny owl pellets were recorded beneath 

an oak tree (refer to Figure 2, T10), indicating that this tree is used as a regular perching site. This 

tree was also inspected during the aerial tree inspections for bats, with no further evidence 

recorded. 

Great Crested Newts 
4.31. The ecological data search returned records for common frog, common toad, smooth newt and 

great crested newt, with the closest record being for common frog approximately 0.89km east of 

the Site. Only a single record for GCN was returned, and this was an historical (1985) record 

approximately 1.7km south of the Site. 

4.32. Following the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat survey a total of five ponds and two ditches were 

identified on Site with a further pond identified within 500m of the Site boundary with suitable 

connecting habitat (refer to Figures 1 and 12).  

4.33. Descriptions of these ponds can be found within the Ecological Appraisal report and their HSI 

scores and corresponding suitability for supporting GCN have been detailed in Table 11 below.  

Table 11: Pond HSI scores and corresponding suitability for supporting GCN 

Pond Number HSI Score Pond Suitability 

1 0.53 Below Average 

2 0.77 Good 

3 0.71 Good 

4 0.58 Below Average 

5 0.67 Average 
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4.34. In addition a HSI score was obtained for Pond 6 during the GCN surveys. This pond is located to 

the south-east of the Site within a small area of woodland to the south of the blue-line boundary. 

The pond is heavily over shaded and by surround trees and was approximately 10cm deep 10m
2 
in 

area at the time of survey. No marginal, emergent or submergent vegetation was recorded within 

this pond, although some leaf litter was present. The HSI assessment for this pond returned a 

score of 0.3 i.e. this pond is of poor suitability for supporting GCN. Nevertheless, due to suitable 

connectivity to the Site, this pond was also surveyed. However, as previously mentioned access to 

Pond 6 was not forthcoming and therefore only night torching of this pond could be undertaken 

from the south of the blue-line boundary, which is located adjacent to the north of this pond. 

4.35. As previously mentioned no GCNs were found in any of the ponds surveyed during the first four 

survey visits.  Consequently it is considered that GCNs are unlikely to be present on the Site and 

therefore the further two surveys to asses population class were not undertaken. However, a peak 

count of 6 smooth newts was recorded by torching on a single survey visit (24 April 2013) within 

Pond 5. Low numbers (a peak count of three) of common toad Bufo bufo were also recorded within 

this pond. Toad spawn was also recorded which Ditch 10, which was also surveyed, with no other 

amphibians recorded within any other waterbodies surveyed.  

4.36. Full results of the great crested newt presence / likely absence surveys can be made available on 

request. 

Reptiles  
4.37. The ecological data search returned records for grass snake and adder, with the closest record 

being for grass snake approximately 1.22km south of the Site. 

4.38. A total of seven reptile survey visits were made between 23 April and 20 May 2013 during 

favourable conditions and taking advantage of two of the three optimal months (April and May) for 

reptile survey
37

. In summary no reptiles were recorded during any of the seven survey visits. 

Several small mammal burrows were recorded under refugia within the horse grazed field within 

the western part of the Site and a common toad was recorded utilising a refugia along adjacent to 

the ditch along the southern boundary of the Site.  

Water Vole Scoping Survey 
4.39. No records for water vole were returned from those record centres contacted, with the nearest 

record from a search on the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway being approximately 

7km to the north-east of the Site. However, connecting habitat from this record to the Site is 

potential through a series of river and ditch systems within the local area. 

4.40. A water vole scoping survey was undertaken on the ditches on the Site (including an additional 

50m upstream and downstream of the Site boundaries where accessed allowed). A description of 

each ditch surveyed together the survey findings are provided in Appendix G.  

4.41. In summary, no evidence that water vole utilise the ditches on the Site was recorded. Although 

mammal burrows were occasionally recorded along several of these ditches, given their size and 

the evidence recorded, there are not considered to be attributed to water vole and have like been 

created by small mammals such as shrew sp., vole sp. and rat Rattus norvegicus. 
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5. Discussion and Recommendations 

Grassland 
5.1. All the fields surveyed were found to be mesotrophic grassland communities of varying structure 

and diversity likely resulting from a combination of management, topography and drainage. Broadly 

speaking, the fields within the western and eastern parts of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Fields 1, 2, 

3, 5, 6, 9 and 10) comprise less floristically diverse communities, whilst those fields towards the 

centre of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Fields 4, 7 and 8) appeared more floristically diverse. Across 

all fields there was a notable absence of species that are indicative of older unimproved meadows 

such as quaking grass Briza media, glaucus sedge Carex glauca and yellow oat-grass Trisetum 
flavescens. 

5.2. As a whole the grassland communities recorded on the Site suggest that the Site was managed 

historically with a greater agricultural intensity favouring vigorous grass growth and since this time 

a reduction in inputs and a less intensive management regime has resulted in an increasingly 

diverse grassland sward, particularly with regard to the range and abundance of dicotyledons 

typical of meadows such common bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus. Consequently these 

grassland communities are placed between less diverse semi-improved neutral grassland, 

represented by the NVC community MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus grassland, and a 

continuum between the MG6b / MG5a Cynosaurus cristatus- Centaurea nigra communities (exact 

community undetermined) in those areas where the sward diversity is developing more rapidly 

towards a richer community type. It should be noted that no grassland compartments were 

considered to be a close match to the latter, which are generally considered to be habitats of higher 

nature conservation value.  

5.3. Fields 4, 7 and 8 in particular included a number of species associated with the community type 

MG5a including; common bird’s-foot trefoil, meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris, common sorrel 

Rumex acetosa, red clover Trifolium pratense, common knapweed Centaurea nigra, yellow rattle 

Rhinanthus minor, meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis and pignut Conopodium major. However 

the general dominance of grasses and absence or low percentage cover of ‘preferential’ species 

from the MG5 floristic table
41

 result in these fields being placed in a continuum between the MG6 

and MG5 communities rather than being simply defined as one or the other. In addition, a single 

species of common spotted-orchid Dactylorhiza fuchsia was recorded to the south of Field 7 (refer 

to Figure 2, Target Note 1), indicating its recent colonisation. 

5.4. Field 1 offers a slightly different scenario to that above where MG1 Arrhenatherum elatius 

grassland Festuca rubra sub-community has developed opposed to MG6 found elsewhere. In this 

situation the MG1 communities in Field 1 is likely to be a transitional habitat as much of the field 

has been subject to low levels of grazing as a result of low level stocking density (i.e. a single 

horse) and the habit of horses to establish latrine areas which remain un-grazed. The presence of 

tree seedlings and scrub starting to colonise the field supports this theory. 

5.5. Within in the south-west of Field 1, the wet rush communities MG9 Holcus lanatus-Deschampsia 
cespitosa grassland Arrhenatherum elatius sub-community and MG10 Holcus lanatus – Juncus 
effuses (exact sub-community undetermined) have developed within areas of impeded drainage. 

Small areas of vegetation indicative of impeded drainage were also recorded in Fields 9 and 10 

although these areas were too small to map as habitat units and instead are identified as Target 

Note 2 on Figure 2.  

 
41

 Rodwell J. S. (1992) British Plant Communities Volume 3 Grasslands and Montana Communities, University 
Press, Cambridge.:  
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5.6. The remaining grasslands in Fields 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 and 10 are considered to be of the community MGb 
Lolium perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus grassland, however vary from being ‘poor semi-improved’ to 

‘semi-improved’. The grassland within these fields is supported by a sward dominated by grasses 

specifically red fescue Festuca rubra with varying abundance of Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus, 

common bent Agrostis capillaris, sweet vernal grass Anthoxanthum odoratum and crested dog’s-

tail Cynosaurus cristatus. Within these areas a more limited diversity of forb species such as 

meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris, common sorrel Rumex acetosa, red clover Trifolium 
pratense, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata and lesser trefoil Trifolium dubium were found. 

These species are considered good competitor species and are tolerant of a wide range of 

conditions.  

5.7. Field 6 was the only field to have co-dominant forbs and grasses, specifically yellow rattle, ribwort 

plantain, red clover and meadow buttercup all contributing to a relatively high percentage cover in 

the sward.  

5.8. Should the more recent management of annual cutting continue with no use of fertilizers it is 

anticipated that grasses would continue to be reduced in overall vigour and that the relative 

abundance, percentage cover and diversity of forbs would continue to increase.  

5.9. In valuing the Site, none of the fields supported grass or forb species typical of unimproved 

grassland of this region such as Dyer’s greenweed, green-winged orchid, pepper saxifrage, saw-

wort and adder’s-tongue and as discussed the affinity of the grassland with floristically diverse MG5 

communities is poor. No parts of the Site are therefore considered to support the UK or 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat ‘Lowland Neutral Grassland’.  Fields 4, 7 

and 8 supported ‘semi-improved neutral grassland’ which showed affinities with MG6 / MG5 

grassland and as a result it is recommended that the preliminary valuation of grasslands made in 

the Ecological Appraisal
 
report is raised to reflect the grasslands having local ecological value. 

5.10. Proposals for the Site should look to avoid or minimise the loss of ‘semi-improved neutral 

grassland’ where possible and aim to provide an overall enhancement of this habitat.  Where semi-

improved neutral grassland would be lost, a detailed mitigation strategy which aims to minimise any 

adverse impact and provide overall enhancement of this habitat type should be provided. The 

mitigation strategy should be proportionate to the quality and size of areas of this habitat to be lost 

and agreed with the Local Planning Authority (LPA).  Recommendations for measures to achieve 

this are provided below.  

5.11. Areas of rush / marshy vegetation to be lost should look to be replaced.  New areas should reflect 

communities affected i.e.  the MG9 and MG10 communities within the south-west corner of Field 1.  

Suitable locations would be within the attenuation pond proposed to be incorporated within the 

ecological mitigation area or adjacent to ditches where management for good quality rush 

dominated vegetation is feasible. The edaphic conditions should replicate those conditions 

currently present within these areas and include both permanently wet and periodically inundated 

areas.  Appropriate management would also be required to prevent scrub invasion however, a 

thatch layer as currently present should also look to be obtained. The establishment of such 

vegetation could be achieved through spreading species-rich green hay taken from those areas 

currently present at an appropriate time of year and / or turf translocation onto bare soil.   

5.12. Where areas of grassland are to be lost, areas of undeveloped grassland should look to be 

retained, protected and enhanced with the aim of compensating for this loss.  This could be 

provided within those fields which are not subject to any proposals to the east of the Site e.g. Fields 

8, 9, 10. These fields support semi-improved neutral grassland and poor semi-improved grassland 

which show signs of reversion to species-rich sward and are already managed as hay fields.  

However the forb diversity and abundance is low, leaving scope for enhancement. If possible, 

public access to areas such as Fields 8, 9 and 10 should look to be restricted in order to maximise 
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the biodiversity value for these areas. Furthermore, whilst an informal ‘kick-about’ area as well as 

an ecological mitigation area including an attenuation pond is proposed to occur within Field 7, 

which also supports semi-improved neutral grassland, areas of enhanced grassland could be 

created around this ‘kick-about’ areas and used as public open space with informal pathways 

mowed amongst it. If possible, the grassland currently present within this field should look to be 

retained within the ‘kick about’, but mowed on a more frequent basis. Given the current proposals 

for Field 7, consideration should also be given to the translocation or spreading of seeds from the 

common spotted orchid recorded within this field, should it be considered that proposals could 

result in the loss of this specimen.  

5.13. To enhance Fields 8, 9 and 10, it is considered that the spreading of green hay from Fields 4 and 7 

has the greatest potential to introduce or speed up colonisation by desirable species within these 

fields including yellow rattle, common knapweed, common bird’s-foot-trefoil and meadow vetchling. 

Yellow rattle, being hemi-parasitic, is thought to reduce the biomass of the dominant grass species, 

reduce competition and allow wildflower species an opportunity to become established (Natural 

England, 2009b)
42

, increasing the likelihood a diverse sward developing and reducing the 

requirement for subsequent grazing.  To improve sward diversity above that is already present, an 

appropriate species rich seed mix including those species typical of unimproved grassland of this 

region such as Dyer’s greenweed, green-winged orchid, pepper saxifrage, saw-wort and adder’s-

tongue could be sown within these fields. Alternatively a donor site supporting unimproved MG5 

neutral grassland could be identified through a review of designated sites in the locality. The donor 

site should also look to provide seeds from the above species.  

5.14. Spreading species-rich green hay cut at an appropriate time of year (late summer / early autumn) 

would introduce new desirable species and increase botanical sward diversity more quickly than 

natural colonisation. The main principles detailed in Natural England’s’ technical advice note 

TIN063 (Natural England, 2010)
43

 with regards to translocations from donor to receptor sites are as 

follows:  

 Both donor and receptor sites for green hay must be carefully selected; 

 The receptor site should be prepared prior to spreading to achieve a short sward with areas of 

bare ground (up to 50%) which could be achieved through shallow rotovation / harrowing; 

 Use green hay spread within a few hours of collection; 

 Hay must be bedded in after spreading (for example, by trampling with stock). 

 Subsequent site management is required. 

5.15. The areas of grassland should be managed under a detailed management plan to enhance the 

sward diversity and detailed within a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). This 

would also enhance the opportunities for faunal species such as birds, bats and invertebrates. 

5.16. Objectives for lowland semi-natural grasslands identified by Natural England (Natural England, 

2007)
44

 are as follows:  

 To maintain the nature conservation interest of grassland communities valued for nature 

conservation with their component species of flora and fauna;  

 To limit the establishment of undesirable robust competitive grasses and herbs; 
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 Natural England (2009b): ‘Natural England Technical Information Note TIN060.  The use of yellow rattle to 
facilitate grassland diversification’. Natural England. 
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 Natural England (2010): ‘Natural England Technical Information Note TIN063. Sward enhancement: 
diversifying grassland by spreading species-rich green hay’. Natural England. 
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 To prevent the establishment of shrubs and trees;  

5.17. The general principles of management for areas of semi-improved neutral grassland would be:  

 Annual hay cut in late summer / early autumn when desirable plants have set seed and arisings 

removed. This will also provide a greater resource throughout the year for invertebrates and 

small mammals upon which other species such as birds and bats may feed; 

 If possible light grazing could be carried out in the winter, but not when the ground is too wet to 

avoid poaching. If grazing stock is unavailable, an alternative would be to take an early cut, 

proceeding the breeding bird season, with the arisings removed. 

 No use of organic or inorganic fertilizer, pesticides or herbicides. 

5.18. Areas of grassland currently present should also look to be retained and enhanced within those 

areas proposed to be built out e.g. areas adjacent to hedgerows, ditches and proposed roads, 

which could also look to be managed as ‘Road-side Verges’, which is a Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat. 

5.19. To protect those areas of retained grassland during construction works it is recommended that a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is produced covering construction activities 

on the Site in order to negate / minimise any potential effects. Those measures recommended to 

be incorporated in the CEMP are provided within the Ecological Appraisal report. 

Hedgerows 
5.20. Resulting from the findings of the hedgerow assessment, and those further surveys undertaken, 

under the ‘Wildlife and Landscape criteria’ of the Hedgerows Regulations (1997) H10 and H21 

would be considered ‘Important’. Hedgerows 2 and 12 are considered to be species poor and with 

the exception of these the remaining hedgerows supported more than five woody species along 

their length and are therefore considered to be species-rich. Hedgerows are locally, regionally and 

nationally common, as were the species recorded during the hedgerow assessment. 

5.21. Under current proposals the majority of hedgerows present on the Site would be retained. 

However, a primary access road and pedestrian link is to be created through Hedgerow 21 and a 

Entrance ‘square’ is also to be created to the north of this hedgerow. In addition, a primary 

pedestrian link is also to be created through Hedgerow 10, both of which would be considered 

‘Important’.  These proposals would there result in the loss of areas of these hedgerows. Given 

this, and that hedgerows on the Site are considered to fall under UK and Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitats ‘Hedgerows’ (refer to Ecological Appraisal report), it is 

recommended that the loss of these areas of hedgerows, as well as the loss of any other areas of 

hedgerows on the Site, is compensated for elsewhere within the proposed development, 

recommendations for which are provided below. Notwithstanding this, given their management and 

the likelihood that hedgerows of similar or higher quality occur within the local area, the hedgerows 

on Site are considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site. 

5.22. Site proposals should look to enhance those retained hedgerows present on the Site. Those 

hedgerows within the blue-line boundary could also look to be enhanced. This could be achieved 

through increasing their species richness, in particular Hedgerows 2 and 12, as well as plugging up 

any gaps which are currently present using native species. Species rich hedgerows should also 

look to be created, including within those areas proposed to be built out where possible. The 

hedgerows should also look to be placed under suitable management which could involve 

increasing their height and width as well as placing them under suitable cutting regimes. This 

should be detailed within the above LEMP. This would also enhance the opportunities these 

hedgerows provide for faunal species such as birds, bats and invertebrates. 
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5.23. It is considered that those measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would also protect 

hedgerows during Site preparation works and construction activities. 

Other Habitats 
5.24. Resulting from the findings of those further surveys undertaken at the Site, the value of those 

remaining habitats currently present are considered to be of the same ecological value as 

previously assessed within the Ecological Appraisal (refer to Ecological Appraisal report for more 

information). Furthermore, a small population (a peak count of three) of common toad, a UK BAP 

Priority Species was recorded within Pond 5 during the GCN surveys. Taking into account, and the 

qualify criteria
45

, it is considered that this would qualify this pond as being a UK and therefore 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat. It should be noted that this pond is 

present outside of the Site boundary and would therefore be retained. 

5.25. With the blue-line boundary is an area recently planted woodland. This woodland was planted in 

1997 with Woodland Grant Funding, the north-western part of which falls within the Dickens Wood 

Ecosite designation and is also noted as being a rejected LWS (refer to Figure 1). The remaining 

area of this woodland is undesignated (refer to Figure 1 and Ecological Appraisal report for further 

information).  

5.26. Current proposals would create a ‘woodland walk’ within this area of woodland. Whilst this area is 

already under management it is recommended that selective thinning is undertaken to create rides 

and glades and the management process reviewed to allow a more diverse woodland ground flora 

to become established. The sowing of appropriate shade tolerant woodland ground flora species 

could also be undertaken to increase this diversity. These areas of woodland also fall under the UK 

BAP Priority Habitat of Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland as well as the Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat of Woodlands. 

5.27. As part of current proposals an ecological mitigation area is proposed to be created within the 

south-east of the Site. Recommendations for habitats to be created within this area have been 

provided above. This area should also be placed under suitable management, measures for which 

should be incorporated into the above LEMP. In addition, public access to this area should look to 

be restricted where possible to maximise the biodiversity value for this area.  

5.28. Any other habitats proposed to be retained or created on Site should also look to be enhanced 

where possible through the incorporation of native species and species of benefit to biodiversity as 

well as being appropriately managed, measures for which should also be included within the above 

LEMP. 

5.29. It is considered that those measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would protect those other 

habitats proposed to be retained during Site preparation works and construction activities. 

Amphibians 
5.30. Given that no GCNs were recorded within any of the ponds surveyed, it is likely that they are 

absent from the Site and that therefore this species would not be affected by the proposed 

development.  However, the findings of the surveys indicate that a low population smooth newt is 

present within Pond 5, adjacent to the Site and a low population of common toad is also present 

within this pond. Furthermore, toad spawn was recorded within Ditch 10 during these surveys. No 

other amphibian species were recorded within any of the other waterbodies surveyed. Common 

toad is listed as a UK BAP Priority Species. 

 
45

 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5706 
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5.31. Although only night torching from the adjacent blue-line boundary could be undertaken within Pond 

6, given its proximity and suitably connecting habitat, to the Site, it is likely that if GCNs were 

present within those ponds surveyed they would also be present within Pond 6. 

5.32. Taking into account the results of the surveys undertaken, and in view of the quality of the 

waterbodies present on and adjacent to the Site and that a number of ponds are present within the 

local area, the Site is considered to be of value ecological within the context of the Site in 

relation to these species.  

5.33. Current proposals would retain the majority of those habitats of greatest value to amphibians i.e. 

those ponds surveyed together Ditch 10 which is present along the southern Site boundary and 

was found to continuously hold water throughout the surveys, together with terrestrial habitats such 

as the tree belt along the western boundary of the Site and hedgerows. Furthermore, those 

recommendations made above with regards to the terrestrial habitats on the Site could enhance 

terrestrial opportunities for amphibians. In addition, as mentioned above proposals for the Site 

include the creation of an attenuation pond within the ecological mitigation area. To enhance the 

aquatic opportunities for amphibians this area should look to hold permanent areas of water which 

could also be appropriately planted where possible with marginal species such as marsh marigold 

Caltha palustris, brooklime Veronica beccabunga, water mint Mentha aquatica and water forget-

me-not Myosotis scorpioides. This would provide suitable egg laying opportunities for species such 

as smooth newt. If possible, the provision of hibernacula and log piles (as described below) within 

the vicinity of this attenuation pond could also be of benefit to amphibians. 

5.34. Those recommendations made with regard to measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would 

suitably negate / minimise effects as a result of construction activities, associated with dust 

arisings, noise and vibration, occurring to amphibians that may be present within the vicinity of the 

Site.  

Badgers 
5.35. Evidence of use of the Site by badger was recorded during the Site walkover survey and 

monitoring visits. Warwickshire Biological Records Centre has requested that badger information 

remains confidential. Further information regarding the discussion of this evidence as well as 

recommendations with regard to badger is provided in Appendix C which can be made available 

on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre.  

Bats 
5.36. The building inspections recorded soprano pipistrelle droppings buildings within the main Tidbury 

Green farm Building (Building 1), outside of the Site boundary. Although a new (c.1990) roof lining 

was visible, a number of droppings appeared relatively fresh and therefore it is likely that soprano 

pipistrelle bats are still roosting (likely in small numbers given the levels of activity recorded) within 

this building. Furthermore, given the presence of a number of residential buildings within the vicinity 

of the Site, it is considered likely that roosts of this species also occur within the local area.  

5.37. For those other species of bat recorded during the surveys undertaken, given the roosting 

opportunities present, it is also anticipated that roosts would occur in the local area.    

5.38. The aerial tree inspections found a number of trees across the Site to be of high, moderate and low 

bat roosting potential. Given that no evidence of bats was recorded within any of the trees 

surveyed or within Structures 1, 2 and 3, it is considered that roosting bats are likely to be absent 

from the Site at present. However, bats are highly mobile and tree roosts can be sporadic, used by 

roosting bats for only several days over the course of a year. Given this and the quality of roosting / 
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‘hang-up’ features recorded, the future use of the trees and structures on the Site by bats cannot 

be ruled out. 

5.39. During the transect surveys general bat activity recorded across the Site between May and 

September and was concentrated along the hedgerows within the centre of the Site as well as the 

northern, southern and eastern Site boundaries. Relatively few recordings were made along the 

western Site boundary.  

5.40. The most regularly encountered bats were common and soprano pipistrelle bats which used the 

majority of the Site for foraging and commuting purposes. Unidentified Myotis sp. and natterer’s 

bats were recorded throughout the majority of the surveys and infrequent recordings of long-eared 

sp. (likely brown-long-eared) bats were also made. A single pass by a serotine bat was also 

recorded.  Soprano pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats are UK BAP Priority Species, whilst all 

bats are listed as Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species. 

5.41. The automated surveys recorded one further species of bat which was not recorded during the 

transect survey. This species was noctule, which is also a UK BAP Priority Species. Activity from 

the greatest diversity of bat species was recorded during August by the Transect 1 SM2 (refer to 

Figure 4). During this month passes by common, soprano and pipistrelle sp. bats together with 

Myotis sp., long-eared sp. serotine and noctule bats were made. When the results for all months 

were combined, the greatest number of bat passes was made by common pipistrelle bats and the 

number of passes by soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats were relatively 

equal. Passes by long-eared sp. and noctule bats were infrequent compared to the other species 

recorded above, with the greatest number of passes by both species recorded in August. Only a 

single pass by a serotine bat was recorded and a small number of bat passes recorded by the SM2 

detectors could not be identified during sound analysis.  

5.42. Although roosting bats are likely to be absent from the Site at present, given the findings of the 

activity surveys undertaken, it is considered likely that as well as using the features on Site such as 

hedgerows and trees for foraging, bats are using these features as a commuting route to other 

habitats of value within the vicinity of the Site, such as the areas of woodland located to the north-

east of the Site including Dickens Wood LWS and Ecosite, as well as the surrounding local area. 

5.43. Taking into account the levels of bat activity and diversity of bat species recorded on the Site, 

together with the habitats present, the Site is considered to be of local ecological value in relation 

to bats. However, given that similar and higher quality habitats, such as woodland, occur within the 

vicinity of the Site and local area, it is considered unlikely that bats would be dependent upon those 

habitats present on the Site.    

5.44. Current Site proposals would retain the vast majority of habitats of greatest value to bats i.e. 

hedgerows and mature trees. This would retain roosting, foraging and commuting opportunities for 

bats. Connectivity from the Tidbury Green Farm Buildings across and beyond the Site would also 

be maintained. Those recommendations made above with regards to habitats could enhance those 

foraging and commuting opportunities available to bats on the Site and those areas within the blue-

line boundary. Furthermore, roosting opportunities on the Site could also be enhanced through the 

provision of bat boxes. Bat boxes should comprise those which afford roosting opportunities for 

those species recorded on Site such as Schwegler 2F, 2FN, 1FF and 1FD or similar.  These boxes 

should be erected on mature trees, placed at a height of 4m or greater and sheltered from 

prevailing wind, rain and direct sunlight. The number and type of bat boxes to be provided would be 

agreed at the reserve matters stage. 

5.45. Once the scheme design has been fixed, any trees considered to be of high (Category 1*) or 

moderate (Category 1) bat roosting potential which also require felling should be subject to further 

survey in accordance with best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012). Those trees of high bat roosting 
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potential should be subject to three dusk emergence and / or pre-dawn re-entry surveys. Those 

trees of moderate bat roosting potential should be subject to two dusk emergence and / or pre-

dawn re-entry surveys with a further survey undertaken should roosting bats be found. The above 

surveys should be separated by a period of at least twenty-four hours and undertaken during the 

active bat season (May to September) with the optimum period being May to August. Should any 

trees considered to be of low (Category 2) bat roosting potential be highlighted for removal, whilst 

no further survey would be required, in accordance with best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012), the 

felling of these trees should be undertaken using reasonable avoidance measures by a qualified 

arboriculturalist using soft felling techniques.  These techniques would comprise avoiding cutting 

through those features with the potential to support roosting bats i.e. snapped limbs, rot / 

woodpecker holes, hollows / cavities, loose bark, cracks / splits and fissures and dense areas of 

ivy.  In the unlikely event that roosting bats are discovered, these works should immediately cease 

and an ecologist notified.  Consultation would then be undertaken with the County Ecologist and / 

or Natural England to agree on an appropriate way forward. 

5.46. It is considered that foraging and commuting bats on Site have the potential to be affected through 

indirect effects such as night lighting whilst construction works are undertaken. Any bats roosting 

within retained trees on Site also have the potential to be affected by indirect effects such as noise 

and vibration.  However, it is considered that those recommendations made to be incorporated into 

the CEMP would suitably negate / minimise these effects. 
5.47. To enable the continued use of the Site by bats once the proposed development is complete, it is 

recommended that an appropriate lighting strategy is produced. The strategy should be designed 

to minimise light spill onto those features used by foraging, commuting and potentially roosting bats 

such as mature trees (including any bat boxes), hedgerows and buildings such as those associated 

with Tidbury Green Farm and those residential buildings to the south of the Site. Lighting should 

look to be set back at least 2m from such features and be directional, pointing down and away from 

these features. Furthermore, the lighting strategy should look to exclude lighting from within the 

field where the public open space and ecological mitigation area is proposed and those remaining 

fields within the blue-line boundary. Any excess light spill within these areas should also look to be 

minimised. The strategy should be designed according to best practice guidance, particularly the 

Institute of Lighting Engineers Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light 2005, British 

Standards Institute, the Society for Light and Lighting, and the Health and Safety Executive, to 

ensure that the lighting provides a safe night time environment whilst minimising any potential 

adverse effects on nocturnal species.   

Birds 
5.48. The Site supports a modest assemblage of breeding birds, typical of its ‘urban fringe’ setting. No 

declining farmland species were recorded during the survey, other than swallow, which is 

associated with farm buildings and has also been recorded breeding within the structures present 

within the horse grazed field within the western part of the Site. Although the grassland on the Site 

had grown to a reasonable height, no ground nesting birds were recorded during the breeding bird 

survey and no evidence of such species was recorded following this survey during the remainder of 

the surveys undertaken prior to the grassland being cut. 

5.49. Most breeding activity on the Site is associated with those areas containing with the greatest 

number of mature trees. In particular this includes the northern, southern and western Site 

boundaries as well as the hedgerow present to the south-east of the horse grazed field within the 

western part of the Site. The most numerous species are woodpigeon, wren, blackbird and blue tit, 

all of which are amongst the most abundant species in the UK. 
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5.50. Of the species breeding or possibly breeding on the Site; stock dove, dunnock, song thrush, and 

bullfinch are RSPB red or amber listed, having undergone declines in their UK population and / or 

range. Song thrush is also a Warwickshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) priority species. 

However, all these species have declined from being ‘very abundant’ to simply ‘abundant’, and are 

still amongst the commonest breeding species in the UK, including ‘urban fringe’ environments. 

Similarly, all the other species that were recorded breeding at the Site are common and 

widespread in both a local and national context. 

5.51. Within the blue-line boundary the vast majority of breeding activity is associated with the area of 

recently planted woodland to the north-east of the Site, with the most numerous species being; 

wren, robin, blackbird and blue tit. The only red or amber list species breeding in this area were 

song thrush and willow warbler, both of which are common and widespread both locally and 

nationally. 

5.52. Taking into account that the Site supports a modest assemblage of breeding birds, none of which 

occurs in significant numbers, it is concluded that the Site does not support any bird species or 

populations that are of significance. Furthermore, given that largely locally and nationally common 

species of bird were recorded breeding on the Site, and that suitable breeding (and foraging) 

habitats for these species occur within the local area, it is considered that birds would not be 

dependent on the Site for foraging and breeding. Therefore the Site is considered to be of 

ecological value within the context of the Site in relation to birds. In addition, given that similar 

and higher quality habitats, such as woodland, occur within the vicinity of the Site and local area, it 

is considered unlikely that birds would be dependent upon the habitats present on the Site for 

foraging and nesting. 

5.53. Current proposals for the Site would retain those features of greatest value to birds i.e. the majority 

of mature trees and hedgerows and it is considered that those recommendations made above with 

regards to habitats on Site would also suitably enhance the Site and those areas within the blue-

line boundary for foraging and nesting birds, including ground nesting species such as skylark, a 

UK and Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Species. Furthermore, nesting 

opportunities on the Site could be enhanced through the provision of bird boxes. Bird boxes should 

comprise those which afford nesting opportunities for those species recorded on Site such as 

Schwegler 2F, 2FN, 1FF and 1FD or similar.  These boxes should be erected on mature trees, 

placed at a height of 4m or greater and sheltered from prevailing wind, rain and direct sunlight. The 

number and type of bird boxes to be provided would be agreed at the reserve matters stage. It is 

also recommended that the English oak which is used as a perch site for tawny owl is also retained 

and the lighting strategy described above takes this area into account, minimising lighting around 

this tree. 

5.54. Nesting birds have the potential to be directly affected through the removal of vegetated habitats 

such as trees and Hedgerows.  It is therefore recommended that the removal of any vegetation 

with the potential to support nesting birds is undertaken outside of the recognised nesting bird 

season (normally considered to be March to September inclusive, weather dependent).  Should 

this not be possible then vegetation clearance should be undertaken under an ecological watching 

brief with a check for nesting birds undertaken beforehand.  Should an active nest be found, works 

in this area should cease and the nest given an appropriate buffer (to be determined by the 

ecologist).  Once the young have fledged and left the nest, works within this area would be allowed 

to proceed.  
5.55. Birds also have the potential to be affected through indirect effects such as dust arisings, noise and 

vibration as a result of construction activities. However, it is considered that those 

recommendations made to be incorporated into the CEMP would suitably negate / minimise these 

effects. 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

41 
Protected Species Report 

 

Invertebrates 
5.56. From the results of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey and ecological data search the 

Ecological Appraisal considered the habitats present on the Site to provide suitable opportunities 

for common invertebrate species and that it was unlikely that these habitats would support any 

significant populations of protected, BAP and notable species, if any. Therefore, further survey with 

regard to invertebrates was not considered to be required. 

5.57. As previously mentioned, during subsequent Site visits whilst the above further surveys were being 

undertaken, the grassland had grown and a richer species sward and a more herbaceous 

component had become apparent with several species recorded also being indicator species for 

unimproved grassland. Such habitat is known to be of value to both common and protected, BAP 

and notable invertebrate species. However, given the cutting regime of this grassland i.e. on an 

annual basis, typically in July, it is considered unlikely that this grassland would provide significant 

foraging and breeding opportunities for protected, BAP and notable invertebrate species, if any, 

upon which they would be dependent. Furthermore, the results of the bat activity surveys, which 

recorded low to moderate levels of activity, indicate that a high invertebrate biomass is unlikely to 

be present at the Site. No notable invertebrate species were incidentally recorded during those 

further surveys undertaken. Taking this into account, the ecological value of the Site in relation to 

invertebrates is considered to be the same as assessed within the Ecological Appraisal i.e. within 
the context of the Site. 

5.58. Those recommendations made above with regards to habitats would also suitably enhance the Site 

and those areas within the blue-line boundary for invertebrates. 
5.59. Invertebrates utilising those retained habitats have the potential to be affected through indirect 

effects such as dust arisings, noise and vibration as a result of construction activities. However, it is 

considered that those recommendations made to be incorporated into the CEMP would suitably 

negate / minimise these effects. 

Reptiles  
5.60. No reptiles were recorded during the seven survey visits and there have been no other anecdotal 

sightings during the other further surveys undertaken on and adjacent to the Site. As no reptiles 

have been observed and that the nearest record for reptiles was for grass snake approximately 

1.22km south of the Site, it is considered that reptiles are unlikely to be present on the Site and that 

the Site is therefore not a ‘Key Reptile Site’. Although the reptile survey was not extended to 

include the field within the eastern most part of the Site and those remaining areas within the blue-

line boundary, given that reptiles are considered unlikely to be present on Site, it is also considered 

that reptiles are unlikely to be present within these areas. Furthermore, no anecdotal sightings 

during those further surveys undertaken within these areas were noted. The Site is therefore 

considered to be of negligible ecological value in relation to reptiles. 

5.61. Taking this into account, it is also considered that there is no requirement for further consideration 

towards these species. However, as a matter of best practice, and an additional enhancement of 

Site proposals, provision for reptiles could be made to allow reptiles to colonise the Site in future. 

This would be agreed at the reserved matters stage. 

5.62. Whilst those recommendations made above with regards to habitats would also suitably enhance 

the Site and those areas within the blue line boundary for reptiles, these provisions could take the 

form of a hibernacula created at suitable location within the ecological mitigation area, i.e. set 

outside any areas which would be liable to hold water over the winter or during times of heavy rain. 
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If created, the hibernacula should look to follow best practice guidelines (English Nature, 2001)
 46

, 

being c.2m long, c.1m high (above ground) and c.1m wide.  A bed of coarse gravel c.150mm deep 

should be spread over the bottom of the hibernacula to aid drainage.  On top of this, layers of 

rubble including stone, brick, short sections of untreated timber and logs (which could be sourced 

from the trunks and large branches of any trees previously felled on Site), interspersed with 

untreated wood chippings.  The rubble piles should be built up to a height of 500mm.  
5.63. Sections of 50 to 70mm diameter plastic hose (to be removed following completion of hibernacula) 

should also be placed horizontally at heights of 200 to 400mm leading into the rubble piles whilst 

they are being covered with subsoil (to also be seeded) to maintain access points into the 

hibernacula.  At least four access points should be made into each hibernacula. 

 

Taken from English Nature, 2001 

5.64. A number of log piles could also be created from the trunks and large branches of any previously 

felled trees on Site and it is considered that three log piles would be appropriate.  These would 

provide basking and refuge opportunities for reptiles, which could also be placed within those areas 

on Site of greatest value to reptiles as mentioned above.  Grass cuttings could also be placed in 

piles around these areas to provide further opportunities for breeding reptiles. 

 

Water Vole  
5.65. No evidence of water vole was recorded during the scoping survey. Consequently, and given that 

the nearest record for water vole is located approximately 7km north-east of the Site, it is 

considered that water vole are unlikely to be present on the Site and that the Site’. In addition, the 

ditches on Site lack a general absence of lush vegetation typically favoured by this species, which 

prefers an herbaceous covering of at least 60% with vegetation such as tall grasses, reeds, rushes 

and sedges to feed on and shelter in. Furthermore, optimal water vole habitat comprises water 

depths of over 1m combined with little or no significant fluctuations in water levels, which the 

ditches on Site do not provide. 

5.66. Therefore, it is also considered that there is no requirement for further consideration towards these 

species and that given the condition and sub-optimal quality of those ditches present on Site, it is 

unlikely that water vole would colonise the Site in the future. The Site is therefore considered to be 

of negligible ecological value in relation to water vole. 

 

46
 English Nature (2001): ‘Great crested newt mitigation guidelines’. English Nature, Peterborough. 
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6. Conclusions 
6.1. Based on the findings of the Ecological Appraisal the following surveys have been undertaken at 

the Site and adjacent areas: 

 Badger walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 GCN surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Reptile surveys; and 

 Water vole scoping survey. 

6.2. In addition to the above grassland NVC and hedgerow assessments have also been carried out.  

6.3. The results of the above surveys show that whilst several protected, BAP and other notable 

species are present and using the Site and adjacent habitats, these comprise common species on 

local, regional and national scales. Furthermore, from the results of the grassland NVC surveys 

undertaken, it is considered that no BAP Priority Habitats in relation to grasslands are present. BAP 

Priority Habitats considered to be present on and / or adjacent to the Site include ‘Hedgerows’ and 

‘Ponds’. These BAP Priority Habitats and the species recorded within them are also common on 

local, regional and national scales. 

6.4. In line with relevant legislation, planning policies and BAPs, recommendations have been made 

within this report with regard to the appropriate protection of those protected, BAP and other 

notable species and habitats present on and adjacent to the Site. Recommendations have also 

been made to enhance the Site and adjacent areas to achieve a net gain for biodiversity.  

6.5. With the exception of those recommendations made with regard to badger, should a period of two 

years or more pass from the dates on which the surveys detailed within this report were undertaken 

without works being carried out, these surveys may be required to be updated. These updated 

surveys would be required to determine whether the use and value of those habitats and species 

on and adjacent to the Site significantly changed. 

6.6. It is considered that if the advice within this report relating to flora and fauna on the Site is followed 

and that an appropriate level of ecological enhancement measures is incorporated within the 

proposed development where required, there is no ecological reason why the Site cannot be 

developed in accordance with the relevant planning policy and legislation.   
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Figure 1: Habitat Features Plan (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_1C) 
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Figure 2: NVC Grassland and Hedgerow Assessment (ref.EED13122-
100_GR_EC_7C) 
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Figure 3: Badger Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_5C) (Available on 
Request) 
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Figure 4: Bat Activity Transect Route, SM2 and Building Locations and Listening 
Points (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_8A) 
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Figures 5 - 10: Bat Activity Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_9A – 14A) 
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Figure 11: Trees Assessed for Bat Potential (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_6C) 

 

  



Project Details

Figure Ref

Date

Figure Title

File Location

Figure 11: Trees Assessed for Bat Potential

\\nt-lncs\weedl\projects\eed13122\100\graphics\ec\issued figures

EED13122-100_GR_EC_6C

September 2013

EED13122-100: Tidbury Green
  

www.watermangroup.com

Energy, Environment & Design

N

Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG.  Licence number 100048868.   

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN

Amenity Grassland

Built Structure and Number

Semi-improved Grassland

Trees with Bat Roosting Potential

Ruderal Vegetation

Hedgerows with Scattered Trees

Fence

Target Note

Rejected LWS

Ancient Woodland

Woodland

LWS

Ecosite

Scattered Trees

Scrub

TPO Trees

Pond and Number

SI

S1

P1

SI

S3

S1
S5

S2

S4

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

SI

P2

P3

P4

P5

P1

11

8

9

10

Ditch 1

3

4

5
7

6

Trees Inspected and of Negligible Potential - 
Category 1: No further survey and can be
removed without constraint

Redline Boundary

T22

T23

T28

T9
T24

T8

T7

T12

T10

T11
T13

T15

T14
T16

T6

T2

T1

T27

T3

T25
T26
T5

T4

T19

T18

T20
T17

T21

Land also within Clients Ownership
(not subject to detailed survey)

Low Potential - Category 2 - No further survey 
but soft felling techniques should be used

Moderate Potential - Category 1 - Further 
survey required it to be removed  

High Potential - Category 1* - Further survey 
required if to be removed 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Figures 
Protected Species Report 

 

Figure 12: Breeding Bird Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_4A) 
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Figure 13: Ponds and Ditches Locations (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_2A) 
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Figure 14: Reptile Refugia Locations (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_3A) 
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A. NVC Grassland Survey Results 

 

Domin Scale (quantitative measure of abundance of species) 

% Cover  Domin Scale 

 

91% -100% 10 

76% - 90% 9 

51% - 75% 8 

34% - 50% 7 

26% - 33% 6 

11% - 25% 5 

4% - 10% 4 

<4 3 (With many individuals) 

2 (With several individuals) 

1 (With few individuals) 

DAFOR Scale of Relative Abundance 

D – Dominant 

A – Abundant 

F – Frequent 

O – Occasional 

R - Rare 

(RLA – Rare, but locally abundant) 
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Yorkshire-fog  Holcus lanatus 6 4 2 2 1 4 7 8 6 1 2 4 4 6 5 5  2 4 5  4 4 

Sweet Vernal Grass  Anthoxanthum 
odoratum 

7   1  6 4 6 5 7 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 

Red Fescue  Festuca rubra 9   4  7 5  1 7 8 6 9 5 4 4 7 7 6 6 4 6 6 

Meadow fescue Festuca pratensis 5 1 2 7  O 6 R      R          

Meadow Foxtail  Alopecurus pratensis  2  2 O R  3 3 R  4   O 2      1  

Tufted Hair-grass  Deschampsia cespitosa  2  R 6                   

False Oat-grass  Arrhenatherum elatius    4 4  R   R  R  O  4  2 4 2   R 

Common Bent   Agrostis capillaris)       5 3 4 8 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 5  2 5 4 4 5 

Creeping Bent  Agrostis stolonifera    2            R   R 2   RLA 

Perennial Ryegrass  Lolium perenne      1  R  R    1  1   R O    

Crested Dog's-tail  Cynosurus cristatus          2 1   4 4 4 1 R  3   1 

Cock's-foot  Dactylis glomerata R         1        1 1    R 

Timothy Phleum pratense              R R   R      

Meadow grass Poa        R       A 1    O    

Hybrid Sweet-grass Glyceria x pedicellata                   R    RLA 

Slender Soft-brome Bromus lepidus                   R     

Oval Sedge Carex ovalis RLA                      RLA 

Soft-rush Juncus effusus    R 7           R   R     

Field Wood-rush  Luzula campestris 3     R    2 3 2 3           

Common Sedge Carex nigra    1 2                   

Compact Rush  Juncus conglomeratus  4   F                   
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Jointed Rush Juncus articulatus  9 10                     

Meadow Buttercup  Ranunculus acris 1    R 7 5 5 2 1 1 1 1 5 6 4 3 1 4 2 1 1 4 

Greater Bird's-foot-
trefoil  

Lotus pedunculatus 4  1 1 5             4    4 4 

Common Bird's-foot-
trefoil  

Lotus corniculatus       4   5 1 1    5  5      

Ribwort Plantain  Plantago lanceolata 1      R R 1 3 4 1 4 4 4 6 7 5 5 5 7 6 4 

Red Clover  Trifolium pratense 1     2 1   R  R  4 4 1 4 F   1  R 

Common Sorrel  Rumex acetosa 1 1 1 1 1 1 R 1 4   R  2 3 1  R 1 R   1 

Lesser Stitchwort  Stellaria graminea 1   1  R  R 1 R  R  3 1 4 4 2 4 R   R 

Marsh Thistle  Cirsium palustre   4 R  1      1 1 R     R     

Common Knapweed  Centaurea nigra           4    R   R      

Creeping Cinquefoil  Potentilla reptans            1             

Common Marsh-
bedstraw  

Galium palustre  1 1  2                   

Cleavers  Galium aparine  1                      

Common Mouse-ear  Cerastium fontanum      R  R    R  R  R  R     R 

Lesser Trefoil  Trifolium dubium      R      R  4 1 4 1 1   R   

Common Vetch  Vicia sativa      R 7   R  R  1 1 R  R      

Yellow-rattle  Rhinanthus minor      R  5 1  R 5  6 2 R   R     

Cat's-ear  Hypochaeris radicata       R R  2 4 1 1    1 1   R  R 

Meadow Vetchling  Lathyrus pratensis       R    R    4 5 4  R 2 4  4 

White Clover  Trifolium repens       R       R  1   R     
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Selfheal  Prunella vulgaris       R   1    R   R  R  1  R 

Common Ragwort  Senecio jacobaea       R    R             

Yellow Iris  Iris pseudacorus        R                

Meadow Brome Bromus commutatus        R                

Broad-leaved Dock  Rumex obtusifolius        R        R  R      

Creeping Buttercup  Ranunculus repens     5   R        1       1 

Dandelion  Taraxacum agg          1 2  1 R  R   2   1 1 

Pignut  Conopodium majus           R R 3           

Spear Thistle  Cirsium vulgare           R             

Hogweed Heracleum 
sphondylium 

             R  R  R  R    

Tufted Vetch Vicia cracca              R  1 4 4 2 4 2 2 1 

Bush Vetch Vicia sepium              R     R     

Bramble Rubus fruticosus R R R R R                   

Common Spotted-
orchid 

Dactylorhiza fuchsii                  R      

Oxeye Daisy Leucanthemum vulgare                 1  R  R   

Curled Dock Rumex crispus                R        

Beaked Hawk’s-beard Crepis vesicaria                   R     

Poplar Seedling                R   R     

Oak Seedling R R R R R       R      R      
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B. Hedgerow Survey Results 

A summary of the Wildlife and Landscape criteria within the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) is 

provided below.  Please refer to original legislation for full details. These Regulations only apply to 

hedgerows adjacent to land in agricultural/ horticultural use.  A hedgerow may be classified as 

‘Important’ for archaeological/ historical reasons, or according to Wildlife and Landscape criteria, 

the hedgerow must be over 30 years old and should comprise of the following: 

 *at least 7 woody species/30m; 

 *at least 6 woody species/ 30m and at least 3 features; 

 *at least 6 woody species/ 30m including one of Pn/ Sot/ Tic/ Tip (see below); 

 *at least 5 woody species/ 30m and at least 4 features; or 

 if adjacent to a bridleway/ footpath, at least 4 woody species and at least 2 features. 

*If the hedgerow is situated wholly or partly in one of the counties listed in Criteria 7 sub-paragraph 

(2) of the Regulations, the number of woody species should be reduced by 1. 

The species codes used are as listed in the Handbook for Phase I habitat Survey (JNCC, 1990).  

Additional codes not given in this handbook are given below. 

 

Code Latin Name Common Name 

Tb Taxas baccata Yew 

Drf Dryopteris felix mas Male fern 

Am Arum maculatum Lord’s and Ladie’s 

Pvul Primula vulgaris Primrose 

 

(N.B A hedgerow may also be classified as ‘Important’ due to the presence/ recorded presence of 

particular animal and plant species (see Criteria 6 sub-paragraphs (1)-(4) of the Regulations for 

details). 

The presence of a number of features along a hedgerow influences the classification under the 

Regulations. These include: 

Bank / wall The hedgerow is supported along at least half of its length by a bank / wall. 

Intact The hedgerow contains less than 10% gaps along its length. 

Trees The hedgerow supports at least 1 standard tree per 50 m length of hedgerow 

(standard trees are defined as those which when measured at 1.3m above ground 

level have a diameter of at least 20 cm, or 15 cm for multi-stemmed trees). 

Ditches            The hedgerow is supported along at least half of its length by a ditch 
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Hedgerow 
Section 

H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 H8 H9 H10 H11 H12 H13 

Important No No No No No No No No No Yes No No No 

Species-rich* Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Bridleway / 
path 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Pn/ Sot, Tic, 
Tip 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

No. of woody 
species/ 30m 

5 1 5 6 4 4 3 5 5 7 5 3 4 

Bank / wall x x x x Yes x x x x x x x x 

Intact x x Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes x 

Trees Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 flora species x 
Tsn, 
Hn 

x Yes 

Tsn, 
Hn, 
Ddl, 
Drf 

x 

Tsn, 
Hn 

x 

Hn, 
Tsn 

x 

Hn 

x x 

Tsn, 
Hn 

x 

Drf 

x 

Tsn 

x 

Tsn 

x 

Hn 

x 

Tsn 

Ditch Yes x Yes x x Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes 

Connect >4 x x x x x Yes x x x x x x x 

Parallel hedge x x x x x x x x x Yes x x x 

Woody sp. 
present in 
30m 

Ia, 

Qr, 
Ros, 
Sn, 
Cm 

Pa Cm,  

Qr, 

Bpe, 

Ros, 

Ca 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Sac, 

Pa 

Ca, 

Ia, 

Qr 

Cm 

Ia, 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Cm, 

 

Cm, 

Ca, 

Sn 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Ros 

Sac 

Ca, 

Sn, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm 

Ca, 

Ps, 

Qr, 

Bpe, 

Qr, 

Sn, 

Fe 

Qr, 

Sac, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Bpe 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Sac 

Sac, 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Ia 

Other Woody 
species** 

Bpe 

Sac 

Cm Ia, 

Pa 

Sac 

Sn, 

Ros 

Sac, 

Bpe 

Ros 

Sac Qr, 

Ros, 

Ia, 

Bpe, 

Sn, 

Fe, 

Ps 

Sac, 

 

Ros, 

Ia 

Ia x Cm, 

Ue, 

Unmanaged Yes No No No No No No No No No No No No 

Tall Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Wide No No No Yes No No No Yes No No No No No 

Failed No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

Short / boxy No No Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes 
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Hedgerow 
Section 

H14 H15 H16 H17 H18 H19 H20 H21 H22 H23 

Important No No No No No No No Yes No No 

Species-rich Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Bridleway / 
path 

x x x x x x x x x x 

Pn / Sot, Tic, 
Tip 

x x x x x x x x x X 

No. of woody 
species / 30m 

3 4 4 4 3 4 4 7 2 4 

Bank / wall x x x  Yes x x Yes x x x 

Intact x x x x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes 

Trees Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes 

3 flora species x x x x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

x x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

Yes 

Hn, 

Drf, 

Tsn 

x x 

Ditch Yes Yes x x Yes x x x x x 

Connect >4 x x x x x x x x x x 

Parallel hedge x x x x x x Yes x x x 

Woody sp. 
present in 30m 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Sn 

Ia, 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Sac 

Cm, 

Sac, 

Ia, 

Qr, 

 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Sn 

Qr, 

Sac, 

Bpe, 

Cm 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Ps, 

Ros 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Sn, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Ros, 

Bpe 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm, 

Ps, 

Other woody 
species** 

Sac, 

Sn, 

Ac, 

Ros 

Fe Sn Ue Pa, 

Ia, 

Ca 

Ca, 

Ros, 

Ia 

Cm, 

Ia 

Sac, 

Ps 

Cm, 

Fe, 

Pa, 

Ps, 

Bpe 

Sn, 

Bpe, 

Ca 

Unmanaged No No No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Tall Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Wide No No No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Failed No No No No No No No No No No 

Short/ boxy No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Species-rich -   Where five or more woody species occur in the whole length of the hedgerow. 

**Additional woody species not found in the 30m section surveyed 
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C.  Accompanying badger information (available on request) 
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D. Building Inspection Results 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

1 – 
Confirmed 
Roost 

Main farm house. Two storey red brick building with complex 
apex clay tiled roof in good condition. Some gaps in mortar 
between wall and roof tiles at western gable end. Also some 
gaps between walls and wooden soffit boxes. 

Roof space is separated into 3 separate rooms used for 
storage, all of which contain windows and are light, with 
scattered cobwebs throughout. 

Room 1 – Eastern end of building. Open to apex with 
wooden frame and new plastic lining (c.1990) which is flat 
and tight fitting against wooden beams. However, lining does 
not go all the way to apex with gaps between that are 
suitable for bats. Several gaps between top of wall and eaves 
providing potential access for bats. Scattered small 
droppings found on eastern wall (on cobwebs) and on floor 
both next to chimney. 

Room 2 – Western end of building. MDF and plasterboard 
sheeting creating a false ceiling with space between this and 
Apex which could not be accessed, with some gaps providing 
access into this space. No evidence recorded. 

Room 3 – Northern eastern end of building. Open to apex 
with wooden frame and new plastic lining (c.1990) which is 
flat and tight fitting against wooden beams. Relatively large 
concentration of old and relatively new droppings at northern 
end below ridge beam and window. Newspaper appears to 
be blocking gaps between wall and eaves. No apparent 
areas of access. 

Building also has 4 small annexes (old coal sheds and toilet) 
on eastern side. All 4 annexes are separated by brick walls 
however gaps are present allowing potential access for bats 
into each. Cobwebs are scattered throughout. 

All are brick built in poor condition with pitched / apex roofs 
and clay tiles which sit straight onto wooden beams. A 
number of tiles are loose / missing. 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

2 annexes have thick dead ivy over their roofs with gaps 
between wall beams and eaves providing potential access for 
bats. 

 

Swallow nest is present within the largest of these annexes.  

No bats present at the time of survey. 

No signs of bats found within annexes, however are 
considered to be of low bat roosting potential. 

 

          

   

2 Single storey barn separated into 2 sections by a brick wall 
but with gaps leading through. Both sections have windows 
and are therefore light throughout. 

Apex roof with clay tiles, several of which are loose providing 
potential access for bats. 

Lots of cobwebs along ridge beam with tight fitting relatively 
new bitumen lining material between tiles and wooden 
beams. 

Gaps between wall beams and eaves providing potential 
access for bats.  

No evidence of bats recorded – Low bat roosting potential 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

 

3 Brick built with apex roof and clay tiles in good condition. 
Bitumen lining material between tiles and reasonably new 
roof beams. 

Reasonably light inside. Separated into 2 sections by brick 
wall with some gaps for access. Southern section is old hay 
barn with missing bricks in wall for circulation with window 
and louvres. Northern section is old stables. 

Gaps between top of walls and eaves / beams. Lots of gaps 
between lining and eaves providing potential access for bats. 

Has small eastern annex of corrugated metal and asbestos 
sheeting with tight fitting wooden frame. 

Moderate bat roosting potential 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

4 Old brick built pig sty with apex roof and clay tiles a number 
of which are loose or missing. Tiles sit straight onto wooden 
beams.  

Separated into 4 compartments by brick walls with gaps 
between giving connectivity throughout. 

Swallow and blackbird nests present. 

Open doors, several are cluttered with ruderal vegetation. 

Numerous cobwebs throughout. 

Some gaps in brickwork at southern gable end providing 
potential access for bats. 

Low bat roosting potential. 

  

 

5 Wooden shed with tin roof. 1.5ft gap all the way along 
longest ends. Tight fitting wooden beams. 

Negligible bat roosting potential.   
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

6 Storage shed open on one side. Wooden framed with metal 
corrugated roof and sides. 

Negligible bat roosting potential.   
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E. Dropping Analysis  

  



www.warwick.ac.uk      

 
  
 
 
 
23rd July 2013  
 
 
 
 
Re: Bat Identification Results for Simon Dowell, Waterman Group 
 
Bat job number 02315 received 8th July 2013 
Sample labelled: Tidbury Farm 
PCR amplification successful. DNA sequence: 
ATGACAAACATTCGAAAGTCCCATCCCCTAATCAAAATTATTAACAGCTCATTCATTG
ACCTACCAGCTCCATCAAACATCTCAGCATGATGAAACTTTGGATC  
Phylogenetic analysis identification: Pipistrellus pygmaeus  
Confirmed by maximum likelihood, maximum parsimony, bootstrap 100%. 
 
 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Robin Allaby 
 
 
Associate Professor. 
 
 
 
The results and conclusions in this report are based on an investigation of mtDNA sequence analysis. The results obtained have been 
reported with accuracy. The interpretation represents the most probable conclusion for the DNA sequence obtained rather than the 
sample provided given current levels of species data. It should be borne in mind that different circumstances might produce different 
results.  Therefore, care must be taken with interpretation of the results especially if they are used as the basis for commercial 
recommendations. 

Dr Robin Allaby 

School of Life Sciences,  
Gibbet Hill Campus,  
University of Warwick,  
Coventry CV4 7AL  
Tel: 02476575059  
Fax: 02476574500  
Email: r.g.allaby@warwick.ac.uk 

EcoWarwicker 
Ecological Forensics 
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F. Bat Aerial Tree Inspection Results 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

T1 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- c. 3 to 4m Above 

Ground Level (AGL)  

- On north-east limb 

facing south east 

- c.5 to 6 cm in 

diameter 

- Goes back 7 to 

8cm and tapers 

slightly 

- Open to 

elements 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T2 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Half dead limb: 

- Facing north-west 

and diagonally up 

- Missing bark with 

small cracks and 

fissures 

 Split in bark:  

- c.2cm wide 

- 35cm long 

- Facing north on 

east limb 

 Rot hole: 

- c.5m AGL 

- West facing 

- Forms small 

pocket above 

snag end and 

goes down 

- Open to the 

elements 

 Split in bark on limb: 

- c.2m AGL 

- West facing 

- c.35cm long 

facing north on 

east facing limb 

- Open to 

elements 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T3 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- 3 to 4m AGL 

- facing south-east 

- 4cm in diameter 

- Goes down c.6cm 

long and tapers to a 

point 

- Would fit a single 

bat 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Rot hole: 

- 3m AGL 

- East facing 

- Open to the 

elements 

- 20cm x 15cm in 

diameter 

- Filled with water 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T4 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Multiple cavities on the 

eastern side of the tree, 

leading into one main 

 Peeled bark on north 

side of the tree and 

on southern aspect 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

cavity c.3m AGL 

- Black bird nesting 

inside main cavity 

- Cobwebs present 

- 30cm diameter  

- 40cm deep 

- No evidence of bats 

both c. 6 to 7m AGL  

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T5 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 

 Multiple splits on a 

branch on the southern 

aspect: 

 open to the 

elements 

 full of leaf litter 

 c.3m AGL 

- No evidence of bats 

  

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T6 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- c.4.5m AGL 

- Facing east 

- c.6cm diameter that 

tapers to a point 

after c.10cm 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Dead limb with scar: 

- South facing 

- c.4m AGL 

- Scar with pocket 

facing straight up 

- 1m long and open 

to elements  

- Many nuts, possibly 

a squirrel drey 

- ‘Hang-up’ Potential  

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Limb with peeled 

bark: 

 –  

- West facing 

- Similar feature as 

dead limb 

- c.4m AGL  

- ‘Hang-up’ 

Potential 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 Split in branch: 

- Facing north east 

- c.10m AGL 

- unable to access 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T7 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- Facing south west  

- Nesting material 

present, possibly 

bird or small 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- c.4m AGL 

- 5cm in diameter 

- Goes back 10cm 

and becomes 10 to 

13cm wide 

- Goes down c.30cm 

into trunk 

 

mammal (not 

indicative of 

dormouse 

Muscardinus 
avellanarius) 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

T8 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- c.8 to 9 m AGL 

- Faces south-west 

- Contains birds nest 

- 5cm in diameter 

- Goes in and back 

5cm and down 

8cm 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T9 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Dead limb with split: 

- 8 to 9m AGL  

- Facing south east  

- 1 to 2cm wide 

- Goes in to limb 1cm 

deep 

- Sealed at top 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Snag end hole: 

- c.7m AGL  

- 5 to 6cm in 

diameter 

- Goes down and in 

5cm 

- Open to elements 

with mud at base 

-  South east facing 

aspect 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Dead limb: 

- c. 7 to 10m AGL 

- Facing south-

east 

- Not open at top 

and scar at base 

which does not 

go back 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T10 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- c.12m AGL 

- East facing 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- Opens in to an area 

the size of half a 

tennis ball 

- No evidence of bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T11 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Snag end cavity: 

- 4m AGL  

- North facing  

- 4cm in diameter  

- Goes in 15 to 20cm 

and up 2cm 

diameter 

- Widens to 8 to 10 

cm internally 

- 15 to 20 cm in 

length 

- No evidence of bats 

 

-  

 Snag end:  

- South east 

aspect 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T12 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Lots of arbour work on 

north side 

 Snag end: 

- c.4m AGL 

- Facing south 

- Shaped like half a 

tennis ball in trunk 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Large snag end: 

- 5m AGL 

- Doesn’t go up – 

few cobwebs 

- Cobwebs at base 

- Size of rugby ball 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T13 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 2 woodpecker holes 

joining to same cavity: 

- 1 to 3cm diameter, 

2 to 6cm diameter 

- Goes up 10 cm, and 

back 0.5m  

- Widens in diameter 

to 30cm 

- Black bird nest 

present 

- No evidence of bats 

 Scar on  trunk: 

- North east aspect 

- Doesn’t go into 

trunk 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 Snag Hole: 

- Moss outside of 

hole 

- c.5 to 6cm 

diameter, tapers 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

 to 4 cm 

- Depth inwards 

15cm 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

T14 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Snag end with rot hole 

at base: 

- c.5m AGL 

- South-east facing  

- 3 cm in diameter 

(rugby ball shaped) 

- Goes in 3 – 4 cm  

 

- Full of woodlice  

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Negligible 

potential – 

Category 3  

No further survey and 

tree can be removed 

with no constraints 

T15 – 

Mature 

Oak  

 Large split in main 

trunk: 

- 7-8m AGL 

- Facing south-east 

- 2 to 10cm wide 

- 12cm in height 

- Reaches internally 

backwards c.10 to 

12 cm, 4 – 5 cm 

wide 

 Dead limb: 

- c.13m AGL 

- South facing 

- Split at bottom 

facing south-west 

c.2-3cm wide 

No evidence of bats 

- Goes up in to 

trunk 15+cm and 

tapers to the top 

- Muck in split, 

possibly bird or 

small mammal 

- Potential bird 

nesting material, 

possibly last year 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T16 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Broken limb with 

fissures present: 

- West facing 

- 7m AGL 

- Appears to go up 

and back 

 High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T17 – 

Mature 

 Snag end / rot hole with 

fissures: 

 Lots of ivy cover Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

- On limb facing 

south east 

- Facing south-west 

- Goes back c.3cm to 

the left 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T18 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- 4m AGL 

- Facing north-west 

- c.2cm in diameter 

- No evidence of bats 

 Snag end: 

- Bottom is 

cluttered with 

branches, 

blocking entrance 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T19 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Split in limb: 

- Large and vertical 

- c.7m AGL 

- 3 to 4cm wide, 0.5m 

long 

- Does not go up 

- Hole at top of limb, 

opening into c.10 to 

15 cm cavity which 

is open to elements,  

- Big splinters in 

wood with a few 

cobwebs 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity: 

- 10cm wide 

- 4 to 6cm in height 

- Leads into main 

cavity utilised by 

tawny owl 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity:  

- c. 4.5m AGL 

- South facing 

- 4cm high 

- 2cm wide 

- No evidence of 

bats 

- diameter 4cm 

and tapers off 

 Large main cavity 

used by tawny owl: 

- 14cm wide 

- 40cm high 

- Inside goes up 

trunk 50 to 60 cm 

- Cobwebs at the 

top 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T20 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- South-east limb 

- Faces south-west  

- c.4m AGL  

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- Doesn’t go up, only 

down  

- Open to the 

elements 

- No evidence of bats 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T21 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

as 

outside 

Site 

boundary 

on private 

property) 

 2 woodpecker holes: 

- Facing north 

- c.4m AGL  

- potentially goes in 

and up 

- outside of the Site 

boundary 

 Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T22 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Large central hollow: 

- c.3m AGL  

- goes straight down 

c.1m 

- pocket at top 

c.50cm in diameter  

- No evidence of bats 

 Rot hole: 

- c.6m AGL 

- Facing south-west 

- Small pocket at top, 

but open to the 

elements 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity under dead 

limb@ 

- Open from base 

on underside 

- 1 to 2cm wide 

- 1 to 2cm deep 

- c.10m AGL 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T23 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Cavity at the top of the 

trunk: 

- c.6m AGL 

- Facing south-west 

- c.20cm high 

 

- c.8cm wide 

- open to the 

elements 

- small pocket at 

top 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T24 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Dead vertical limb: 

- c.3 to 5m AGL  

- cracks and fissures 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

on north / north-east 

aspect, c.2 to 4cm 

wide that go up and 

back 

- Some gaps go 

straight through 

- No evidence of bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T25 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Hole in limb: 

- West facing 

- c.4m AGL 

- 8cm long 

- Nesting tits present 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T26 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Cracks and splits in 

limb: 

- South facing limb 

- c.3m AGL 

- some pockets but 

open to the 

elements 

 

 Snapped limb: 

- South facing 

- Hanging off tree 

- Has cracks and 

splits at break 

that go up in to 

pocket but 

cluttered around 

the entrance. 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T27 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- Underside of south 

facing limb 

- Cavity present 5 to 

4 cm in diameter.  

- Lots of nesting 

material present, 

possibly mammal 

(not indicative of 

dormouse).  

- Goes in and 

down, c.40cm in 

diameter 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T28 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Missing bark / scar with 

cavity at top: 

- From 3.5 to 6 m 

AGL on western 

side 

- Cavity goes up 

- 8cm high and 

4cm wide 

- Very cluttered 

around the 

entrance 

- Inside pocket is 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

c.30cm 

- Small cobwebs 

present 

5cm x 3cm  

No evidence of 

bats 
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G. Breeding Bird Survey Species List 
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Species English Name Species 
Code RSPB List 

Estimated 
Number of 

Pairs Comments 

Site Adjacent 
to Site 

Anas 
platyrhynchos 

Mallard MA Amber 0 0 
Nesting on pond just outside 
Site north western boundary 
with six ducklings. 

Falco subbuteo Hobby HY  0 0 
One flew through the Site on 
8

th
 June. 

Gallinula 
tenebrosa 

Moorhen MH  0 0 
Nesting on pond just outside 
Site north western boundary 
with seven young. 

Larus 
argentatus 

Herring gull HG Red 0 0 
One or two recorded flying 
over. 

Larus fuscus 
Lesser black-
backed gull 

LB Amber 0 0 As herring gull. 

Columba 
palumbus 

Woodpigeon WP  5 2  

Columba oenas Stock dove SD Amber 1 0  

Cuculus 
canorus 

Cuckoo CK Red 0 0 
A wide-ranging male present 
in and around the Site on 19

th
 

May. 

Strix aluco 
Tawny Owl TO  0 0-1 

Pellets found beneath one of 
the oaks to north of hedgerow 
indicate a regular roost site. 
Another territory present in 
the off Site woodland to the 
north. 

Dendrocopos 
major 

Great spotted 
woodpecker 

GS  0-1 0  

Hirundo rustica Swallow SL Amber 0 0 

Nesting in shed within the 
Site and stable just outside 
the Site. Also foraging over 
Site. 

Troglodytes 
troglodytes Wren WR  5 4  

Prunella 
modularis 

Dunnock D. Amber 0-2 0 Surprisingly few. 

Erithacus 
rubecula 

Robin R.  2 4  

Turdus merula Blackbird B.  3 3  

Turdus 
philomelos 

Song thrush ST Red 1 2  

Sylvia atricapilla Blackcap BC  1-2 1  

Phylloscopus 
trochilus 

Willow warbler WW Amber 0 1 In the planted woodland. 

Phylloscopus 
collybita 

Chiffchaff CC  0 2 In the planted woodland. 

Cyanistes 
caeruleus 

Blue tit BT  5 4 
Evidently using several nest-
boxes in the planted 
woodland. 

Parus major Great tit GT  1 2 
Also using nest boxes in 
woodland off site. 

Garrulus 
glandarius 

Jay J.  0 0-1  
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Species English Name Species 
Code RSPB List 

Estimated 
Number of 

Pairs Comments 

Site Adjacent 
to Site 

Pica pica 
Magpie MG  0 0-1  

Corvus 
monedula 

Jackdaw JD  0-1 0 
Also up to 25 recorded flying 
over. 

Corvus corone Carrion crow C.  1 0  

Sturnus vulgaris Starling SG Red 0 0 
Ten present on 8

th
 June, 

presumably from adjacent 
built areas. 

Fringilla coelebs Chaffinch CH  0 0-1 Surprisingly few. 

Carduelis 
chloris 

Greenfinch GR  0 0 Only recorded flying over. 

Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

Bullfinch BF Amber 0-1 0  
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H. Water Vole Survey Results 

 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Appendices 
Protected Species Report 

 

 

 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

1 
Earth 

North is bordered by 

scrub with a semi-

improved track beyond 

this. 

South is a horse grazed 

field. 

Nettle, broad-leaved 

dock, rosebay 

willowherb, ivy, 

cleavers, bramble, 

occasional floating 

sweet-grass and soft 

rush (where wet). 

Steep Ranging from 

c.30 to 100cm 

width. 

c. 50cm depth. 

Largely dry. 

c.5cm deep 

where present. 

Static. 

None 

2 Earth               East is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.   

West bordered by 

hedgerow / scrub and 

trees with horse grazed 

field beyond this. 

 

Willowherb sp., nettle, 

bramble, grass, 

bittercress, broad-

leaved dock, creeping 

buttercup, soft rush and 

hedge woundwort. 

Steep Ranging from 

c.30 to 50cm 

width. 

c. 50cm depth. 

Intermittent 

static water. 

c.5cm deep 

where present. 

None, however two small mammal 

burrows. One is c.4cm in diameter 

which tapers to c.3cm with some grass 

and old rush outside and the other 

c.3cm in diameter with some old rush 

outside. In addition several small 

mammal burrows c.2cm in diameter. No 

pathways, latrines or feeding stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

3 Earth North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Southern bank is lined 

with scattered mature 

oak and scrub. Bluebells 

also present. Grassland 

cut annually to create 

hay / haylage lies 

beyond this. 

. Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, soft 

rush and floating 

sweet-grass. 

Shallow 

to steep 

Ranging from 

c.30 to 50cm 

width. 

c. 30cm depth. 

 

Dry None, however several small mammal 

burrows c.2cm in diameter. Small 

mammal pathway also present with 

feeding remains inclusive of seed 

shells. 

Not considered to be water vole 

4 Earth West is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

 Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, 

nettle, cleavers and 

Very 

shallow 

c.20 to 30cm 

wide.c.10 to 

15cm deep. 

Dry None, however small mammal burrow 

approximately 2cm in diameter present.  

No pathways, latrines or feeding 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

Eastern bank is lined 

with Hedgerow and 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage lies 

beyond this. 

broad-leaved. dock. 
 

stations. 

 

Not considered to be water vole 

5 Earth North is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

some soft rush, nettle 

and broad-leaved dock. 

Very 

shallow 

c.40 – 50cm  

wide.  

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None, however several small mammals 

burrows c.2cm in diameter. Mammal 

pathway present. No latrines or feeding 

stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

6 Earth North bordered by 

hedgerow and mature 

trees and scrub with is 

school grounds present 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Largely bramble scrub 

in places with grasses 

from neighbouring or 

bare.  

Shallow 

to very 

shallow 

(if any) 

on south. 

Steeper 

on north. 

c. 50cm wide. 

c.10 – 20cm 

deep. 

Dry None 

7 Earth North is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.  

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

some soft rush, forget-

me-not and bluebell. 

Very 

shallow 

(if any in 

places) 

c.30 to 40cm 

wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None 

8 Earth South is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

Grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

Shallow 

to steep 

c.1m wide. 

c.30 to 40cm 

Largely wet c.20 

to 30cm deep. 

None, however several small mammals 

holes c.2cm in diameter.  No pathways, 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

soft rush and floating 

sweet-grass. 

deep. Static. latrines or feeding stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

9 Earth West is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

East is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.  

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

nettle and hogweed.  

Shallow  c.20 to 30cm 

wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

 

Dry None, however several small mammal 

burrows c.3 to 4cm in diameter.  

Not considered to be water vole 

 

10 Earth North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage with some scrub 

along bank. 

South is trees and scrub 

with residential gardens 

beyond this. 

Banks are relatively 

bear with nettle, holly, 

hawthorn, bramble, 

oak, ivy, hogweed, 

cleavers, rose sp and 

raspberry.  

Steep c.1 – 1.5m 

wide. 

c.1 – 1.5m 

deep. 

Intermittent 

static water. c.2 

to 100cm deep 

where present. 

None, however a number of small 

mammal burrows c. 4cm in diameter. 

Likely to be rat. 

Not considered to be water vole 

11 Earth West is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

East is grassland track, 

likely to be cut on a 

regular basis.  

 Floating sweet-grass 

(north), grasses from 

neighbouring fields, soft 

rush, cleavers, broad-

leaved dock, bramble,  

nettle. 

Shallow c.30cm wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None, however a several small 

mammal burrows. No pathways, 

latrines or feeding stations. 

 

Not considered to be water vole 

12 Earth North has hedgerow to 

west with grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, 

cleavers, broad-leaved 

Shallow c.30 to 50cm 

wide 

c.15 to 20cm 

Dry None, however a several small 

mammal burrows. No pathways, 

latrines or feeding stations. 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

haylage beyond this and 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage to 

east. 

Approximately ¾ of ditch 

also cuts between 

double hedgerow and is 

over shaded. 

dock, bramble, nettle 

and bare in places. 

deep. 
 

Not considered to be water vole 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. This report has been prepared by Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Ltd (Waterman EED) 

on behalf of Lioncourt Homes to support the submission of a planning application for development 

an area of land known as Tidbury Green Farm, Solihull (hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’).  It 

describes the findings of a range of further surveys undertaken to inform proposed development of 

the Site. The location and extent of the Site is shown in Figure 1. 

1.2. The further surveys were undertaken in order to determine the full ecological value of the Site and 

the presence / likely absence of protected, Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) and other notable 

habitats and faunal species on and immediately adjacent to the Site. The findings of these surveys 

were also used to determine what potential effects may occur to these habitats and species as a 

result of the proposed development and inform the design of any appropriate mitigation, if required.  

1.3. This report should be read in conjunction with the Ecological Appraisal
1
 (Waterman EED13122-

100_R_1_3_7_SF, dated September 2013). As part of the Ecological Appraisal an ecological data 

search was undertaken to obtain records for protected, BAP and other notable habitats and 

species within a 2km radius of the Site boundary.  For bats, records were obtained for a 5km radius 

of the Site boundary. Records were obtained from the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre
2
, 

Worcestershire Biological Records Centre
3
 and the Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and 

the Black Country (Ecorecord)
4
. The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside 

(MAGIC)
5
, the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway

6
, the Natural England website

7
 and 

Getamap
8
 were also consulted. An ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey was also undertaken in 

February 2013 to inform the Ecological Appraisal, which sets out the preliminary ecological value of 

the Site and recommendations for further surveys. 

The Site 
1.4. The Site, approximately 11.5 hectares (ha) in area, is centred on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference 

SP 103 755 and comprises built structures, semi-improved grassland, hedgerows, trees, ponds, 

ditches and scrub. A tree belt is also present along the western Site boundary. Habitats adjacent to 

the Site comprise residential and commercial development to the west and south with Tidbury 

Green Farm buildings and Tidbury School and Nursery to the north. Areas of woodland, as well as 

similar habitats to those found on Site, are also present adjacent to the east and north-east of the 

Site boundary (refer to Figure 1 and Ecological Appraisal report). 

1.5. Previously, all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary 

on Figure 1 which are also under the clients ownership) the Site were actively farmed (a mix of 

arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the exception of the field present within the western 

part of the Site, which until recently has been solely grazed by a single horse, the remaining fields 

present on the Site are cut for hay and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July. It should 

be noted that since the passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the western 

part of the Site has since also been cut. 

 
1
 Waterman EED (2013): ‘Tidbury Green, Solihull. Ecological Appraisal report’ Ref. EED13122-
100_R_1_3_6_SF 

2
 Warwickshire Biological Records Centre (2013): ‘Ecological Data Search around Tidbury Green’. Ref. 
WA3014 

3
 http://wbrc.org.uk/ 

4
 http://www.ecorecord.org.uk/ 

5
 www.magic.gov.uk 

6
 http://data.nbn.org.uk/ 

7
 http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ 

8
 http://www.getamap.ordnancesurveyleisure.co.uk/ 
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1.6. The non-statutory designated site known as Dickens Wood (refer to Ecological Appraisal report 

and Figure 1) lies outside, but adjacent to, the north-eastern Site boundary. Dickens Wood is 

designated as an Ecosite. Until recently this designation also included a c.1Ha field within the 

north-east corner of the Site which was previously incorrectly included as part the original Dickens 

Wood Ecosite designation.  This has now been removed and it should be noted that the previous 

boundary of the Ecosite designation around this field is therefore not shown on Figure 1. 

Furthermore, Dickens Wood is designated as a LWS, areas of which also comprise Ancient 

Woodland (refer to Figure 1), although a small section was rejected by the LWS panel. This 

rejected section includes the field present within the north-east corner of the Site previously 

designated as an Ecosite. This field is still noted as being a rejected LWS. Those areas noted as 

being a rejected LWS have been assessed, and rejected, against the same criteria as for which 

Dickens Wood LWS was designated. Therefore there are currently no statutory or non-statutory 

designated sites within the Site boundary.   

Development Proposals 
1.7. Proposals for the Site comprise residential development with associated access, soft landscaping, 

ecological mitigation / compensation habitats and public open space (hereinafter referred to as the 

‘proposed development’). 

Survey Scope 
1.8. The scope of further surveys considered to be required at the Site was set out in the Ecological 

Appraisal report. These include; 

 Badger Meles Meles walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 Great crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Reptile surveys; and 

 Water vole Arvicola amphibious scoping survey. 

1.9. Furthermore, at the time of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey as part of the Ecological 

Appraisal, the grassland on Site was cut short to approximately 100mm. Given this, and the time of 

year the survey was undertaken, resulting from the species collected, the grassland on Site was 

classified as being likely semi-improved grassland. However, during subsequent Site visits whilst 

the above further surveys were being undertaken, the grassland had grown and a richer species 

sward and a more herbaceous component had become apparent with several species recorded 

also being indicator species for unimproved grassland. Given this, a grassland National Vegetation 

Classification (NVC) survey was undertaken within the fields present on and adjacent to the Site 

(i.e. within the blue-line on Figure 1). In addition, in combination with the grassland NVC survey an 

assessment of the hedgerows on and adjacent to the Site was also carried out. 

Aims and Objectives of this Assessment 
1.10. The purpose of this report is to: 

 Identify any ecological issues highlighted through those further surveys detailed above and 

background data searches that could constrain the development proposals planned at the Site;  

 Make recommendations for further survey and assessment work,  if required, to enable works to 

be carried out;  
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 Assess the consequences of works in relation to relevant planning policy and legislation; and 

 Identify any mitigation and enhancement opportunities, where appropriate. 

 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

4 
Protected Species Report 

 

2. Legislation, Planning Policy and Biodiversity Action Plans 
2.1. This section provides the legislative, planning policy and BAP backgrounds to the habitats and 

species assessed at the Site. 

Legislation 
2.2. Specific habitats and species of relevance to the Site receive legal protection in the UK under 

various pieces of legislation, including: 

 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
9
; 

 The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA)
10

; 

 The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000
11

;  

 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006
12

; 

 The Protection of Badgers Act 1992
13

;  

 Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996
14

; and 

 The Hedgerows Regulations 1997
15

. 

2.3. Where relevant, this report takes account of the legislative protection afforded to specific habitats 

and species. 

Amphibians 

2.4. Common species of amphibian (smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris, palmate newt L. helveticus, 

common frog Rana temporaria and common toad Bufo bufo) are protected by Section 9(5) of the 

WCA. This section prohibits the trade (i.e. sale, barter, exchange, transporting for sale and 

advertising to sell or to buy) of these species. 

2.5. GCNs are protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended) and the WCA.  

2.6. In summary, taken together, it is an offence to: 

 Kill, injure or take a GCNs; 

 Disturb any such animal whilst it is occupying a structure or place which it uses for shelter or 

protection; and 

 Obstruct access to any structure or place which any such animal uses for shelter or protection; 

and deliberately disturb; or deliberately damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of 

such an animal. 

Badger 

2.7. Badgers are protected under Schedule 6 of the WCA and The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

(which consolidates the previous Badgers Acts of 1973 and 1991).  The Protection of Badgers Act 

is the predominant legislation covering badgers and aims to protect the species from persecution, 

rather than being a response to an unfavourable conservation status.  The Protection of Badgers 

 
9
 HMSO (2010)  ‘The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)’ 

10
 HMSO (1981) ‘Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)’ 

11
 HMSO (2000) ‘The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act’ 

12
 ODPM (2006) ‘Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006)’ 

13
 ODPM (1992) ‘The Protection of Badgers Act’ 

14
 HMSO, 1996 ‘The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act’. 

15
 ODPM (1997): ‘The Hedgerow Regulations’ 
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Act also makes the intentional or reckless destruction, damage or obstruction of a badger sett an 

offence.  A sett is defined as ‘any structure or place which displays signs indicating current use by 

a badger’.  The intentional elimination of sufficient foraging area to support a known social group of 

badgers may, in certain circumstances, be construed as an offence by constituting ‘cruel ill 

treatment’. Badgers are also protected under the WCA. 

Bats 

2.8. In summary, all UK bat species are protected by the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2010 (as amended) and by the WCA, where it is an offence to: 

 Kill, injure or capture a bat; 

 Disturb bats in such a way as to be likely significantly to affect (i) the ability of any significant 

group of bats to survive, breed, or rear / nurture their young; or (ii) the local distribution of that 

species; 

 Damage or destroy any breeding or resting place used by bats; or 

 Obstruct access to any place used by bats for shelter or protection. 

Birds 

2.9. The level of protection afforded to birds under legislation varies from species to species.  A few 

game and pest species may lawfully be hunted and killed, usually under licence, whilst the rarest 

species are listed on Schedule 1 of the WCA and are protected by special penalties for offences. 

2.10. All of the native bird species of Britain are additionally covered by the European Union (EU) 

Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds 2009 (‘The Birds Directive’)
16

.  The Birds Directive aims 

to protect all European wild birds and the habitats of listed species, in particular through the 

designation of Special Protection Areas (SPA).  The Birds Directive applies to all wild birds, their 

eggs, nests and habitats, and provides for the protection, management and control of all species of 

birds naturally occurring within each member state of the EU.  It requires the UK to take measures 

to ensure the preservation of sufficient diversity of habitats to maintain populations of all wild birds 

at ecologically and scientifically sustainable levels.  The requirements of the Birds Directive are 

implemented in the UK primarily through the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2010 (as amended).  

2.11. Statutory protection is given to nesting birds in the UK under the WCA, which makes it an offence 

to intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird, take, damage or destroy its nest whilst in use or 

being built, or take or destroy its eggs.  In addition, for species listed on Schedule 1 of the Act, it is 

an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb birds while they are nest building, or at or near a 

nest with eggs or young, or to disturb the dependent young of such a bird. 

2.12. In addition to statutory protection, the bird species of Britain are also subject to various 

conservation designations intended to indicate their rarity, population status and conservation 

priority.  These do not have statutory force but may be instrumental in determining local, regional 

and national planning and development policy.  The main categories of designation comprise the 

British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) ‘Species Alert’ lists, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

(RSPB) ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ (BoCC) lists and species listed in the UK and local BAPs.  

2.13. The BTO Conservation Alert System lists of ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ include a ‘Red List’ for 

birds of high conservation concern and an ‘Amber List’ for birds of medium conservation concern. 

Red List species are those that are globally threatened and Amber List species are those with an 

 
16

 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the 
conservation of wild birds 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

6 
Protected Species Report 

 

unfavourable conservation status in Europe, according to the International Union for Conservation 

of Nature (IUCN) criteria.  An updated list of ‘Red’ and ‘Amber List’ species was published in May 

2009
17

. 

Reptiles 

2.14. All native common British reptiles are protected in accordance with the WCA.  In summary, 

common species of reptile such as common lizard Zootoca vivipara, slow worm, grass snake Natrix 
natrix and adder Vipera berus are protected under part of sub-section 9(1) and all of sub-section 

9(5) of the Act; these prohibit the intentional killing, injuring and trade (i.e. sale, barter, exchange, 

transporting for sale and advertising to sell or to buy) of these species.  It is not an offence under 

the WCA to disturb or possess these animals. 

Water Vole 

2.15. Water voles are protected under the WCA. In summary, water voles are protected from killing or 

taking by certain prohibited methods. Their breeding and resting places are fully protected from 

damage, destruction or obstruction. It is also an offence to disturb them in these places.  

  

 
17

 Eaton et al (2009) ‘Birds of Conservation Concern 3: the population status of birds in the United Kingdom,  
Channel Islands and Isle of Man’ 
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National Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework, 2012 

2.17. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
18

 was adopted in March 2012. Section 11 

(outlined below) of the NPPF, Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, replaces 

Planning Policy Statement 9 (PPS9): Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. However, 

government Circular 06/2005
19

, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations 

and their Impact within the Planning System, which relates to PPS9 remains valid and is 

referenced within Paragraph 113 of the NPPF. 

2.18. Paragraph 109 encourages the planning system to contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment.  This should be achieved by: 

 “Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; 

 Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

 Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 
contributing to the government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including 
by establishing ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

 Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at an 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or 
noise pollution or land instability; and 

 Remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 
where appropriate”. 

2.19. Paragraph 113 states that “Local planning authorities should set criteria based policies against 
which proposals for any development on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or 
landscape areas will be judged. Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of 
international, national and locally designated sites15 so that protection is commensurate with their 
status and gives appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to 
wider ecological networks”. 

2.20. Paragraph 118 states that “when determining planning applications, LPAs should aim to conserve 
and enhance biodiversity, by applying the following principles:  

 If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful effects) adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated 
for, then planning permission should be refused;  

 Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or 
likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI (either individually or in combination with other 
developments) should not normally be permitted.  Where an adverse effect on the sites notified 
special interest feature is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits of the 
development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it is likely to have on the 
features of the site that will make it of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the 
national network of SSSIs;  

 Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 
should be permitted; 

 Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged;  
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 Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats, including Ancient Woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found 
outside Ancient Woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss; and 

 The following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as European sites: 

- Potential Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and possible Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs); 

- Listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 

- Sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European 
sites, potential SPAs, possible SACs, and listed or proposed Ramsar site”. 

Local Planning Policy 

Solihull Unitary Development Plan 2006 (saved policies)  

2.21. The current development plan for Solihull is the Solihull Unitary Development Plan (UDP)
 20

. The 

Solihull UDP was adopted in February 2006. In February 2009 the Secretary of State made a 

direction confirming that most of the UDP policies will remain in place until they are replaced. 

Those policies which have been saved which of relevance to the Site and biodiversity are 

described below.   

2.22. Policy ENV10: Important Nature Conservation Sites states that ‘The Council will protect areas of 
national and local importance for nature conservation for their contribution to biodiversity. 
Proposals for development in or likely to affect Sites of Special Scientific Interest will be subject to 
special scrutiny. Where such development may have an adverse effect on a SSSI, either directly or 
indirectly, development will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh 
the nature conservation value of the site itself and the national policy to safeguard the network of 
such sites. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve, Site of Importance for 
Nature Conservation or Regionally Important Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons 
for the development clearly outweigh the need to safeguard the nature conservation value of the 
site. Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects, any reasonable alternative 
sites that would result in less harm must be considered fully. Where development is permitted, the 
Council will consider the use of conditions or planning obligations to provide appropriate mitigation 
or compensatory measures.’ 

2.23. Policy ENV11: Conservation of Biodiversity states ‘The Council will seek to conserve and enhance 
the biodiversity of the Borough, including its rivers, canals and their towpaths, other natural 
corridors, and sites and features that form part of the wildlife network and habitats identified in the 
Warwickshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan. Developers will be expected to take full account of the 
nature conservation value of land outside designated sites and to maximise the potential for habitat 
creation and enhancement.’ 

2.24. Policy ENV13: Wildlife Species states ‘Development likely to cause harm to any protected species, 
species identified as uncommon, declining or under threat in the Warwickshire Local Biodiversity 
Action Plan, or its habitats will be permitted only if the developer agrees to take appropriate steps 
to secure its protection. Where development is permitted, the Council may impose planning 
conditions or will seek to enter into planning obligations with developers to secure all compensatory 
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measures necessary to protect the species, reduce disturbance to a minimum and provide 
alternative habitats to sustain or enhance the population’. 

2.25. Policy ENV14: Trees and Woodlands states ‘The Council will safeguard important trees, 
hedgerows and woodlands, encourage new and replacement tree and hedgerow planting, and will 
identify areas that may be suitable for the creation of new woodlands by natural regeneration or 
planting. Where planting takes place, priority will be given to native broad-leaved species. The 
Council will protect and seek to enhance those woodlands which are ancient or semi-natural 
because of their great variety and important natural characteristics’. 

Solihull Draft Local Plan 2012 

2.26. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council is currently preparing the Solihull Local Plan
21

, which will be 

the main document of the Solihull Local Development Framework (LDF) and when adopted, will 

replace the UDP. Those policies within the Solihull Draft Local Plan of relevance to the Site and 

biodiversity are described below. 

2.27. Policy P10: Natural Environment states ‘…The Council will seek to conserve, enhance and restore 
biodiversity and geodiversity, to create new native woodlands and other habitats and to protect, 
restore and enhance Ancient Woodland and green infrastructure assets across the Borough. 
Protection of Ancient Woodland, designated sites and priority habitats shall include the 
establishment of buffers to any new development. Development should be informed by the latest 
information on habitats and species, and take full account of national and local guidance on 
conserving biodiversity, opportunities for biodiversity enhancement and for improving and restoring 
the Borough’s green infrastructure. When appropriate, development should seek to enhance 
accessibility to the natural environment, especially for disabled people. 

The Council will protect areas of national and local importance for biodiversity and geodiversity, 
where it is reasonable, proportionate and feasible to do so. Development likely to have an adverse 
effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, whether directly or indirectly, will be subject to special 
scrutiny and will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the nature 
conservation value of the site and the national policy to safeguard such sites. Where development 
may have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest, developers will be expected to 
incorporate measures to enhance the condition of the site, unless it is demonstrated that it is not 
feasible. 

Development likely to have an adverse effect on a Local Nature Reserve or a Local Wildlife or 
Geological Site will be permitted only if the reasons for the development clearly outweigh the 
nature conservation or geological value of the site and its contribution to wider biodiversity 
objectives. Where development would have an adverse effect on a site of local value, developers 
will be expected to incorporate measures to enhance the site or to restore the links between sites 
in accordance with the Green Infrastructure study, unless it is demonstrated that it is not feasible. 

Outside designated sites, developers will be expected to take full account of the nature 
conservation or geological value, and the existence of any habitats or species included in the Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan, or sites in the Local Geological Action Plan. Developers will be required to 
undertake a full ecological survey and to deliver a net gain or enhancement to biodiversity, unless it 
is demonstrated that it is not appropriate or feasible. In considering the need for green space 
improvements associated with new development, developers should have regard for the standards 
and priorities in the Green Spaces Strategy in relation to accessible natural green space. 
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Where development is likely to have significant harmful effects on the natural environment, as a 
result of the development itself, or the cumulative impact of developments, developers must 
demonstrate that all possible alternatives that would result in less harm have been considered. 
Where development is permitted, appropriate mitigation of the impacts and compensation where 
relevant will be required to deliver a net gain in biodiversity, habitat creation, landscape character 
and local distinctiveness. Enhancements should be undertaken either on the site, or in its vicinity, 
but where it is demonstrated that this is not possible, offsetting in alternative strategic locations 
within the biodiversity or green infrastructure network, to deliver biodiversity or other objectives may 
be considered. Where appropriate, developers should demonstrate compliance with this policy 
through an ecological statement or by relevant information in the West Midlands Sustainability 
Checklist.’ 

2.28. Policy P14: Amenity states that ‘The Council will seek to protect and enhance the amenity of 
existing and potential occupiers of houses, businesses and other uses in considering proposals for 
new development, and will:… 

ix.   Protect those parts of the countryside in the Borough that retain a dark sky from the impacts of 
light pollution. Development involving external lighting outside established settlements will be 
permitted only where significant lighting already exists, or the benefits of the development clearly 
outweigh the impact of the lighting on the countryside. Any lighting scheme should be the minimum 
required for the purposes of the development and should avoid light spillage and harmful effects on 
biodiversity…’ 

2.29. Policy P15: Securing Design Quality states that ‘All development proposals will be expected to 
achieve good quality, inclusive and sustainable design, which meets the following key principles: … 

v.   Conserves and enhances biodiversity, landscape quality and considers the impact on and 
opportunities for green infrastructure at the earliest opportunity in the design process. Further 
guidance is provided in Policy P10 – Natural Environment…’ 

Biodiversity Action Plans 

UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework 

2.30. The Environment Departments of all four governments in the UK work together through the Four 

Countries Biodiversity Group.  Together they have agreed, and Ministers have signed, a framework 

of priorities for UK-level work for the Convention on Biological Diversity.  Published on 17 July 

2012, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework'
22

 covers the period from 2011 to 2020.  This now 

supersedes the UK Biodiversity Action Plan
23

 (UK BAP).  However many of the tools developed 

under UK BAP remain of use, for example, background information about the lists of priority 

habitats and species.  The lists of priority species and habitats agreed under UK BAP still form the 

basis of much biodiversity work in the countries. 

2.31. Although the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework does not confer any statutory legal protection, 

in practice many of the species listed already receive statutory legal protection under UK and / or 

European legislation. In addition, the majority of Priority Species and Habitats in the now 

superseded UK BAP are also Species and Habitats of Principal Importance for the Conservation of 

Biodiversity under Section 74 of the CRoW Act 2000.  This places a duty on government 

departments to have regard for these species and habitats when carrying out their functions.   
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2.32. Local Planning Authorities have a legal obligation or ‘biodiversity duty’ under Section 40 of the 

NERC Act 2006 to conserve biodiversity by having particular regard to those species and habitats 

listed under Section 41. 

2.33. Resulting from the findings of the Ecological Appraisal, those UK BAP Priority Habitats considered 

relevant to the Site are detailed within the Ecological Appraisal report. Those UK BAP Priority 

Species, as well as any other UK BAP Priority Habitats, considered relevant to the Site through the 

findings of those further surveys undertaken are detailed within this report. 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Action Plan  

2.34. As part of the action plan process, Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) must also be produced 

for every county in the UK. The Site is covered by the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP
24

, 

which sets out the framework for the protection, conservation and enhancement of wildlife within 

the region. 

2.35. Resulting from the findings of the Ecological Appraisal, those Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull 

BAP Priority Habitats currently considered relevant to the Site are detailed within the Ecological 

Appraisal report. Those Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Species, as well as any 

other Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitats, considered relevant to the Site 

through the findings of those further surveys undertaken are detailed within this report. 
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3. Methodology 

Grassland NVC Survey 

Field Survey 

3.1. A grassland NVC field survey was carried out on 25 and 26 June 2013. During this survey, the 

grassland present on and adjacent (i.e. within the blue-line boundary) to the Site was assessed 

following the methodology described below.  

3.2. A combination of methodologies was used to capture the diversity, community type and quality of 

the grassland. The grassland was first classified using the Joint Nature Conservancy Council 

(JNCC, 2010) standard ‘Phase 1’ survey technique
25

. Where fields were recorded as either being 

‘semi-improved’ or potentially ‘unimproved’ grassland, detailed botanical survey to determine the 

diversity and NVC communities present within these areas was carried out following the 

methodology detailed below. 

 The fields were walked over in a zig-zag pattern to ensure all areas were covered. During this 

homogenous communities were mapped and species present listed. 

 Each community was then described and sampled using a 2m x 2m quadrat (refer to Figure 2 

for quadrat locations). All the species within this quadrat were identified according to Stace 

(1997)
26

 and relative abundance recorded using the ‘Domin’ scale (JNCC, 2006)
27

 (refer to 

Appendix A for Domin description). 

 The NVC community type was determined using keys according to JNCC (1997)
28

. A full 

comparison was then made using description in Rodwell et al (1998)
29

. 

 Species present in each community but not captured within the quadrates were given a DAFOR 

score
27 

(refer to Appendix A for DAFOR description). 

 The location of any rare or notable species was recorded. 

Assessment 

3.3. When determining the value of the grassland its species-diversity, species rarity and habitat value 

were considered. The overall value judgement was then determined through comparison with the 

following descriptions; 

 UK BAP Priority Habitat Description for Lowland Meadows. 

 Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP description for Lowland Neutral Grassland. 

Hedgerow Assessment 
3.4. A field survey was carried out on 25 and 26 June 2013. During this survey, the hedgerows present 

on and adjacent (i.e. within the blue-line boundary) to the Site were assessed following the 

methodology described below. 

3.5. Hedgerows were assessed according to the Wildlife and Landscape Criteria of the Hedgerow 

Regulations (1997). A summary of the Wildlife and Landscape criteria within the Hedgerow 

 
25

 JNCC, (2010): ‘Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey - a technique for environmental audit’. 
26

 Stace C (1997): ‘The New Flora of the British Isles’. Cambridge University Press. 
27

 JNCC (2006): ‘National Vegetation Classification: Users’ handbook’, Peterborough, UK 
28

 JNCC (1997): ‘Summary descriptions of National Vegetation Classification grassland and montane 
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Regulations (1997) is provided in Appendix B (refer to original legislation for full details). A 30m 

section of each hedgerow was assessed. However where a hedgerow showed distinct variation a 

30m length of each differing section was surveyed. The location of the hedgerows present on the 

Site is provided in Figure 2. 

Badger 
3.1. Signs of low levels of badger activity were recorded during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, 

with no setts being recorded on Site. However, Warwickshire Biodiversity Records Centre has 

requested that all badger information remains confidential. Consequently these signs can be made 

available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre. 

3.2. Based on best practice guidelines (Wilson et al., 1997
30

 and Cresswell et al., 1990
31

), a further 

walkover survey of the Site and land within at least 30m of the Site boundary, where accessed 

allowed, was undertaken on 22 April 2013 to search for evidence of badger. Such evidence 

included:  

 Dung pits and latrine sites: badgers characteristically deposit dung in pits, which may be located 

along the boundaries and within the social group territory. These sites serve as means of inter- 

and intra-group communication. Several dung pits create a latrine. Dung pits and latrines are 

often used to mark setts or territorial boundaries;  

 Paths and runs: well used routes between setts and/or foraging areas. Often used by 

generations of badgers;  

 Snuffle holes and foraging signs: areas of disturbed vegetation often formed by badgers 

foraging for ground dwelling invertebrates such as earthworms and larvae and subterranean 

roots and tubers. Snuffle holes are sometimes re-used as dung pits on territorial boundaries;  

 Hair: often found among spoil and bedding outside sett entrances or snagged on fences and 

vegetation such as bramble  Rubus fructicosus agg., alongside well-used runs; and,  

 Footprints: easily distinguishable from other large mammal species, such as the fox Vulpus 
vulpus and domestic dog Canis familiaris. Often found along paths and runs or in spoil outside 

sett entrances.  

3.3. Any considered badger setts recorded were then categorised according to best practice guidelines 

into main, annexe, subsidiary and outlier (refer to Table 1 below)  

Table 1: Conventions used in classifying badger setts (Wilson et al., 1997).  

Sett Type Definition  

Main  Several holes (average of 15) with large spoil heaps and 
obvious paths leading to and from the sett and between 
sett entrances. Normally the breeding sett and in 
continuous use.  

Annex Normally less than 150m from main sett and connected 
by well used pathways. May comprise several holes (6 
holes on average), may not be in use all the time even if 
the main sett is very active but can be as important for 
breeding as the main sett. 

Subsidiary  Usually at least 50m from main sett with no obvious 
paths connecting to main sett. Fewer holes (5 on 
average) and may only be used intermittently. 
‘Ownership’ can often only be determined by bait-
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Sett Type Definition  

marking. Can also be as important for breeding as the 
main sett. 

Outlier  Usually comprising one or two holes with little spoil at the 
entrance(s). No obvious paths connecting to other setts 
and may only be used sporadically. Often used by foxes  

3.4. Furthermore, during a Site visit prior to the badger walkover survey, additional signs of badger 

were recorded on Site (available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre). These signs were then subsequently monitored on a monthly basis from May to 

September during the further surveys undertaken at the Site, to provide an indication of badger 

activity across the Site. 

Bats 

Building Inspections 

3.5. The Ecological Appraisal considered the buildings associated with Tidbury Green Farm 

immediately north of the north western corner of the Site (and therefore outside of the Site 

Boundary) to be of high bat roosting potential when assessed externally. Whilst these buildings are 

proposed to be retained and would therefore not be directly affected, it was considered that there 

was potential for roosting bats to be indirectly affected by the proposed development through 

effects such as lighting and habitat fragmentation.  

3.6. Given the above, external and internal inspections were undertaken on these buildings on 03 July 

2013. All building surveys followed current best practice guidelines (Bat Conservation Trust (BCT), 

2012
32

) under conditions considered appropriate for survey. The location of these buildings can be 

found on Figure 4. 

3.7. Those features known to provide roosting opportunities for bats were sought, such as: 

 Gaps under eaves, around windows, under tiles and lead flashing; 

 Loft spaces; and 

 Soffits and boxed eaves. 

3.8. The inspection involved looking for evidence of roosting bats, such as: 

 Bat droppings; 

 Insect wings under feeding roosts; 

 Staining from urine or from the oil on bats’ fur around well-used roosting places or access 

points; and 

 Actual bat presence.  

3.9. Table 2 below provides a summary of the bat roost potential rating categories. 

Table 2:: Summary of  building potential rating categories for bats 

Category (Potential to 
support roosting bats) 

Description 

Negligible potential Buildings with no features capable of supporting roosting bats.  Often 

these buildings are of a ‘sound’ well-sealed nature, or have a single skin 

and no roof void.  They tend to have high interior light-levels, and little or 

no insulation.  Buildings without any roofs may also fall into this category.  
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Category (Potential to 
support roosting bats) 

Description 

Low potential Buildings with limited features for roosting bats (e.g. shallow crevices 

where mortar is missing between building blocks/bricks).  They may have 

open locations which may be subject to large temperature fluctuations 

and bat-access points may be constrained.  No evidence of bats found 

(e.g. droppings / staining).  Buildings may be surrounded by poor or sub-

optimal bat foraging habitat.  No evidence of bats found. 

Moderate potential Buildings with some features suitable for roosting bats.  Buildings usually 

of brick or stone construction with a small number of features of potential 

value to roosting bats e.g. loose roof / ridge tiles, gaps in brickwork, gaps 

under fascia boards, and/or warm sealed roof-spaces with under-

felt.  These buildings may be used as occasional or transient roosts in the 

summer, but are unsuitable for large colonies. No evidence of bats found. 

High potential Buildings with a large number of features or extensive areas of obvious 

potential for roosting bats.  Generally they have sheltered locations, with 

a stable temperature regime and suitable bat-access points. Could be 

suitable for a maternity roost. No evidence of bats found. 

Confirmed roost Bats discovered roosting within the building, or recorded emerging / 

entering the building at dusk / dawn.  Building found to contain conclusive 

evidence of occupation by bats, such as bat droppings.  A confirmed 

record (as supplied by an established source such as the local bat group) 

would also apply to this category. 

Aerial Tree Inspections 

3.10. During the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, a number of trees were identified as being to be of 

between Category 2 and Category 1 bat roosting potential (refer to Ecological Appraisal report). 

Given this, it was recommended that further aerial inspection of the trees on the Site be undertaken 

to search for evidence of roosting bats.  

3.11. A total of twenty-four trees were climbed on 29 April and 7 June 2013 at a time of year when the 

tree canopies had not become fully established and so those features which afford bat roosting 

potential could be identified and fully inspected where possible. A ground based inspection was 

undertaken on a further four trees as these could not be climbed for health and safety reasons or 

lack of access (refer to Paragraph 3.44 below for further information). The locations of those trees 

inspected are provided on Figure 11. 

3.12. Each tree was systematically climbed and a detailed inspection of those features with the potential 

to provide bat roosting opportunities were undertaken to search for evidence of roosting bats, using 

an endoscope where appropriate. The trees were then scored according to the criteria as shown in 

Table 3 below, to assign a potential for each tree to support roosting bats. 

3.13. Those features known to provide tree roosting opportunities for bats were sought, such as: 

 Snapped limbs; 

 Rot / woodpecker holes; 

 Hollows / cavities;  

 Loose bark; 

 Cracks / splits and fissures; and 

 Dense Ivy. 
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3.14. The inspection involved looking for evidence of roosting bats, such as: 

 Bat droppings; 

 Staining from urine or from the oil on bats’ fur around well-used roosting places or access 

points;  

 Scratch marks; and 

 Actual bat presence.  

 

Table 3: Bat Conservation Trust tree guidelines, 2012 

Tree category  Description 

Known or Confirmed Roost  Tree with field evidence of bats. 

Category 1* Trees with multiple highly suitable features capable 
of supporting larger roosts. 

Category 1 Trees with definite bat potential, supporting fewer 
suitable features that category 1* trees or with 
potential for use by single bats. 

Category 2 Tree   With no obvious potential, although the tree is of a 
size and age that elevated surveys may result; in 
cracks or crevices being found; or the tree supports 
some features which may have limited potential to 
support bats. 

Category 3 Trees with no potential to support bat roosts. 

Bat Activity Surveys 

3.15. The Ecological Appraisal highlighted the habitats present on the Site to provide potential foraging 

and commuting opportunities for bats. Current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012) were used to 

determine the use of the habitats on the Site by bats; a dusk activity survey was undertaken each 

month from May to September (16 May, 06 June, 03 July, 06 August and 02 September 2013). A 

dawn activity survey was also undertaken on 04 July 2013.  The dusk activity surveys commenced 

prior to sunset and extended at least two hours thereafter. The dawn survey commenced two hours 

prior to sunrise and extended until sunrise (refer to Table 4 below). 

3.16. Each activity survey involved walking two transect routes covering the whole Site (refer to Figure 4 

for transect routes). The routes followed linear features and passed by areas considered of value to 

bats such as potential foraging and commuting areas. These transects varied slightly and were 

also walked in reverse during various surveys to endure complete Site coverage at differing times. 

3.17. Given that the Ecological Appraisal report highlighted the potential for Structures 1, 2 and 3 (refer 

Ecological Appraisal report and Figure 1) to provide potential ‘hang-up’ opportunities for bat 

species such as brown long-eared bats whilst foraging on Site, five minutes listening stops were 

also undertaken each time these structures were passed along the transect routes. These buildings 

were also monitored via internal inspection prior to and during the bat activity surveys. The internal 

inspections were undertaken according to those methodologies outlined further below. 

3.18. Any bats observed / heard were recorded. Information included: 

 Time; 

 Emergence or re-entry points; 
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 Direction of flight; 

 Use of landscape; 

 Flight characteristics; 

 Size; 

 Height; and 

 Behaviour. 

3.19. The surveys were undertaken during optimal weather conditions, considered to be wind levels 

below 4 on the Beaufort wind force scale (i.e. less than a moderate breeze), the absence of 

prolonged rain and above 10
o
C. Table 4 below provides a summary of the bat surveys undertaken.  

Table 4: Dates and weather conditions of bat surveys 

Survey Date Sunset /  
Sunrise 
Time 

Time 
Start / 
End  

Cloud  
Cover 
(oktas) 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Rain Temp ºC 
Start / End 

 Dusk Activity 
Survey  

 16 May  

 2013 

 21:00   20:55 

23:10  

 8 1  Light drizzle in 
the middle of 
survey for 
approximately 
ten minutes   

11 

11 

Dusk 

Activity 

Survey 

 06 June 
2013 

 21:25   21:10   0  1  None  15 

23:34 12 

Dusk Activity 

Survey 

 03 July 
2013 

 21:32   21:00  3-4  0  None 17 

23:32 15 

Dawn Activity 
Survey 

04 July 
2013 

04:50  02:50  8 1-2 None 13 

04:50 13 

Dusk Activity 
Survey 

06 August 
2013 

20:49 20:20 0 0 None 15 

22:54 14 

Dusk Activity 
Survey 

02 
September 
2013 

19:53 19:40 0 0-1 None 19 

21:55 14 

 

3.20. To supplement the above, static automated detectors (Song Meter 2 (SM2)) were also deployed on 

the Site, again based on current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012). The static detectors were 

placed at a different location along each transect route prior to the commencement of each activity 

survey and left for three consecutive nights. The detectors were programmed to record from 

approximately 15 to 30 minutes prior to sunset until 15 to 30 minutes past sunrise (refer to Figure 4 

for SM2 locations). 

Analysis 

3.21. A record of all bat activity (i.e. commuting, foraging, social calls) during the surveys was noted and 

mapped. All the above surveys were undertaken during optimum weather conditions. All bat survey 

work was undertaken using time expansion (Peterson D240X) bat detectors with data recorded 

onto solid state MP3 recorders. Recorded bat calls from both the transect and automated surveys 

were later analysed  where appropriate using BatSound Analysis software 4.1.2b. 
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Birds 
3.22. The Ecological Appraisal considered the habitats on the Site to provide nesting and foraging 

opportunities for common bird species. To determine the use of the habitats on Site by breeding 

birds, a breeding bird survey was undertaken across the Site and adjacent habitats (i.e. within the 

blue-line boundary).   

3.23. Four surveys were conducted between April and June 2013 in order to assess breeding bird 

activity at the Site and adjacent habitats. The surveys covered various times of day, including two 

starting before dawn, in order to target nocturnal species. The dates and times of all these surveys 

together with a summary of the weather conditions are given in Table 5 below. 

Table 5: Dates and weather conditions of breeding bird surveys  

Visit Number Date Start 
Time 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Rain Cloud 
Cover 
(oktas) 

Air Temp 
(oC)  

1 28/04/2013 16:00  2 None 8 13 

2 19/05/2013 04:00  0 None 2 8 

3 08/06/2013 08:45  1 None 7 10 

4 23/06/2013 03:50  2 None 4 13 

3.24. The survey covered all habitats of value to breeding birds, recording the locations, numbers and 

activity of all bird species present within and adjacent to the Site during this time.  

3.25. The methodology outlined above is based on a reduced version of the territory mapping 

methodology used in the Common Bird Census (CBC), Marchant JH, 1983
33

. As part of this 

reduced version, four survey visits were conducted to produce an assessment of the breeding bird 

assemblage on the Site, rather than necessarily producing detailed territory maps for each 

individual bird. The CBC has subsequently been superseded by the British Trust for Ornithology 

(BTO) Breeding Bird Survey (BBS), which has run since 1994. However, the less intensive line-

transect BBS methodology, designed to attract larger numbers of volunteers, is not an appropriate 

method for assessing the breeding bird assemblage of a specific site. This is because not all 

habitats are surveyed, and therefore some species are likely to be missed. 

3.26. To ascertain the breeding status of birds using the Site and adjacent areas the criteria as used in 

the ‘Atlas’ surveys of 1988-1991 (Gibbons et al, 1993)
34

 were applied. This accepts the following 

activities as denoting breeding (including those probably breeding although definite proof was 

lacking): 

 Bird apparently holding territory. 

 Courtship and display. 

 Nest-building (including excavating nest-hole). 

 Distraction display or feigning injury. 

 
33

 Marchant, J.H. (1983): ‘Common Birds Census instructions’. BTO, Tring. 12pp 
34

 Gibbons, D.W., Reid, J.B. & Chapman, R.A. (1993): ‘The New Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain and Ireland: 
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 Adult carrying faecal sac or food. 

 Adult entering or leaving apparently occupied nest site. 

 Nest with eggs or eggshells found, or bird sitting but not disturbed. 

 Nest with young; or downy young of ducks, game-birds, waders and other nidifugous species; 

and 

 Recently fledged young. 

3.27. The survey also highlighted any species or populations that are of significance, either in the local or 

national context.  This was then be used to inform appropriate mitigation strategies, as well as any 

compensation and enhancement measures, where required.  

Great Crested Newts 
3.28. A Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment of the ponds present on and within 500m of the Site 

with suitably connecting habitat was undertaken during the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey, 

where access allowed. The resulting scores returned pond suitability of between ‘below average’ 

and ‘good’ suitability for supporting GCN (refer to Ecological Appraisal Report). Consequently, and 

because records for GCNs were returned from the ecological data search, the Ecological Appraisal 

report recommended that further survey for GCN be undertaken. 

3.29. GCNs form meta-populations, whereby they will travel and breed within a number of ponds typically 

within 500m of each other (Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook 2001
35

). Therefore, where 

land owner permission was granted, any static waterbodies within 500m of the Site with suitable 

connecting habitat were surveyed for the presence / likely absence of GCNs in accordance with 

best practice guidelines (English Nature, 2001
36

). Although access to Pond 6, located to the south-

east of the Site (refer to Figures 1 and 13, P6) was not forthcoming during the GCN surveys, a HSI 

score was obtained for this pond from the adjacent blue-line boundary. The resulting HSI score and 

a summary description of this pond are detailed further below. The locations of those ponds on and 

within 500m of the Site with suitable connecting habitat are provided on Figures 1 and 13.  

3.30. Surveys comprised four visits between mid-March and mid-June 2013, with three of these 

undertaken between mid-April and mid-May. Given that no GCNs were recorded during these four 

survey visits, this species is considered unlikely to be present on the Site.  Therefore, a further two 

surveys to determine population size class were not carried out.  

3.31. Together, four ponds and two ditches, which held water at the time of survey, were surveyed for 

GCNs (refer to Figure 13, P2, 3, 5 and 6 and Ditches 8 and 10 for locations). Paragraphs 3.46 to 

3.48 below detail limitations encountered during surveys at certain ponds and ditches.  At least 

three of the survey methods detailed below were undertaken during each visit:  

 Setting of bottle-traps: This involved the use of funnel traps (made from 2 litre clear plastic 

bottles with an air bubble / hole) that were secured in the water around the pond margin in the 

evening before dark, and left set overnight to be checked the following morning; 

 Egg search: The egg search is used to determine presence of breeding great crested newts, 

although the data cannot be used to estimate population size. All suitable submerged 

vegetation was searched for great crested newt eggs. Newt eggs are characteristically wrapped 

individually in the submerged leaves of aquatic vegetation, such as brooklime, water forget-me-

not, watercress, and floating sweet-grass;  

 

35
 Langton, T., Beckett, C. And Foster, J. (2001): ‘Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook’. Froglife, 
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 Torch survey: The accessible margins of the water body were slowly walked once, searching 

the margins by torchlight (a minimum of one million candlepower) for great crested newts. This 

torch searching was undertaken a minimum of one hour after dark. All great crested newts 

observed in the water were counted and where possible divided as males, females and 

juveniles;  

 Netting: Using a long-handled dip-net the perimeter of the pond was netted for a period of at 

least 15 minutes per 50m of shoreline. Netting is much less effective at detecting adult great 

crested newt presence than bottle trapping, torch survey or egg search; 

 Terrestrial Search: Any potential terrestrial refuges such as logs, rocks and debris within 

proximity of the pond were lifted and search for the presence of great crested newts. 

3.32. A summary of the dates and weather conditions during the GCN surveys is provided in Table 6 

below. 

Table 6: Dates and weather conditions during great crested newt surveys 

Date Temp (oC) 
(at start of 
survey) 

Rain Wind 
(Beaufort) 

Cloud Cover 
(oktas) 

22/04/2013 12 None N/A 3-4 

23/04/2013 14 None N/A 1-2 

29/04/2013 10 None N/A 1-2 

30/04/2013 12 None N/A 4 

Reptiles 
3.33. The Ecological Appraisal report identified the potential for habitats on the Site such as the horse 

grazed field within the western part of the Site, hedgerows, scrub and ditches to provide 

opportunities for common reptile species.  Accordingly, the following survey methods were 

employed to allow an evaluation of the reptile assemblage and to identify features of value to 

reptiles on the Site. All surveys were undertaken in line with current best practice guidelines 

(Froglife, 1999
37

).  

3.34. In total ninety-two 0.5m x 0.5m reptile refugia were placed facing various aspects within habitats on 

the Site considered to have the potential of supporting reptiles (approximately 3.5 hectares (ha)). 

The locations of these reptile refugia can be found on Figure 14.  

3.35. The refugia were checked on seven separate occasions in suitable weather conditions, being 

between 09.30 to 11.30 or 16.30 to 6.30pm with temperatures between 9 and 18
o
C with no rain 

and little wind, or as close to these conditions as possible. During each visit, the refugia were lifted 

and any reptiles present (either underneath or on top of the refugia) were recorded.  Any incidental 

observations of reptiles throughout the Site were also recorded. Table 7 below details the dates 

and weather conditions on these seven visits. 
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Table 7: Dates, start time and weather conditions of reptile survey visits  

Date Time Temp (oC) 
 (at start of 
survey) 

Rain Cloud cover 
(oktas) 

Wind 
(Beaufort) 

23/04/2013 10:30 15 None 1-2 1 

23/04/2012 18:00 14 None 1-2 0 

30/04/2013 10:15 10 None 1-2 1 

01/05/2013 10:00 10 None 0 0 

16/05/2013 11:15 12 None 4 1 

16/05/2013 15:00 10 None 6 0 

20/05/2013 11:00 17 None 8 2 

3.36. The size and importance of the reptile population on the Site was identified in accordance with 

Froglife’s Key Reptile Site Assessment methodology
13

.  The maximum number of each species 

seen on one survey visit (by observation or under refugia placed at 10/ha within habitat suitable for 

supporting reptiles) was used to classify the Site as having a low, good or exceptional population 

for each species (refer to Table 8 below). 

Table 8: Survey assessment: Key reptile sites/classifying population sizes 

Species Low Population 

Score 1 

Good Population 

Score 2 

Exceptional Population 

Score 3 

Adder <5 5-10 >10 

Grass Snake <5 5-10 >10 

Common Lizard <5 5-20 >20 

Slow Worm <5 5-20 >20 

 

3.37.  A site can qualify for the Key Reptile Register if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

1) Supports three or more reptile species; 

2) Supports two snake species; 

3) Supports an exceptional population of one species (refer to Table 8); 

4) Supports an assemblage of species scoring at least 4 (refer to Table 8); and 

5) Does not satisfy 1-4 but which is of particular regional importance due to local rarity. 

3.38. Figures in Table 8 refer to the maximum number of adults seen by observation and / or under tins 

(placed at a density of up to 10/ha), by one person in one day. 

Water Vole 
3.39. The Ecological Appraisal identified the ditches to have sub-optimal habitat for water voles. 

However, a search on the NBN Gateway search returned one record approximately 7km north-east 

of the Site and there potentially exists suitable connecting habitat from this record to the Site 

through a series of river and ditch systems.  

3.40. As a result and as a precautionary measure a water vole scoping survey was undertaken on 23 

April 2013 in accordance with current guidelines (Strachan, Moorhouse and Gelling 2011
38

). The 
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ditches on the Site (including an additional 50m upstream and downstream of the Site boundaries 

where accessed allowed) were surveyed for evidence of water vole. This involved walking the 

length of the ditches looking for and mapping characteristic signs of water vole activity as described 

in Table 9 below.  The location of the ditches present on the Site is provided in Figure 13. 

Table 9: Evidence used to determine water vole presence 

Evidence Description 

Footprints Forefoot: four toes in a star arrangement; hind foot: 
five-toed with the outer ones splayed, typically 
measuring 26 to 34mm long.  Evidence from 
footprints is used as indicative only. 

Runways in vegetation 5cm to 8cm across, typically within 2m of the water’s 
edge, forming low tunnels pushed through the 
vegetation. 

Burrows Typically wider than high and 4cm to 8cm across, 
appearing as a series of holes along the water’s 
edge, from just below the water level to just above it 
or occurring within the vegetation up to 3m from the 
water. 

Grazed ‘lawns’ Around land holes (created by voles eating down 
grasses and other vegetation immediately around 
some burrow entrances). 

Nests In burrows or occasionally above ground in dense 
vegetation - e.g. woven in the bases of sedges and 
reeds. 

Feeding stations Neat piles of chewed lengths (typically about 8cm) 
of vegetation showing characteristic teeth marks. 

Droppings Usually 8mm to12mm long and 4mm-5mm wide, 
cylindrical with blunt ends and generally odourless. 

Latrines Mostly droppings are deposited at discrete latrine 
sites near the nest, at territory boundaries and at 
platforms where the water voles leave or enter the 
water.  Latrine sites are typically established and 
maintained from February to November, and often 
shown a flattened mass of old dropping topped with 
fresh ones. 

Direct observation Observation of water voles themselves. 

Evaluation 
3.41. The habitats and species evaluations are based on published guidance from the Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (IEEM)
39

.  The level of value of specific ecological 

receptors is assigned using a geographic frame of reference, i.e.  international value being most 

important, then national, regional, county (metropolitan), district, local and lastly, within the 

boundary of the Site only. A negligible value is assigned where the habitat offers no value to 

wildlife. 

3.42. Value judgements are based on various characteristics that can be used to identify ecological 

resources or features likely to be important in terms of biodiversity.  These include site designations 

(such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest), or for undesignated features, the size, conservation 
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status (locally, nationally or internationally), and the quality of the ecological resource.  In terms of 

the latter, ‘quality’ can refer to habitats (for instance if they are particularly diverse, or a good 

example of a specific habitat type), other features (such as wildlife corridors or mosaics of habitats) 

or species populations or assemblages. It should be noted that prior to the completion of detailed 

Phase 2 surveys, all valuations in this report are preliminary and subject to change pending the 

results of further survey where required. 

Limitations 
3.43. The field within the eastern most part of the Site is designated as green belt and therefore are not 

subject to development proposals, other than public open space including an informal ‘kick about’ 

area and an ecological mitigation area. Those remaining areas within the blue-line boundary are 

also designated as green belt and are not subject to any proposals. Consequently, survey effort 

was concentrated within those areas which are currently ear-marked for development and no 

further surveys with regards to bats and reptiles were carried out within the above areas. 

Furthermore, those ditches within the blue-line boundary, all of which were dry at the time of 

survey, were not included within the water vole scoping survey. However, further survey was 

undertaken within the above areas with regards to the grassland NVC, hedgerow and breeding bird 

surveys. In addition, the area of recently planted woodland within this blue-line boundary, as well 

as at least 30m beyond the Site boundary was included within the badger walkover survey. 

Bat Surveys 

3.44. During the aerial tree inspections, whilst twenty-four trees were able to be climbed, for health and 

safety reasons it was not possible to climb four trees present on the Site T16, T17 and T26. Whilst 

T21 was considered to provide opportunities for roosting bats, this tree could not be climbed as it 

was within a residential garden outside of the Site boundary. In addition to parts of T2 and T6 (refer 

to Figure 11) could not be accessed do to health and safety reasons while these trees were 

climbed. Consequently the bat roosting potential provided for these trees is based on further 

detailed ground based inspection.   

3.45. Analysis of bat calls from long-eared bats and the group Myotis can be difficult as the species 

within these separate groups have very similar call characteristics. Analysis of Myotis calls can only 

be undertaken if the recording is clear. In addition if several recordings are made it is possible to 

compare features of the call to ensure more confidence in the assessment. In some cases it is only 

possible to identify calls to the group Myotis sp. Where long-eared bats were recorded, these were 

classified as long-eared sp. Where pipistrelle bats were recorded echolocating at approximately 

50khz, given that both common and soprano pipistrelle bats can echolocate at this frequency, a 

pipistrelle sp. classification was assigned. 

3.46. Whilst the long-eared bats recorded were not identified to species level, it is considered likely that 

the bats identified as long-eared sp. are brown long-eared bats. This is due to that fact that only 

brown-long-eared bats were returned from Warwickshire Biological Records Centre, 

Worcestershire Biological Records Centre and the Biological Records Centre for Birmingham and 

the Black Country with a 5km search radius undertaken. Furthermore, the majority of records for 

grey long-eared bats Plecotus austriacus occur along the south coast of England
40

. A search of the 

NBN Gateway found two records for grey long-eared bats within this area of the country. The first 

of which is present within the area of Leicester and the second occurs to the west of Kidderminster. 

The latter record is held by the Worcestershire Biological Records Centre however, as mentioned 

above no records were from this records centre for this species within 5km of the Site. 
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3.47. Only one night of recordings was collected for the SM2 set out in July 2013. This may have been 

as a result of equipment error or due to poor climactic conditions. From the data gathered by the 

SM2 detectors during the remaining months, as well as the transect surveys, it is considered that a 

lack of several nights of data during this month would significantly alter the findings of the 

automated surveys, particularly with regard to any other species not discussed within this report 

that may have been utilising the Site during this time and not recorded. 

3.48. Given that the SM2 bat detectors were placed in different locations on each month it is therefore 

difficult to assess whether differences in activity recorded by these detectors each month was due 

to the SM2’s location or the month that it was deployed. Climactic conditions during the nights for 

which the SM2 detectors were deployed may also have influenced bat activity across the Site, and 

therefore the number of passes recorded by each detector, with bats potentially choosing to utilise 

those more sheltered areas of the Site during periods of sub-optimal climatic conditions. 

Great Crested Newt Surveys 

3.49. Pond 2 was dry at the time of survey and Pond 4 held very low levels (c.1cm) of water during the 

first survey visit. In addition, whilst a number of ditches are present within the Site boundary, the 

majority of these ditches were either dry at the time of survey or again held very low levels of water 

(c.1 to 3cm) during the first survey visit. These ditches as well as Pond 4 were then observed 

becoming during further survey visits. As a result, these waterbodies are considered to be 

ephemeral, only holding water during periods of heavy rain and are therefore likely to be of 

negligible value to GCNs as well as common species of amphibian. Consequently these 

waterbodies were not subject to survey. Furthermore Ditch 8, which held enough water to be 

considered suitable for survey during the first and second survey visits, however was dry during the 

third and fourth
 
surveys and therefore was not subject to survey during these visits.  

3.50. In addition, only two small areas of standing open water was present within Pond 3, however, 

several bottle traps were still able to be placed within these areas. Pond 2 contained high levels of 

floating sweet-grass Glyceria fluitans. Although bottle trapping could still be undertaken, night 

torching was limited to small areas where floating sweet-grass was not present or cleared areas 

created when the bottle traps were set. 

3.51. Access to Pond 6 was not forthcoming and therefore only night torching of this pond could be 

undertaken from the adjacent blue-line boundary, which is located adjacent to the north of this 

pond. 
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4. Results 

Grassland NVC Survey  
4.1. Previously, all fields present within and adjacent to (i.e. those fields within the blue-line boundary) 

the Site were actively farmed (a mix of arable, cattle, sheep and dairy cows). Within the exception 

of the field present within the western part of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Field 1), which until 

recently has been solely grazed by a single horse. The remaining fields present on the Site are cut 

for hay and / or haylage on an annual basis, typically in July. It should be noted that since the 

passing of the horse in August 2013, the field present within the western part of the Site has since 

also been cut. 

4.2. At the time of survey, Field 1 (refer to Figure 2) was still horse grazed and the presence of a deep 

thatch layer, encroaching scrub and tree seedlings indicated that the field is not regularly mown. All 

the fields were found to support semi-improved grassland ranging from poor semi-improved 

grassland (refer to Figure 2, Fields 1, 2, 3, 9 and 10) to semi-improved neutral grassland (refer to 

Figure 2, Fields 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). Several areas of impeded drainage represent the only variation 

to the otherwise freely drained typical lowland grasslands found across the majority of the Site. No 

rare or notable floral species were recorded during the survey. 

4.3. A summary of the NVC grassland survey results are provided in Table 10 below and Figure 2, with 

a detailed description of the sward provided in Section 5 below. Domin / DAFOR scores for each 

quadrat are provided in Appendix A.  

Table 10: NVC survey results 

Field Approximate 
Area (ha) 

Quadrat 
reference 
numbers 
(refer to 
Appendix A) 

Total 
species 
count 
in field  

Vegetation community type (Phase 1 Habitat 
types or NCV community) 

1 3.4 1-5 27 Poor semi-improved grassland in the northern two-

thirds of the field (MG1 Arrhenatherum elatius 

grassland Festuca rubra sub-community) 

Semi-improved grassland restricted to the south-

west part of the field (MG9 Holcus lanatus-
Deschampsia cespitosa grassland - Arrhenatherum 
elatius sub-community and MG10 Holcus lanatus – 

Juncus effuses rush pasture (sub-community 

undetermined)). 

2 1.3 6 & 7 25 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b Lolium 
perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus). 

3 1.1 8 & 9 19 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b) 

4 1.4 10 & 11 26 
Semi-improved neutral grassland (MG6b / MG5a 
Cynosaurus cristatus- Centaurea nigra (exact 
community undetermined)). 

5 1.4 12 & 13 22 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b. 

6 1.9 14 & 15 29 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b. 

7 2.7 16 & 17 34 
Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b / MG5a 
(exact community undetermined).  

8 3.1 18 &19 37 Semi-improved neutral grassland MG6b / MG5a 

(exact community undetermined). 
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Field Approximate 
Area (ha) 

Quadrat 
reference 
numbers 
(refer to 
Appendix A) 

Total 
species 
count 
in field  

Vegetation community type (Phase 1 Habitat 
types or NCV community) 

9 1.9 20 & 21 20 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b). 

10 1.6 22 & 23 24 Poor semi-improved grassland (MG6b). 

 

Hedgerow Assessment 
4.4. In total, twenty three hedgerows were recorded at the field boundaries on and adjacent (i.e. within 

the blue-line boundary) to the Site.  Full results of the survey are provided in Appendix B and 

mapped on Figure 2. Woody species frequently recorded within the hedgerows include; hawthorn 

Crataegus monogyna, holly Ilex aquifolium, blackthorn Prunus spinosa, hazel Corylus avellana, 
rowan Sorbus aucuparia and silver birch Betula pendula.  The majority of the hedgerows supported 

mature English oak Quercus robur trees.  Over half the hedgerows were intact (13 of the 23) and 

just under half had an associated ditch (11 of the 23).  Only three of the hedgerows had a bank 

associated with them.  

4.5. The groundflora often supported patches of bramble Rubus fruticosus or bracken Pteridium 
aquilinum.  Woodland ground flora species frequently recorded include bluebell Hyacinthoides non-
scripta and wood sage Teucrium scorodonia with less frequent male fern Dryopteris felix-mas and 

broad buckler fern Dryopteris dilatata.  Foxglove Digitalis purpurea was also frequently recorded. 

4.6. The hedgerows were either tall and wide with no obvious signs of regular management (refer to 

Figure 2, H1, H4, H5, H8, H9, H10, H14, H15, H22 and H23) or regularly trimmed to a short boxy 

shape.  

Badgers 
4.7. The data search returned a number of records within 1km of the Site. However, Warwickshire 

Biological Records Centre has requested that badger information remains confidential. 

4.8. The results of the badger Site walkover survey and monitoring visits are provided within Appendix 
C, which can be made available on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological 

Records Centre. 

Bats 
4.9. Bat species returned from the data search included records for daubenton’s Myotis daubentonii, 

common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, brown long-

eared Plecotus Auritus, whiskered / brandt’s Myotis mystacinus / brandtii, noctule Nyctalus noctula, 

serotine Eptesicus serotinus, natterer’s Myotis nattereri, Pipistrellus sp., Plecotus sp., and Myotis 
sp. The closest records returned were for common and soprano pipistrelle bats, located 

approximately 280m east of the Site along Rumbush Lane. 

Building Inspections 

4.10. A description of the findings of the external and internal inspections of the buildings associated with 

Tidbury Green Farm is provided in Appendix C.  

4.11. In summary a number of droppings were recorded within the loft space of the main residential farm 

building. These droppings were subsequently sent away for DNA analysis by the University of 
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Warwick, the results of which confirmed these dropping to belong soprano pipistrelle bats (refer to 

Appendix D). 

4.12. No evidence of bats was recorded within the other buildings inspected, with these buildings 

considered to be of between negligible and moderate bat roosting potential. 

Aerial Tree Inspections 

4.13. Aerial inspections were undertaken on a total of twenty-four mature trees across the Site which 

were considered to have to potential to support roosting bats. For health and safety reasons four 

trees could not be climbed and a further ground based inspection was consequently undertaken for 

these trees. A description of the findings of these aerial inspections is provided in Appendix E. 

4.14. In summary, resulting from the findings of the aerial tree inspections, sixteen trees on the Site were 

considered to be of low (Category 2, refer to Table 4) bat roosting potential, four  trees were 

considered to be of moderate (Category 1) bat roosting potential and six trees were considered to 

be of high (Category 1*) bat roosting potential. The remaining trees on Site are considered to be of 

negligible (Category 3) bat roosting potential. No signs of roosting bats were recorded within any 

of the trees inspected. 

Activity Surveys 

4.15. The majority of bat passes recorded during all of the transect surveys were from both common 

pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle bats. Infrequent passes by long-eared sp. (considered to be 

brown long-eared given the geographic location of the Site) bats were recorded during the June 

and August surveys with a single pass of a serotine Eptesicus serotinus bat also recorded during 

the July dusk survey. Unidentified Myotis sp. and Myotis passes that were considered likely to be 

natterer’s (through sound analysis) were recorded on a number of occasions during the majority of 

the surveys. The highest levels of bat activity were recorded along the hedgerows within the centre 

of the Site as well as the northern, southern and eastern Site boundaries. Relatively few recordings 

were made along the western Site boundary. The results of the transect surveys undertaken are 

summarised below and in Figures 5 to 10.  

4.16. During the May survey the majority of bat passes were made by foraging and commuting common 

pipistrelle and pipistrelle sp. bats. Several recordings of commuting soprano pipistrelle bats were 

also made. These species were predominantly recorded utilising features such as hedgerows and 

trees within the north and predominantly the south of the Site with several recordings also made 

within along the central hedgerows. The first recordings were of soprano pipistrelle and pipistrelle 

sp. bats, within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. In addition, approximately 40 minutes 

after sunset three simultaneous passes by different common pipistrelle bats were recorded to the 

north of Site within the vicinity of the Tidbury Green Farm buildings. Several social calls made by 

common pipistrelle bats were also recorded during the survey. Similar levels of bat activity were 

recorded along both transects. 

4.17. The June survey recorded higher levels of bat activity than was recorded in May. Again the majority 

of bat passes were made by foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several 

recordings of foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also made. In addition, foraging natterer’s and 

Myotis sp bats were recorded across the Site, predominantly within the north-eastern parts of the 

Site, the first of which was approximately forty minutes after sunset. The first recordings were of 

common pipistrelle and natterer’s bats within approximately forty minutes after sunset. In addition, 

two passes of a commuting and foraging long-eared sp. (considered to be brown long-eared given 

the geographic location of the Site) bat was made approximately an hour and a half after sunset, 

adjacent to the southern boundary within the west of the Site. Similar levels of bat activity were 

recorded along both transects. 
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4.18. In July, the dusk activity levels were similar to those recorded in June, although higher levels of 

activity were recorded along Transect 2. Again, the majority of bat passes were from foraging and 

commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also 

made. In addition, several recordings of foraging natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were also made, 

predominantly within the centre of the Site, the first of which was approximately an hour after 

sunset. The activity levels recorded by these species were lower than those recorded in June. The 

first recordings were of common pipistrelle bats within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. In 

addition, a single pass of a commuting serotine bat was made approximately forty minutes after 

sunset within the north-eastern corner of the Site. The dawn survey recorded lower levels of activity 

than the dusk survey, although activity levels were similar levels to those recorded during the May 

dusk survey. Again higher levels of activity were recorded along Transect 2. The majority of bat 

passes were from foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of 

foraging soprano pipistrelle bats also made. Again natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were recorded, 

although this time predominantly within the southern parts of the Site, several of which were 

continuously foraging. The last of these recordings was made approximately forty minutes prior to 

sunrise.  

4.19. The August survey recorded similar levels of bat activity to the July dusk survey along Transect 1, 

although activity levels were reduced from July along Transect 2. The majority of bat passes were 

from foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats with several recordings of foraging soprano 

pipistrelle bats also made. Two recordings of foraging natterer’s and Myotis sp bats were also 

made. These were both recorded along Transect 2, with the first recording made to the south of the 

Site approximately an hour after sunset. The second recording was made to the north of the Site 

approximately two hours after sunset. In addition, single recordings of foraging long-eared bats 

(considered to be brown long-eared given the geographic location of the Site) were made on along 

each transect. The first of these was made along Transect 1 approximately an hour and a half after 

sunset along the western boundary of the Site, with the second recorded along Transect 2 several 

minutes later along the southern boundary of the most northern field. The first recordings were of 

common pipistrelle bats within approximately thirty minutes after sunset. A social call by a Myotis 
sp. was also recorded at the end of the survey. Similar levels of bat activity were recorded along 

both transects. 

4.20. In September, activity levels along Transect 1 were slightly higher than those recorded in August, 

whilst activity levels along Transect 2 were slightly lower than those recorded in August. The 

majority of bat passes recorded along Transect 2 were from foraging and commuting common 

pipistrelle bats with several recordings of commuting soprano pipistrelle bats also made. Relatively 

equal levels of foraging and commuting common and soprano pipistrelle bats were recorded along 

Transect 1. In addition, although no recordings of natterer’s or Myotis sp bats were made along 

Transect 2, several recording of Myotis sp bats were recorded along Transect 1, the first of which 

was made approximately thirty minutes after sunset, adjacent to the southern boundary within the 

west of the Site. The first recordings were of common and soprano pipistrelle bats within 

approximately twenty to thirty minutes after sunset. In addition a common pipistrelle was recorded 

continuously foraging and producing social calls above the Tidbury Green Farm building located 

nearest to the Site through the majority of the survey.  

4.21. During the activity surveys, no recordings of bats utilising Structures 1, 2 or 3 were made during the 

listening stops undertaken. In addition, no evidence of bats was noted when these buildings were 

inspected prior to these surveys being undertaken. It is therefore considered that these buildings 

are not currently used as ‘hang-up’ areas for bats.  
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Automated Surveys 

4.22. The SM2 bat detectors were positioned in a number of locations across the Site, in order to 

supplement the transect surveys with regards to the overall use of the Site by bats, as well as to 

determine whether any other species of bat not recorded during the transect surveys may be 

utilising the Site. The results of the automated surveys are summarised below. 

4.23. In May one SM2 was placed within the north of Transect 1 (and adjacent to the north-west of 

Transect 2) and the second SM2 was placed along the east of Transect 2 (refer to Figure 4).  

Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, with a 

greater number of passes of each species recorded by the Transect 1 SM2. No other species of 

bat were recorded. The greatest number passes were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by 

soprano pipistrelle and then Myotis sp bats for both detectors.  

4.24. In June one SM2 was placed along the west of Transect 1 and the second placed along the west of 

Transect 2 (and adjacent to the east of Transect 1) (refer to Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, this time with a greater 

number of passes of each species recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. The greatest number passes 

were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by Myotis sp and then soprano pipistrelle bats for both 

detectors. In addition, several passes from long-eared sp. were recorded by both detectors and 

one pass by a noctule bat was also recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. 

4.25. In July one SM2 was placed towards the south of the centre of Transect 1 and the second placed 

along the south of Transect 2 (refer to Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and 

Myotis sp bats were recorded by both detectors, with a greater number of passes of each species 

recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. No other species of bat were recorded. The greatest number 

passes were by common pipistrelle bats, followed by Myotis sp and then soprano pipistrelle bats 

for both detectors.  

4.26. In August one SM2 was placed along the south-east of Transect 1 (and adjacent to the south-west 

of Transect 2) and the second placed in the north-east corner off Transect 2, adjacent to Dickens 

Wood LWS and Ecosite (refer to Figure 4). Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp 

bats were recorded by both detectors with a greater number of passes of each species recorded by 

the Transect 1 SM2. In addition, passes by pipistrelle sp, long-eared sp, serotine and noctule were 

recorded by the Transect 1 SM2. The greatest number passes were by common pipistrelle bats, 

followed by soprano pipistrelle bats and then Myotis sp for both detectors. A greater number of 

long-eared sp passes were recorded than noctule passes with only a single serotine pass 

recorded. 

4.27. In September one SM2 was placed towards the north of the centre of Transect 1 and the second 

placed towards the north of Transect 2 (and adjacent to the north west of Transect 1) (refer to 

Figure 4). Again Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp bats were recorded by both 

detectors with a greater number of common and soprano pipistrelle passes recorded by the 

Transect 1 SM2 and a greater number of Myotis sp passes recorded by the Transect 2 SM2. A 

number of the Myotis sp passes were also considered to of natterer’s bats (through sound 

analysis). The greatest number passes were by soprano pipistrelle bats, followed by common 

pipistrelle and then Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats for the Transect 1 SM2. The greatest 

number passes for the Transect 2 SM2 were by Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats followed by 

common pipistrelle and the soprano pipistrelle bats. In addition, several passes by noctule bats and 

a single pass by long-eared sp. were made by each detector.  
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Birds 
4.28. The data search only returned few species records for birds and no response was received from 

the Warwickshire Country bird recorder. Records returned include barn owl Tyto alba, spoonbill 

Platalea leucorodia, redwing Turdus iliacus and song thrush Turdus philomelos, with the closest 

record being for barn owl approximately 0.78km south west of the Site. 

4.29. The breeding bird survey recorded a total of 29 species of bird during the survey. Within the Site, 

eleven species comprising blue tit Cyanistes caeruleus, blackbird Turdus merula, robin Erithacus 
rubecula, wren Troglodytes troglodytes, wood pigeon Columba palumbus, blackcap Sylvia 
atricapilla, stock dove Columba oenas, carrion crow Corvus corone, song thrush Turdus 
philomelos, swallow Hirundo rustica and great tit Parus major were breeding or probably breeding 

and five species comprising bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula, jackdaw Corvus monedula, great spotted 

woodpecker Dendrocopos major, dunnock Prunella modularis and blackcap were possibly 

breeding (i.e. habitat suitable to support the species is present). The remaining species were either 

breeding or possibly breeding in adjacent areas which comprised moorhen Gallinula tenebrosa, 

mallard Anas platyrhynchos, cuckoo Cuculus canorus, tawny owl Strix aluco, willow warbler 

Phylloscopus trochilus, chiffchaff Phylloscopus collybita, jay Garrulus glandarius, magpie Pica pica, 

and chaffinch Fringilla coelebs, or only recorded flying over the Site which comprised herring gull 

Larus argentatus, lesser black-backed gull Larus fuscus, hobby Falco subbuteo, starling Sturnus 
vulgaris and greenfinch Carduelis chloris. A number of those species recorded breeding or 

probably breeding within the Site were also recorded as breeding or probably breeding adjacent to 

the Site i.e. within the blue-line boundary. A summary of observations for each species can be 

found within Appendix F, whilst the distribution of breeding birds is shown on Figure 12. 

4.30. In addition, a number of raptor pellets considered to be tawny owl pellets were recorded beneath 

an oak tree (refer to Figure 2, T10), indicating that this tree is used as a regular perching site. This 

tree was also inspected during the aerial tree inspections for bats, with no further evidence 

recorded. 

Great Crested Newts 
4.31. The ecological data search returned records for common frog, common toad, smooth newt and 

great crested newt, with the closest record being for common frog approximately 0.89km east of 

the Site. Only a single record for GCN was returned, and this was an historical (1985) record 

approximately 1.7km south of the Site. 

4.32. Following the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat survey a total of five ponds and two ditches were 

identified on Site with a further pond identified within 500m of the Site boundary with suitable 

connecting habitat (refer to Figures 1 and 12).  

4.33. Descriptions of these ponds can be found within the Ecological Appraisal report and their HSI 

scores and corresponding suitability for supporting GCN have been detailed in Table 11 below.  

Table 11: Pond HSI scores and corresponding suitability for supporting GCN 

Pond Number HSI Score Pond Suitability 

1 0.53 Below Average 

2 0.77 Good 

3 0.71 Good 

4 0.58 Below Average 

5 0.67 Average 
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4.34. In addition a HSI score was obtained for Pond 6 during the GCN surveys. This pond is located to 

the south-east of the Site within a small area of woodland to the south of the blue-line boundary. 

The pond is heavily over shaded and by surround trees and was approximately 10cm deep 10m
2 
in 

area at the time of survey. No marginal, emergent or submergent vegetation was recorded within 

this pond, although some leaf litter was present. The HSI assessment for this pond returned a 

score of 0.3 i.e. this pond is of poor suitability for supporting GCN. Nevertheless, due to suitable 

connectivity to the Site, this pond was also surveyed. However, as previously mentioned access to 

Pond 6 was not forthcoming and therefore only night torching of this pond could be undertaken 

from the south of the blue-line boundary, which is located adjacent to the north of this pond. 

4.35. As previously mentioned no GCNs were found in any of the ponds surveyed during the first four 

survey visits.  Consequently it is considered that GCNs are unlikely to be present on the Site and 

therefore the further two surveys to asses population class were not undertaken. However, a peak 

count of 6 smooth newts was recorded by torching on a single survey visit (24 April 2013) within 

Pond 5. Low numbers (a peak count of three) of common toad Bufo bufo were also recorded within 

this pond. Toad spawn was also recorded which Ditch 10, which was also surveyed, with no other 

amphibians recorded within any other waterbodies surveyed.  

4.36. Full results of the great crested newt presence / likely absence surveys can be made available on 

request. 

Reptiles  
4.37. The ecological data search returned records for grass snake and adder, with the closest record 

being for grass snake approximately 1.22km south of the Site. 

4.38. A total of seven reptile survey visits were made between 23 April and 20 May 2013 during 

favourable conditions and taking advantage of two of the three optimal months (April and May) for 

reptile survey
37

. In summary no reptiles were recorded during any of the seven survey visits. 

Several small mammal burrows were recorded under refugia within the horse grazed field within 

the western part of the Site and a common toad was recorded utilising a refugia along adjacent to 

the ditch along the southern boundary of the Site.  

Water Vole Scoping Survey 
4.39. No records for water vole were returned from those record centres contacted, with the nearest 

record from a search on the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway being approximately 

7km to the north-east of the Site. However, connecting habitat from this record to the Site is 

potential through a series of river and ditch systems within the local area. 

4.40. A water vole scoping survey was undertaken on the ditches on the Site (including an additional 

50m upstream and downstream of the Site boundaries where accessed allowed). A description of 

each ditch surveyed together the survey findings are provided in Appendix G.  

4.41. In summary, no evidence that water vole utilise the ditches on the Site was recorded. Although 

mammal burrows were occasionally recorded along several of these ditches, given their size and 

the evidence recorded, there are not considered to be attributed to water vole and have like been 

created by small mammals such as shrew sp., vole sp. and rat Rattus norvegicus. 
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5. Discussion and Recommendations 

Grassland 
5.1. All the fields surveyed were found to be mesotrophic grassland communities of varying structure 

and diversity likely resulting from a combination of management, topography and drainage. Broadly 

speaking, the fields within the western and eastern parts of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Fields 1, 2, 

3, 5, 6, 9 and 10) comprise less floristically diverse communities, whilst those fields towards the 

centre of the Site (refer to Figure 2, Fields 4, 7 and 8) appeared more floristically diverse. Across 

all fields there was a notable absence of species that are indicative of older unimproved meadows 

such as quaking grass Briza media, glaucus sedge Carex glauca and yellow oat-grass Trisetum 
flavescens. 

5.2. As a whole the grassland communities recorded on the Site suggest that the Site was managed 

historically with a greater agricultural intensity favouring vigorous grass growth and since this time 

a reduction in inputs and a less intensive management regime has resulted in an increasingly 

diverse grassland sward, particularly with regard to the range and abundance of dicotyledons 

typical of meadows such common bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus. Consequently these 

grassland communities are placed between less diverse semi-improved neutral grassland, 

represented by the NVC community MG6b Lolium perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus grassland, and a 

continuum between the MG6b / MG5a Cynosaurus cristatus- Centaurea nigra communities (exact 

community undetermined) in those areas where the sward diversity is developing more rapidly 

towards a richer community type. It should be noted that no grassland compartments were 

considered to be a close match to the latter, which are generally considered to be habitats of higher 

nature conservation value.  

5.3. Fields 4, 7 and 8 in particular included a number of species associated with the community type 

MG5a including; common bird’s-foot trefoil, meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris, common sorrel 

Rumex acetosa, red clover Trifolium pratense, common knapweed Centaurea nigra, yellow rattle 

Rhinanthus minor, meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis and pignut Conopodium major. However 

the general dominance of grasses and absence or low percentage cover of ‘preferential’ species 

from the MG5 floristic table
41

 result in these fields being placed in a continuum between the MG6 

and MG5 communities rather than being simply defined as one or the other. In addition, a single 

species of common spotted-orchid Dactylorhiza fuchsia was recorded to the south of Field 7 (refer 

to Figure 2, Target Note 1), indicating its recent colonisation. 

5.4. Field 1 offers a slightly different scenario to that above where MG1 Arrhenatherum elatius 

grassland Festuca rubra sub-community has developed opposed to MG6 found elsewhere. In this 

situation the MG1 communities in Field 1 is likely to be a transitional habitat as much of the field 

has been subject to low levels of grazing as a result of low level stocking density (i.e. a single 

horse) and the habit of horses to establish latrine areas which remain un-grazed. The presence of 

tree seedlings and scrub starting to colonise the field supports this theory. 

5.5. Within in the south-west of Field 1, the wet rush communities MG9 Holcus lanatus-Deschampsia 
cespitosa grassland Arrhenatherum elatius sub-community and MG10 Holcus lanatus – Juncus 
effuses (exact sub-community undetermined) have developed within areas of impeded drainage. 

Small areas of vegetation indicative of impeded drainage were also recorded in Fields 9 and 10 

although these areas were too small to map as habitat units and instead are identified as Target 

Note 2 on Figure 2.  

 
41

 Rodwell J. S. (1992) British Plant Communities Volume 3 Grasslands and Montana Communities, University 
Press, Cambridge.:  
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5.6. The remaining grasslands in Fields 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 and 10 are considered to be of the community MGb 
Lolium perenne-Cynosaurus cristatus grassland, however vary from being ‘poor semi-improved’ to 

‘semi-improved’. The grassland within these fields is supported by a sward dominated by grasses 

specifically red fescue Festuca rubra with varying abundance of Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus, 

common bent Agrostis capillaris, sweet vernal grass Anthoxanthum odoratum and crested dog’s-

tail Cynosaurus cristatus. Within these areas a more limited diversity of forb species such as 

meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris, common sorrel Rumex acetosa, red clover Trifolium 
pratense, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata and lesser trefoil Trifolium dubium were found. 

These species are considered good competitor species and are tolerant of a wide range of 

conditions.  

5.7. Field 6 was the only field to have co-dominant forbs and grasses, specifically yellow rattle, ribwort 

plantain, red clover and meadow buttercup all contributing to a relatively high percentage cover in 

the sward.  

5.8. Should the more recent management of annual cutting continue with no use of fertilizers it is 

anticipated that grasses would continue to be reduced in overall vigour and that the relative 

abundance, percentage cover and diversity of forbs would continue to increase.  

5.9. In valuing the Site, none of the fields supported grass or forb species typical of unimproved 

grassland of this region such as Dyer’s greenweed, green-winged orchid, pepper saxifrage, saw-

wort and adder’s-tongue and as discussed the affinity of the grassland with floristically diverse MG5 

communities is poor. No parts of the Site are therefore considered to support the UK or 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat ‘Lowland Neutral Grassland’.  Fields 4, 7 

and 8 supported ‘semi-improved neutral grassland’ which showed affinities with MG6 / MG5 

grassland and as a result it is recommended that the preliminary valuation of grasslands made in 

the Ecological Appraisal
 
report is raised to reflect the grasslands having local ecological value. 

5.10. Proposals for the Site should look to avoid or minimise the loss of ‘semi-improved neutral 

grassland’ where possible and aim to provide an overall enhancement of this habitat.  Where semi-

improved neutral grassland would be lost, a detailed mitigation strategy which aims to minimise any 

adverse impact and provide overall enhancement of this habitat type should be provided. The 

mitigation strategy should be proportionate to the quality and size of areas of this habitat to be lost 

and agreed with the Local Planning Authority (LPA).  Recommendations for measures to achieve 

this are provided below.  

5.11. Areas of rush / marshy vegetation to be lost should look to be replaced.  New areas should reflect 

communities affected i.e.  the MG9 and MG10 communities within the south-west corner of Field 1.  

Suitable locations would be within the attenuation pond proposed to be incorporated within the 

ecological mitigation area or adjacent to ditches where management for good quality rush 

dominated vegetation is feasible. The edaphic conditions should replicate those conditions 

currently present within these areas and include both permanently wet and periodically inundated 

areas.  Appropriate management would also be required to prevent scrub invasion however, a 

thatch layer as currently present should also look to be obtained. The establishment of such 

vegetation could be achieved through spreading species-rich green hay taken from those areas 

currently present at an appropriate time of year and / or turf translocation onto bare soil.   

5.12. Where areas of grassland are to be lost, areas of undeveloped grassland should look to be 

retained, protected and enhanced with the aim of compensating for this loss.  This could be 

provided within those fields which are not subject to any proposals to the east of the Site e.g. Fields 

8, 9, 10. These fields support semi-improved neutral grassland and poor semi-improved grassland 

which show signs of reversion to species-rich sward and are already managed as hay fields.  

However the forb diversity and abundance is low, leaving scope for enhancement. If possible, 

public access to areas such as Fields 8, 9 and 10 should look to be restricted in order to maximise 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

34 
Protected Species Report 

 

the biodiversity value for these areas. Furthermore, whilst an informal ‘kick-about’ area as well as 

an ecological mitigation area including an attenuation pond is proposed to occur within Field 7, 

which also supports semi-improved neutral grassland, areas of enhanced grassland could be 

created around this ‘kick-about’ areas and used as public open space with informal pathways 

mowed amongst it. If possible, the grassland currently present within this field should look to be 

retained within the ‘kick about’, but mowed on a more frequent basis. Given the current proposals 

for Field 7, consideration should also be given to the translocation or spreading of seeds from the 

common spotted orchid recorded within this field, should it be considered that proposals could 

result in the loss of this specimen.  

5.13. To enhance Fields 8, 9 and 10, it is considered that the spreading of green hay from Fields 4 and 7 

has the greatest potential to introduce or speed up colonisation by desirable species within these 

fields including yellow rattle, common knapweed, common bird’s-foot-trefoil and meadow vetchling. 

Yellow rattle, being hemi-parasitic, is thought to reduce the biomass of the dominant grass species, 

reduce competition and allow wildflower species an opportunity to become established (Natural 

England, 2009b)
42

, increasing the likelihood a diverse sward developing and reducing the 

requirement for subsequent grazing.  To improve sward diversity above that is already present, an 

appropriate species rich seed mix including those species typical of unimproved grassland of this 

region such as Dyer’s greenweed, green-winged orchid, pepper saxifrage, saw-wort and adder’s-

tongue could be sown within these fields. Alternatively a donor site supporting unimproved MG5 

neutral grassland could be identified through a review of designated sites in the locality. The donor 

site should also look to provide seeds from the above species.  

5.14. Spreading species-rich green hay cut at an appropriate time of year (late summer / early autumn) 

would introduce new desirable species and increase botanical sward diversity more quickly than 

natural colonisation. The main principles detailed in Natural England’s’ technical advice note 

TIN063 (Natural England, 2010)
43

 with regards to translocations from donor to receptor sites are as 

follows:  

 Both donor and receptor sites for green hay must be carefully selected; 

 The receptor site should be prepared prior to spreading to achieve a short sward with areas of 

bare ground (up to 50%) which could be achieved through shallow rotovation / harrowing; 

 Use green hay spread within a few hours of collection; 

 Hay must be bedded in after spreading (for example, by trampling with stock). 

 Subsequent site management is required. 

5.15. The areas of grassland should be managed under a detailed management plan to enhance the 

sward diversity and detailed within a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). This 

would also enhance the opportunities for faunal species such as birds, bats and invertebrates. 

5.16. Objectives for lowland semi-natural grasslands identified by Natural England (Natural England, 

2007)
44

 are as follows:  

 To maintain the nature conservation interest of grassland communities valued for nature 

conservation with their component species of flora and fauna;  

 To limit the establishment of undesirable robust competitive grasses and herbs; 
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 Natural England (2009b): ‘Natural England Technical Information Note TIN060.  The use of yellow rattle to 
facilitate grassland diversification’. Natural England. 
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 Natural England (2010): ‘Natural England Technical Information Note TIN063. Sward enhancement: 
diversifying grassland by spreading species-rich green hay’. Natural England. 
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 To prevent the establishment of shrubs and trees;  

5.17. The general principles of management for areas of semi-improved neutral grassland would be:  

 Annual hay cut in late summer / early autumn when desirable plants have set seed and arisings 

removed. This will also provide a greater resource throughout the year for invertebrates and 

small mammals upon which other species such as birds and bats may feed; 

 If possible light grazing could be carried out in the winter, but not when the ground is too wet to 

avoid poaching. If grazing stock is unavailable, an alternative would be to take an early cut, 

proceeding the breeding bird season, with the arisings removed. 

 No use of organic or inorganic fertilizer, pesticides or herbicides. 

5.18. Areas of grassland currently present should also look to be retained and enhanced within those 

areas proposed to be built out e.g. areas adjacent to hedgerows, ditches and proposed roads, 

which could also look to be managed as ‘Road-side Verges’, which is a Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat. 

5.19. To protect those areas of retained grassland during construction works it is recommended that a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is produced covering construction activities 

on the Site in order to negate / minimise any potential effects. Those measures recommended to 

be incorporated in the CEMP are provided within the Ecological Appraisal report. 

Hedgerows 
5.20. Resulting from the findings of the hedgerow assessment, and those further surveys undertaken, 

under the ‘Wildlife and Landscape criteria’ of the Hedgerows Regulations (1997) H10 and H21 

would be considered ‘Important’. Hedgerows 2 and 12 are considered to be species poor and with 

the exception of these the remaining hedgerows supported more than five woody species along 

their length and are therefore considered to be species-rich. Hedgerows are locally, regionally and 

nationally common, as were the species recorded during the hedgerow assessment. 

5.21. Under current proposals the majority of hedgerows present on the Site would be retained. 

However, a primary access road and pedestrian link is to be created through Hedgerow 21 and a 

Entrance ‘square’ is also to be created to the north of this hedgerow. In addition, a primary 

pedestrian link is also to be created through Hedgerow 10, both of which would be considered 

‘Important’.  These proposals would there result in the loss of areas of these hedgerows. Given 

this, and that hedgerows on the Site are considered to fall under UK and Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitats ‘Hedgerows’ (refer to Ecological Appraisal report), it is 

recommended that the loss of these areas of hedgerows, as well as the loss of any other areas of 

hedgerows on the Site, is compensated for elsewhere within the proposed development, 

recommendations for which are provided below. Notwithstanding this, given their management and 

the likelihood that hedgerows of similar or higher quality occur within the local area, the hedgerows 

on Site are considered to be of ecological value within the context of the Site. 

5.22. Site proposals should look to enhance those retained hedgerows present on the Site. Those 

hedgerows within the blue-line boundary could also look to be enhanced. This could be achieved 

through increasing their species richness, in particular Hedgerows 2 and 12, as well as plugging up 

any gaps which are currently present using native species. Species rich hedgerows should also 

look to be created, including within those areas proposed to be built out where possible. The 

hedgerows should also look to be placed under suitable management which could involve 

increasing their height and width as well as placing them under suitable cutting regimes. This 

should be detailed within the above LEMP. This would also enhance the opportunities these 

hedgerows provide for faunal species such as birds, bats and invertebrates. 
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5.23. It is considered that those measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would also protect 

hedgerows during Site preparation works and construction activities. 

Other Habitats 
5.24. Resulting from the findings of those further surveys undertaken at the Site, the value of those 

remaining habitats currently present are considered to be of the same ecological value as 

previously assessed within the Ecological Appraisal (refer to Ecological Appraisal report for more 

information). Furthermore, a small population (a peak count of three) of common toad, a UK BAP 

Priority Species was recorded within Pond 5 during the GCN surveys. Taking into account, and the 

qualify criteria
45

, it is considered that this would qualify this pond as being a UK and therefore 

Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat. It should be noted that this pond is 

present outside of the Site boundary and would therefore be retained. 

5.25. With the blue-line boundary is an area recently planted woodland. This woodland was planted in 

1997 with Woodland Grant Funding, the north-western part of which falls within the Dickens Wood 

Ecosite designation and is also noted as being a rejected LWS (refer to Figure 1). The remaining 

area of this woodland is undesignated (refer to Figure 1 and Ecological Appraisal report for further 

information).  

5.26. Current proposals would create a ‘woodland walk’ within this area of woodland. Whilst this area is 

already under management it is recommended that selective thinning is undertaken to create rides 

and glades and the management process reviewed to allow a more diverse woodland ground flora 

to become established. The sowing of appropriate shade tolerant woodland ground flora species 

could also be undertaken to increase this diversity. These areas of woodland also fall under the UK 

BAP Priority Habitat of Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland as well as the Warwickshire, Coventry 

and Solihull BAP Priority Habitat of Woodlands. 

5.27. As part of current proposals an ecological mitigation area is proposed to be created within the 

south-east of the Site. Recommendations for habitats to be created within this area have been 

provided above. This area should also be placed under suitable management, measures for which 

should be incorporated into the above LEMP. In addition, public access to this area should look to 

be restricted where possible to maximise the biodiversity value for this area.  

5.28. Any other habitats proposed to be retained or created on Site should also look to be enhanced 

where possible through the incorporation of native species and species of benefit to biodiversity as 

well as being appropriately managed, measures for which should also be included within the above 

LEMP. 

5.29. It is considered that those measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would protect those other 

habitats proposed to be retained during Site preparation works and construction activities. 

Amphibians 
5.30. Given that no GCNs were recorded within any of the ponds surveyed, it is likely that they are 

absent from the Site and that therefore this species would not be affected by the proposed 

development.  However, the findings of the surveys indicate that a low population smooth newt is 

present within Pond 5, adjacent to the Site and a low population of common toad is also present 

within this pond. Furthermore, toad spawn was recorded within Ditch 10 during these surveys. No 

other amphibian species were recorded within any of the other waterbodies surveyed. Common 

toad is listed as a UK BAP Priority Species. 
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5.31. Although only night torching from the adjacent blue-line boundary could be undertaken within Pond 

6, given its proximity and suitably connecting habitat, to the Site, it is likely that if GCNs were 

present within those ponds surveyed they would also be present within Pond 6. 

5.32. Taking into account the results of the surveys undertaken, and in view of the quality of the 

waterbodies present on and adjacent to the Site and that a number of ponds are present within the 

local area, the Site is considered to be of value ecological within the context of the Site in 

relation to these species.  

5.33. Current proposals would retain the majority of those habitats of greatest value to amphibians i.e. 

those ponds surveyed together Ditch 10 which is present along the southern Site boundary and 

was found to continuously hold water throughout the surveys, together with terrestrial habitats such 

as the tree belt along the western boundary of the Site and hedgerows. Furthermore, those 

recommendations made above with regards to the terrestrial habitats on the Site could enhance 

terrestrial opportunities for amphibians. In addition, as mentioned above proposals for the Site 

include the creation of an attenuation pond within the ecological mitigation area. To enhance the 

aquatic opportunities for amphibians this area should look to hold permanent areas of water which 

could also be appropriately planted where possible with marginal species such as marsh marigold 

Caltha palustris, brooklime Veronica beccabunga, water mint Mentha aquatica and water forget-

me-not Myosotis scorpioides. This would provide suitable egg laying opportunities for species such 

as smooth newt. If possible, the provision of hibernacula and log piles (as described below) within 

the vicinity of this attenuation pond could also be of benefit to amphibians. 

5.34. Those recommendations made with regard to measures to be incorporated into the CEMP would 

suitably negate / minimise effects as a result of construction activities, associated with dust 

arisings, noise and vibration, occurring to amphibians that may be present within the vicinity of the 

Site.  

Badgers 
5.35. Evidence of use of the Site by badger was recorded during the Site walkover survey and 

monitoring visits. Warwickshire Biological Records Centre has requested that badger information 

remains confidential. Further information regarding the discussion of this evidence as well as 

recommendations with regard to badger is provided in Appendix C which can be made available 

on request, subject to approval by the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre.  

Bats 
5.36. The building inspections recorded soprano pipistrelle droppings buildings within the main Tidbury 

Green farm Building (Building 1), outside of the Site boundary. Although a new (c.1990) roof lining 

was visible, a number of droppings appeared relatively fresh and therefore it is likely that soprano 

pipistrelle bats are still roosting (likely in small numbers given the levels of activity recorded) within 

this building. Furthermore, given the presence of a number of residential buildings within the vicinity 

of the Site, it is considered likely that roosts of this species also occur within the local area.  

5.37. For those other species of bat recorded during the surveys undertaken, given the roosting 

opportunities present, it is also anticipated that roosts would occur in the local area.    

5.38. The aerial tree inspections found a number of trees across the Site to be of high, moderate and low 

bat roosting potential. Given that no evidence of bats was recorded within any of the trees 

surveyed or within Structures 1, 2 and 3, it is considered that roosting bats are likely to be absent 

from the Site at present. However, bats are highly mobile and tree roosts can be sporadic, used by 

roosting bats for only several days over the course of a year. Given this and the quality of roosting / 
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‘hang-up’ features recorded, the future use of the trees and structures on the Site by bats cannot 

be ruled out. 

5.39. During the transect surveys general bat activity recorded across the Site between May and 

September and was concentrated along the hedgerows within the centre of the Site as well as the 

northern, southern and eastern Site boundaries. Relatively few recordings were made along the 

western Site boundary.  

5.40. The most regularly encountered bats were common and soprano pipistrelle bats which used the 

majority of the Site for foraging and commuting purposes. Unidentified Myotis sp. and natterer’s 

bats were recorded throughout the majority of the surveys and infrequent recordings of long-eared 

sp. (likely brown-long-eared) bats were also made. A single pass by a serotine bat was also 

recorded.  Soprano pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats are UK BAP Priority Species, whilst all 

bats are listed as Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Species. 

5.41. The automated surveys recorded one further species of bat which was not recorded during the 

transect survey. This species was noctule, which is also a UK BAP Priority Species. Activity from 

the greatest diversity of bat species was recorded during August by the Transect 1 SM2 (refer to 

Figure 4). During this month passes by common, soprano and pipistrelle sp. bats together with 

Myotis sp., long-eared sp. serotine and noctule bats were made. When the results for all months 

were combined, the greatest number of bat passes was made by common pipistrelle bats and the 

number of passes by soprano pipistrelle and Myotis sp. (including natterer’s) bats were relatively 

equal. Passes by long-eared sp. and noctule bats were infrequent compared to the other species 

recorded above, with the greatest number of passes by both species recorded in August. Only a 

single pass by a serotine bat was recorded and a small number of bat passes recorded by the SM2 

detectors could not be identified during sound analysis.  

5.42. Although roosting bats are likely to be absent from the Site at present, given the findings of the 

activity surveys undertaken, it is considered likely that as well as using the features on Site such as 

hedgerows and trees for foraging, bats are using these features as a commuting route to other 

habitats of value within the vicinity of the Site, such as the areas of woodland located to the north-

east of the Site including Dickens Wood LWS and Ecosite, as well as the surrounding local area. 

5.43. Taking into account the levels of bat activity and diversity of bat species recorded on the Site, 

together with the habitats present, the Site is considered to be of local ecological value in relation 

to bats. However, given that similar and higher quality habitats, such as woodland, occur within the 

vicinity of the Site and local area, it is considered unlikely that bats would be dependent upon those 

habitats present on the Site.    

5.44. Current Site proposals would retain the vast majority of habitats of greatest value to bats i.e. 

hedgerows and mature trees. This would retain roosting, foraging and commuting opportunities for 

bats. Connectivity from the Tidbury Green Farm Buildings across and beyond the Site would also 

be maintained. Those recommendations made above with regards to habitats could enhance those 

foraging and commuting opportunities available to bats on the Site and those areas within the blue-

line boundary. Furthermore, roosting opportunities on the Site could also be enhanced through the 

provision of bat boxes. Bat boxes should comprise those which afford roosting opportunities for 

those species recorded on Site such as Schwegler 2F, 2FN, 1FF and 1FD or similar.  These boxes 

should be erected on mature trees, placed at a height of 4m or greater and sheltered from 

prevailing wind, rain and direct sunlight. The number and type of bat boxes to be provided would be 

agreed at the reserve matters stage. 

5.45. Once the scheme design has been fixed, any trees considered to be of high (Category 1*) or 

moderate (Category 1) bat roosting potential which also require felling should be subject to further 

survey in accordance with best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012). Those trees of high bat roosting 
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potential should be subject to three dusk emergence and / or pre-dawn re-entry surveys. Those 

trees of moderate bat roosting potential should be subject to two dusk emergence and / or pre-

dawn re-entry surveys with a further survey undertaken should roosting bats be found. The above 

surveys should be separated by a period of at least twenty-four hours and undertaken during the 

active bat season (May to September) with the optimum period being May to August. Should any 

trees considered to be of low (Category 2) bat roosting potential be highlighted for removal, whilst 

no further survey would be required, in accordance with best practice guidelines (BCT, 2012), the 

felling of these trees should be undertaken using reasonable avoidance measures by a qualified 

arboriculturalist using soft felling techniques.  These techniques would comprise avoiding cutting 

through those features with the potential to support roosting bats i.e. snapped limbs, rot / 

woodpecker holes, hollows / cavities, loose bark, cracks / splits and fissures and dense areas of 

ivy.  In the unlikely event that roosting bats are discovered, these works should immediately cease 

and an ecologist notified.  Consultation would then be undertaken with the County Ecologist and / 

or Natural England to agree on an appropriate way forward. 

5.46. It is considered that foraging and commuting bats on Site have the potential to be affected through 

indirect effects such as night lighting whilst construction works are undertaken. Any bats roosting 

within retained trees on Site also have the potential to be affected by indirect effects such as noise 

and vibration.  However, it is considered that those recommendations made to be incorporated into 

the CEMP would suitably negate / minimise these effects. 
5.47. To enable the continued use of the Site by bats once the proposed development is complete, it is 

recommended that an appropriate lighting strategy is produced. The strategy should be designed 

to minimise light spill onto those features used by foraging, commuting and potentially roosting bats 

such as mature trees (including any bat boxes), hedgerows and buildings such as those associated 

with Tidbury Green Farm and those residential buildings to the south of the Site. Lighting should 

look to be set back at least 2m from such features and be directional, pointing down and away from 

these features. Furthermore, the lighting strategy should look to exclude lighting from within the 

field where the public open space and ecological mitigation area is proposed and those remaining 

fields within the blue-line boundary. Any excess light spill within these areas should also look to be 

minimised. The strategy should be designed according to best practice guidance, particularly the 

Institute of Lighting Engineers Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light 2005, British 

Standards Institute, the Society for Light and Lighting, and the Health and Safety Executive, to 

ensure that the lighting provides a safe night time environment whilst minimising any potential 

adverse effects on nocturnal species.   

Birds 
5.48. The Site supports a modest assemblage of breeding birds, typical of its ‘urban fringe’ setting. No 

declining farmland species were recorded during the survey, other than swallow, which is 

associated with farm buildings and has also been recorded breeding within the structures present 

within the horse grazed field within the western part of the Site. Although the grassland on the Site 

had grown to a reasonable height, no ground nesting birds were recorded during the breeding bird 

survey and no evidence of such species was recorded following this survey during the remainder of 

the surveys undertaken prior to the grassland being cut. 

5.49. Most breeding activity on the Site is associated with those areas containing with the greatest 

number of mature trees. In particular this includes the northern, southern and western Site 

boundaries as well as the hedgerow present to the south-east of the horse grazed field within the 

western part of the Site. The most numerous species are woodpigeon, wren, blackbird and blue tit, 

all of which are amongst the most abundant species in the UK. 
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5.50. Of the species breeding or possibly breeding on the Site; stock dove, dunnock, song thrush, and 

bullfinch are RSPB red or amber listed, having undergone declines in their UK population and / or 

range. Song thrush is also a Warwickshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) priority species. 

However, all these species have declined from being ‘very abundant’ to simply ‘abundant’, and are 

still amongst the commonest breeding species in the UK, including ‘urban fringe’ environments. 

Similarly, all the other species that were recorded breeding at the Site are common and 

widespread in both a local and national context. 

5.51. Within the blue-line boundary the vast majority of breeding activity is associated with the area of 

recently planted woodland to the north-east of the Site, with the most numerous species being; 

wren, robin, blackbird and blue tit. The only red or amber list species breeding in this area were 

song thrush and willow warbler, both of which are common and widespread both locally and 

nationally. 

5.52. Taking into account that the Site supports a modest assemblage of breeding birds, none of which 

occurs in significant numbers, it is concluded that the Site does not support any bird species or 

populations that are of significance. Furthermore, given that largely locally and nationally common 

species of bird were recorded breeding on the Site, and that suitable breeding (and foraging) 

habitats for these species occur within the local area, it is considered that birds would not be 

dependent on the Site for foraging and breeding. Therefore the Site is considered to be of 

ecological value within the context of the Site in relation to birds. In addition, given that similar 

and higher quality habitats, such as woodland, occur within the vicinity of the Site and local area, it 

is considered unlikely that birds would be dependent upon the habitats present on the Site for 

foraging and nesting. 

5.53. Current proposals for the Site would retain those features of greatest value to birds i.e. the majority 

of mature trees and hedgerows and it is considered that those recommendations made above with 

regards to habitats on Site would also suitably enhance the Site and those areas within the blue-

line boundary for foraging and nesting birds, including ground nesting species such as skylark, a 

UK and Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull BAP Priority Species. Furthermore, nesting 

opportunities on the Site could be enhanced through the provision of bird boxes. Bird boxes should 

comprise those which afford nesting opportunities for those species recorded on Site such as 

Schwegler 2F, 2FN, 1FF and 1FD or similar.  These boxes should be erected on mature trees, 

placed at a height of 4m or greater and sheltered from prevailing wind, rain and direct sunlight. The 

number and type of bird boxes to be provided would be agreed at the reserve matters stage. It is 

also recommended that the English oak which is used as a perch site for tawny owl is also retained 

and the lighting strategy described above takes this area into account, minimising lighting around 

this tree. 

5.54. Nesting birds have the potential to be directly affected through the removal of vegetated habitats 

such as trees and Hedgerows.  It is therefore recommended that the removal of any vegetation 

with the potential to support nesting birds is undertaken outside of the recognised nesting bird 

season (normally considered to be March to September inclusive, weather dependent).  Should 

this not be possible then vegetation clearance should be undertaken under an ecological watching 

brief with a check for nesting birds undertaken beforehand.  Should an active nest be found, works 

in this area should cease and the nest given an appropriate buffer (to be determined by the 

ecologist).  Once the young have fledged and left the nest, works within this area would be allowed 

to proceed.  
5.55. Birds also have the potential to be affected through indirect effects such as dust arisings, noise and 

vibration as a result of construction activities. However, it is considered that those 

recommendations made to be incorporated into the CEMP would suitably negate / minimise these 

effects. 
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Invertebrates 
5.56. From the results of the ‘Extended’ Phase 1 Habitat Survey and ecological data search the 

Ecological Appraisal considered the habitats present on the Site to provide suitable opportunities 

for common invertebrate species and that it was unlikely that these habitats would support any 

significant populations of protected, BAP and notable species, if any. Therefore, further survey with 

regard to invertebrates was not considered to be required. 

5.57. As previously mentioned, during subsequent Site visits whilst the above further surveys were being 

undertaken, the grassland had grown and a richer species sward and a more herbaceous 

component had become apparent with several species recorded also being indicator species for 

unimproved grassland. Such habitat is known to be of value to both common and protected, BAP 

and notable invertebrate species. However, given the cutting regime of this grassland i.e. on an 

annual basis, typically in July, it is considered unlikely that this grassland would provide significant 

foraging and breeding opportunities for protected, BAP and notable invertebrate species, if any, 

upon which they would be dependent. Furthermore, the results of the bat activity surveys, which 

recorded low to moderate levels of activity, indicate that a high invertebrate biomass is unlikely to 

be present at the Site. No notable invertebrate species were incidentally recorded during those 

further surveys undertaken. Taking this into account, the ecological value of the Site in relation to 

invertebrates is considered to be the same as assessed within the Ecological Appraisal i.e. within 
the context of the Site. 

5.58. Those recommendations made above with regards to habitats would also suitably enhance the Site 

and those areas within the blue-line boundary for invertebrates. 
5.59. Invertebrates utilising those retained habitats have the potential to be affected through indirect 

effects such as dust arisings, noise and vibration as a result of construction activities. However, it is 

considered that those recommendations made to be incorporated into the CEMP would suitably 

negate / minimise these effects. 

Reptiles  
5.60. No reptiles were recorded during the seven survey visits and there have been no other anecdotal 

sightings during the other further surveys undertaken on and adjacent to the Site. As no reptiles 

have been observed and that the nearest record for reptiles was for grass snake approximately 

1.22km south of the Site, it is considered that reptiles are unlikely to be present on the Site and that 

the Site is therefore not a ‘Key Reptile Site’. Although the reptile survey was not extended to 

include the field within the eastern most part of the Site and those remaining areas within the blue-

line boundary, given that reptiles are considered unlikely to be present on Site, it is also considered 

that reptiles are unlikely to be present within these areas. Furthermore, no anecdotal sightings 

during those further surveys undertaken within these areas were noted. The Site is therefore 

considered to be of negligible ecological value in relation to reptiles. 

5.61. Taking this into account, it is also considered that there is no requirement for further consideration 

towards these species. However, as a matter of best practice, and an additional enhancement of 

Site proposals, provision for reptiles could be made to allow reptiles to colonise the Site in future. 

This would be agreed at the reserved matters stage. 

5.62. Whilst those recommendations made above with regards to habitats would also suitably enhance 

the Site and those areas within the blue line boundary for reptiles, these provisions could take the 

form of a hibernacula created at suitable location within the ecological mitigation area, i.e. set 

outside any areas which would be liable to hold water over the winter or during times of heavy rain. 
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If created, the hibernacula should look to follow best practice guidelines (English Nature, 2001)
 46

, 

being c.2m long, c.1m high (above ground) and c.1m wide.  A bed of coarse gravel c.150mm deep 

should be spread over the bottom of the hibernacula to aid drainage.  On top of this, layers of 

rubble including stone, brick, short sections of untreated timber and logs (which could be sourced 

from the trunks and large branches of any trees previously felled on Site), interspersed with 

untreated wood chippings.  The rubble piles should be built up to a height of 500mm.  
5.63. Sections of 50 to 70mm diameter plastic hose (to be removed following completion of hibernacula) 

should also be placed horizontally at heights of 200 to 400mm leading into the rubble piles whilst 

they are being covered with subsoil (to also be seeded) to maintain access points into the 

hibernacula.  At least four access points should be made into each hibernacula. 

 

Taken from English Nature, 2001 

5.64. A number of log piles could also be created from the trunks and large branches of any previously 

felled trees on Site and it is considered that three log piles would be appropriate.  These would 

provide basking and refuge opportunities for reptiles, which could also be placed within those areas 

on Site of greatest value to reptiles as mentioned above.  Grass cuttings could also be placed in 

piles around these areas to provide further opportunities for breeding reptiles. 

 

Water Vole  
5.65. No evidence of water vole was recorded during the scoping survey. Consequently, and given that 

the nearest record for water vole is located approximately 7km north-east of the Site, it is 

considered that water vole are unlikely to be present on the Site and that the Site’. In addition, the 

ditches on Site lack a general absence of lush vegetation typically favoured by this species, which 

prefers an herbaceous covering of at least 60% with vegetation such as tall grasses, reeds, rushes 

and sedges to feed on and shelter in. Furthermore, optimal water vole habitat comprises water 

depths of over 1m combined with little or no significant fluctuations in water levels, which the 

ditches on Site do not provide. 

5.66. Therefore, it is also considered that there is no requirement for further consideration towards these 

species and that given the condition and sub-optimal quality of those ditches present on Site, it is 

unlikely that water vole would colonise the Site in the future. The Site is therefore considered to be 

of negligible ecological value in relation to water vole. 

 

46
 English Nature (2001): ‘Great crested newt mitigation guidelines’. English Nature, Peterborough. 
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6. Conclusions 
6.1. Based on the findings of the Ecological Appraisal the following surveys have been undertaken at 

the Site and adjacent areas: 

 Badger walkover survey; 

 Bat activity surveys; 

 Building and aerial tree inspections for bats; 

 GCN surveys; 

 Breeding bird surveys; 

 Reptile surveys; and 

 Water vole scoping survey. 

6.2. In addition to the above grassland NVC and hedgerow assessments have also been carried out.  

6.3. The results of the above surveys show that whilst several protected, BAP and other notable 

species are present and using the Site and adjacent habitats, these comprise common species on 

local, regional and national scales. Furthermore, from the results of the grassland NVC surveys 

undertaken, it is considered that no BAP Priority Habitats in relation to grasslands are present. BAP 

Priority Habitats considered to be present on and / or adjacent to the Site include ‘Hedgerows’ and 

‘Ponds’. These BAP Priority Habitats and the species recorded within them are also common on 

local, regional and national scales. 

6.4. In line with relevant legislation, planning policies and BAPs, recommendations have been made 

within this report with regard to the appropriate protection of those protected, BAP and other 

notable species and habitats present on and adjacent to the Site. Recommendations have also 

been made to enhance the Site and adjacent areas to achieve a net gain for biodiversity.  

6.5. With the exception of those recommendations made with regard to badger, should a period of two 

years or more pass from the dates on which the surveys detailed within this report were undertaken 

without works being carried out, these surveys may be required to be updated. These updated 

surveys would be required to determine whether the use and value of those habitats and species 

on and adjacent to the Site significantly changed. 

6.6. It is considered that if the advice within this report relating to flora and fauna on the Site is followed 

and that an appropriate level of ecological enhancement measures is incorporated within the 

proposed development where required, there is no ecological reason why the Site cannot be 

developed in accordance with the relevant planning policy and legislation.   
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Figure 1: Habitat Features Plan (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_1C) 
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Figure 2: NVC Grassland and Hedgerow Assessment (ref.EED13122-
100_GR_EC_7C) 
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Figure 3: Badger Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_5C) (Available on 
Request) 
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Figure 4: Bat Activity Transect Route, SM2 and Building Locations and Listening 
Points (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_8A) 
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Figures 5 - 10: Bat Activity Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_9A – 14A) 
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Figure 7: Dusk Activity Survey
Undertaken 03/07/13
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Figure 9: Dusk Activity Survey
Undertaken 02/08/13
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Figure 10: Dusk Activity Survey
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Figure 11: Trees Assessed for Bat Potential (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_6C) 
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Figure 12: Breeding Bird Survey Results (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_4A) 
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Figure 13: Ponds and Ditches Locations (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_2A) 
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Figure 14: Reptile Refugia Locations (ref.EED13122-100_GR_EC_3A) 
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A. NVC Grassland Survey Results 

 

Domin Scale (quantitative measure of abundance of species) 

% Cover  Domin Scale 

 

91% -100% 10 

76% - 90% 9 

51% - 75% 8 

34% - 50% 7 

26% - 33% 6 

11% - 25% 5 

4% - 10% 4 

<4 3 (With many individuals) 

2 (With several individuals) 

1 (With few individuals) 

DAFOR Scale of Relative Abundance 

D – Dominant 

A – Abundant 

F – Frequent 

O – Occasional 

R - Rare 

(RLA – Rare, but locally abundant) 
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Yorkshire-fog  Holcus lanatus 6 4 2 2 1 4 7 8 6 1 2 4 4 6 5 5  2 4 5  4 4 

Sweet Vernal Grass  Anthoxanthum 
odoratum 

7   1  6 4 6 5 7 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 

Red Fescue  Festuca rubra 9   4  7 5  1 7 8 6 9 5 4 4 7 7 6 6 4 6 6 

Meadow fescue Festuca pratensis 5 1 2 7  O 6 R      R          

Meadow Foxtail  Alopecurus pratensis  2  2 O R  3 3 R  4   O 2      1  

Tufted Hair-grass  Deschampsia cespitosa  2  R 6                   

False Oat-grass  Arrhenatherum elatius    4 4  R   R  R  O  4  2 4 2   R 

Common Bent   Agrostis capillaris)       5 3 4 8 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 5  2 5 4 4 5 

Creeping Bent  Agrostis stolonifera    2            R   R 2   RLA 

Perennial Ryegrass  Lolium perenne      1  R  R    1  1   R O    

Crested Dog's-tail  Cynosurus cristatus          2 1   4 4 4 1 R  3   1 

Cock's-foot  Dactylis glomerata R         1        1 1    R 

Timothy Phleum pratense              R R   R      

Meadow grass Poa        R       A 1    O    

Hybrid Sweet-grass Glyceria x pedicellata                   R    RLA 

Slender Soft-brome Bromus lepidus                   R     

Oval Sedge Carex ovalis RLA                      RLA 

Soft-rush Juncus effusus    R 7           R   R     

Field Wood-rush  Luzula campestris 3     R    2 3 2 3           

Common Sedge Carex nigra    1 2                   

Compact Rush  Juncus conglomeratus  4   F                   
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Jointed Rush Juncus articulatus  9 10                     

Meadow Buttercup  Ranunculus acris 1    R 7 5 5 2 1 1 1 1 5 6 4 3 1 4 2 1 1 4 

Greater Bird's-foot-
trefoil  

Lotus pedunculatus 4  1 1 5             4    4 4 

Common Bird's-foot-
trefoil  

Lotus corniculatus       4   5 1 1    5  5      

Ribwort Plantain  Plantago lanceolata 1      R R 1 3 4 1 4 4 4 6 7 5 5 5 7 6 4 

Red Clover  Trifolium pratense 1     2 1   R  R  4 4 1 4 F   1  R 

Common Sorrel  Rumex acetosa 1 1 1 1 1 1 R 1 4   R  2 3 1  R 1 R   1 

Lesser Stitchwort  Stellaria graminea 1   1  R  R 1 R  R  3 1 4 4 2 4 R   R 

Marsh Thistle  Cirsium palustre   4 R  1      1 1 R     R     

Common Knapweed  Centaurea nigra           4    R   R      

Creeping Cinquefoil  Potentilla reptans            1             

Common Marsh-
bedstraw  

Galium palustre  1 1  2                   

Cleavers  Galium aparine  1                      

Common Mouse-ear  Cerastium fontanum      R  R    R  R  R  R     R 

Lesser Trefoil  Trifolium dubium      R      R  4 1 4 1 1   R   

Common Vetch  Vicia sativa      R 7   R  R  1 1 R  R      

Yellow-rattle  Rhinanthus minor      R  5 1  R 5  6 2 R   R     

Cat's-ear  Hypochaeris radicata       R R  2 4 1 1    1 1   R  R 

Meadow Vetchling  Lathyrus pratensis       R    R    4 5 4  R 2 4  4 

White Clover  Trifolium repens       R       R  1   R     
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Species Quadrat / Domin Score 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

Selfheal  Prunella vulgaris       R   1    R   R  R  1  R 

Common Ragwort  Senecio jacobaea       R    R             

Yellow Iris  Iris pseudacorus        R                

Meadow Brome Bromus commutatus        R                

Broad-leaved Dock  Rumex obtusifolius        R        R  R      

Creeping Buttercup  Ranunculus repens     5   R        1       1 

Dandelion  Taraxacum agg          1 2  1 R  R   2   1 1 

Pignut  Conopodium majus           R R 3           

Spear Thistle  Cirsium vulgare           R             

Hogweed Heracleum 
sphondylium 

             R  R  R  R    

Tufted Vetch Vicia cracca              R  1 4 4 2 4 2 2 1 

Bush Vetch Vicia sepium              R     R     

Bramble Rubus fruticosus R R R R R                   

Common Spotted-
orchid 

Dactylorhiza fuchsii                  R      

Oxeye Daisy Leucanthemum vulgare                 1  R  R   

Curled Dock Rumex crispus                R        

Beaked Hawk’s-beard Crepis vesicaria                   R     

Poplar Seedling                R   R     

Oak Seedling R R R R R       R      R      
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B. Hedgerow Survey Results 

A summary of the Wildlife and Landscape criteria within the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) is 

provided below.  Please refer to original legislation for full details. These Regulations only apply to 

hedgerows adjacent to land in agricultural/ horticultural use.  A hedgerow may be classified as 

‘Important’ for archaeological/ historical reasons, or according to Wildlife and Landscape criteria, 

the hedgerow must be over 30 years old and should comprise of the following: 

 *at least 7 woody species/30m; 

 *at least 6 woody species/ 30m and at least 3 features; 

 *at least 6 woody species/ 30m including one of Pn/ Sot/ Tic/ Tip (see below); 

 *at least 5 woody species/ 30m and at least 4 features; or 

 if adjacent to a bridleway/ footpath, at least 4 woody species and at least 2 features. 

*If the hedgerow is situated wholly or partly in one of the counties listed in Criteria 7 sub-paragraph 

(2) of the Regulations, the number of woody species should be reduced by 1. 

The species codes used are as listed in the Handbook for Phase I habitat Survey (JNCC, 1990).  

Additional codes not given in this handbook are given below. 

 

Code Latin Name Common Name 

Tb Taxas baccata Yew 

Drf Dryopteris felix mas Male fern 

Am Arum maculatum Lord’s and Ladie’s 

Pvul Primula vulgaris Primrose 

 

(N.B A hedgerow may also be classified as ‘Important’ due to the presence/ recorded presence of 

particular animal and plant species (see Criteria 6 sub-paragraphs (1)-(4) of the Regulations for 

details). 

The presence of a number of features along a hedgerow influences the classification under the 

Regulations. These include: 

Bank / wall The hedgerow is supported along at least half of its length by a bank / wall. 

Intact The hedgerow contains less than 10% gaps along its length. 

Trees The hedgerow supports at least 1 standard tree per 50 m length of hedgerow 

(standard trees are defined as those which when measured at 1.3m above ground 

level have a diameter of at least 20 cm, or 15 cm for multi-stemmed trees). 

Ditches            The hedgerow is supported along at least half of its length by a ditch 

 

 

 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Appendices 
Protected Species Report 

 

 

Hedgerow 
Section 

H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6 H7 H8 H9 H10 H11 H12 H13 

Important No No No No No No No No No Yes No No No 

Species-rich* Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Bridleway / 
path 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Pn/ Sot, Tic, 
Tip 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

No. of woody 
species/ 30m 

5 1 5 6 4 4 3 5 5 7 5 3 4 

Bank / wall x x x x Yes x x x x x x x x 

Intact x x Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes x 

Trees Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 flora species x 
Tsn, 
Hn 

x Yes 

Tsn, 
Hn, 
Ddl, 
Drf 

x 

Tsn, 
Hn 

x 

Hn, 
Tsn 

x 

Hn 

x x 

Tsn, 
Hn 

x 

Drf 

x 

Tsn 

x 

Tsn 

x 

Hn 

x 

Tsn 

Ditch Yes x Yes x x Yes x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes 

Connect >4 x x x x x Yes x x x x x x x 

Parallel hedge x x x x x x x x x Yes x x x 

Woody sp. 
present in 
30m 

Ia, 

Qr, 
Ros, 
Sn, 
Cm 

Pa Cm,  

Qr, 

Bpe, 

Ros, 

Ca 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Sac, 

Pa 

Ca, 

Ia, 

Qr 

Cm 

Ia, 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Cm, 

 

Cm, 

Ca, 

Sn 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Ros 

Sac 

Ca, 

Sn, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm 

Ca, 

Ps, 

Qr, 

Bpe, 

Qr, 

Sn, 

Fe 

Qr, 

Sac, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Bpe 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Sac 

Sac, 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Ia 

Other Woody 
species** 

Bpe 

Sac 

Cm Ia, 

Pa 

Sac 

Sn, 

Ros 

Sac, 

Bpe 

Ros 

Sac Qr, 

Ros, 

Ia, 

Bpe, 

Sn, 

Fe, 

Ps 

Sac, 

 

Ros, 

Ia 

Ia x Cm, 

Ue, 

Unmanaged Yes No No No No No No No No No No No No 

Tall Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Wide No No No Yes No No No Yes No No No No No 

Failed No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

Short / boxy No No Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes 
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Hedgerow 
Section 

H14 H15 H16 H17 H18 H19 H20 H21 H22 H23 

Important No No No No No No No Yes No No 

Species-rich Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Bridleway / 
path 

x x x x x x x x x x 

Pn / Sot, Tic, 
Tip 

x x x x x x x x x X 

No. of woody 
species / 30m 

3 4 4 4 3 4 4 7 2 4 

Bank / wall x x x  Yes x x Yes x x x 

Intact x x x x Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes 

Trees Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes x Yes Yes Yes 

3 flora species x x x x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

x x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

x 

Tsn, 

Hn 

Yes 

Hn, 

Drf, 

Tsn 

x x 

Ditch Yes Yes x x Yes x x x x x 

Connect >4 x x x x x x x x x x 

Parallel hedge x x x x x x Yes x x x 

Woody sp. 
present in 30m 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Sn 

Ia, 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Sac 

Cm, 

Sac, 

Ia, 

Qr, 

 

Cm, 

Qr, 

Sn 

Qr, 

Sac, 

Bpe, 

Cm 

Ca, 

Qr, 

Ps, 

Ros 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Sn, 

Ca, 

Cm, 

Ros, 

Bpe 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Qr, 

Ia, 

Cm, 

Ps, 

Other woody 
species** 

Sac, 

Sn, 

Ac, 

Ros 

Fe Sn Ue Pa, 

Ia, 

Ca 

Ca, 

Ros, 

Ia 

Cm, 

Ia 

Sac, 

Ps 

Cm, 

Fe, 

Pa, 

Ps, 

Bpe 

Sn, 

Bpe, 

Ca 

Unmanaged No No No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Tall Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Wide No No No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Failed No No No No No No No No No No 

Short/ boxy No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Species-rich -   Where five or more woody species occur in the whole length of the hedgerow. 

**Additional woody species not found in the 30m section surveyed 
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C.  Accompanying badger information (available on request) 
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D. Building Inspection Results 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

1 – 
Confirmed 
Roost 

Main farm house. Two storey red brick building with complex 
apex clay tiled roof in good condition. Some gaps in mortar 
between wall and roof tiles at western gable end. Also some 
gaps between walls and wooden soffit boxes. 

Roof space is separated into 3 separate rooms used for 
storage, all of which contain windows and are light, with 
scattered cobwebs throughout. 

Room 1 – Eastern end of building. Open to apex with 
wooden frame and new plastic lining (c.1990) which is flat 
and tight fitting against wooden beams. However, lining does 
not go all the way to apex with gaps between that are 
suitable for bats. Several gaps between top of wall and eaves 
providing potential access for bats. Scattered small 
droppings found on eastern wall (on cobwebs) and on floor 
both next to chimney. 

Room 2 – Western end of building. MDF and plasterboard 
sheeting creating a false ceiling with space between this and 
Apex which could not be accessed, with some gaps providing 
access into this space. No evidence recorded. 

Room 3 – Northern eastern end of building. Open to apex 
with wooden frame and new plastic lining (c.1990) which is 
flat and tight fitting against wooden beams. Relatively large 
concentration of old and relatively new droppings at northern 
end below ridge beam and window. Newspaper appears to 
be blocking gaps between wall and eaves. No apparent 
areas of access. 

Building also has 4 small annexes (old coal sheds and toilet) 
on eastern side. All 4 annexes are separated by brick walls 
however gaps are present allowing potential access for bats 
into each. Cobwebs are scattered throughout. 

All are brick built in poor condition with pitched / apex roofs 
and clay tiles which sit straight onto wooden beams. A 
number of tiles are loose / missing. 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

2 annexes have thick dead ivy over their roofs with gaps 
between wall beams and eaves providing potential access for 
bats. 

 

Swallow nest is present within the largest of these annexes.  

No bats present at the time of survey. 

No signs of bats found within annexes, however are 
considered to be of low bat roosting potential. 

 

          

   

2 Single storey barn separated into 2 sections by a brick wall 
but with gaps leading through. Both sections have windows 
and are therefore light throughout. 

Apex roof with clay tiles, several of which are loose providing 
potential access for bats. 

Lots of cobwebs along ridge beam with tight fitting relatively 
new bitumen lining material between tiles and wooden 
beams. 

Gaps between wall beams and eaves providing potential 
access for bats.  

No evidence of bats recorded – Low bat roosting potential 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

 

3 Brick built with apex roof and clay tiles in good condition. 
Bitumen lining material between tiles and reasonably new 
roof beams. 

Reasonably light inside. Separated into 2 sections by brick 
wall with some gaps for access. Southern section is old hay 
barn with missing bricks in wall for circulation with window 
and louvres. Northern section is old stables. 

Gaps between top of walls and eaves / beams. Lots of gaps 
between lining and eaves providing potential access for bats. 

Has small eastern annex of corrugated metal and asbestos 
sheeting with tight fitting wooden frame. 

Moderate bat roosting potential 
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Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

4 Old brick built pig sty with apex roof and clay tiles a number 
of which are loose or missing. Tiles sit straight onto wooden 
beams.  

Separated into 4 compartments by brick walls with gaps 
between giving connectivity throughout. 

Swallow and blackbird nests present. 

Open doors, several are cluttered with ruderal vegetation. 

Numerous cobwebs throughout. 

Some gaps in brickwork at southern gable end providing 
potential access for bats. 

Low bat roosting potential. 

  

 

5 Wooden shed with tin roof. 1.5ft gap all the way along 
longest ends. Tight fitting wooden beams. 

Negligible bat roosting potential.   

 

 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Appendices 
Protected Species Report 

 

Building 
Number 

Description Photos 

6 Storage shed open on one side. Wooden framed with metal 
corrugated roof and sides. 

Negligible bat roosting potential.   
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E. Dropping Analysis  

  



www.warwick.ac.uk      

 
  
 
 
 
23rd July 2013  
 
 
 
 
Re: Bat Identification Results for Simon Dowell, Waterman Group 
 
Bat job number 02315 received 8th July 2013 
Sample labelled: Tidbury Farm 
PCR amplification successful. DNA sequence: 
ATGACAAACATTCGAAAGTCCCATCCCCTAATCAAAATTATTAACAGCTCATTCATTG
ACCTACCAGCTCCATCAAACATCTCAGCATGATGAAACTTTGGATC  
Phylogenetic analysis identification: Pipistrellus pygmaeus  
Confirmed by maximum likelihood, maximum parsimony, bootstrap 100%. 
 
 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Robin Allaby 
 
 
Associate Professor. 
 
 
 
The results and conclusions in this report are based on an investigation of mtDNA sequence analysis. The results obtained have been 
reported with accuracy. The interpretation represents the most probable conclusion for the DNA sequence obtained rather than the 
sample provided given current levels of species data. It should be borne in mind that different circumstances might produce different 
results.  Therefore, care must be taken with interpretation of the results especially if they are used as the basis for commercial 
recommendations. 

Dr Robin Allaby 

School of Life Sciences,  
Gibbet Hill Campus,  
University of Warwick,  
Coventry CV4 7AL  
Tel: 02476575059  
Fax: 02476574500  
Email: r.g.allaby@warwick.ac.uk 

EcoWarwicker 
Ecological Forensics 
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F. Bat Aerial Tree Inspection Results 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

T1 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- c. 3 to 4m Above 

Ground Level (AGL)  

- On north-east limb 

facing south east 

- c.5 to 6 cm in 

diameter 

- Goes back 7 to 

8cm and tapers 

slightly 

- Open to 

elements 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T2 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Half dead limb: 

- Facing north-west 

and diagonally up 

- Missing bark with 

small cracks and 

fissures 

 Split in bark:  

- c.2cm wide 

- 35cm long 

- Facing north on 

east limb 

 Rot hole: 

- c.5m AGL 

- West facing 

- Forms small 

pocket above 

snag end and 

goes down 

- Open to the 

elements 

 Split in bark on limb: 

- c.2m AGL 

- West facing 

- c.35cm long 

facing north on 

east facing limb 

- Open to 

elements 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T3 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- 3 to 4m AGL 

- facing south-east 

- 4cm in diameter 

- Goes down c.6cm 

long and tapers to a 

point 

- Would fit a single 

bat 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Rot hole: 

- 3m AGL 

- East facing 

- Open to the 

elements 

- 20cm x 15cm in 

diameter 

- Filled with water 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T4 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Multiple cavities on the 

eastern side of the tree, 

leading into one main 

 Peeled bark on north 

side of the tree and 

on southern aspect 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

cavity c.3m AGL 

- Black bird nesting 

inside main cavity 

- Cobwebs present 

- 30cm diameter  

- 40cm deep 

- No evidence of bats 

both c. 6 to 7m AGL  

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T5 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 

 Multiple splits on a 

branch on the southern 

aspect: 

 open to the 

elements 

 full of leaf litter 

 c.3m AGL 

- No evidence of bats 

  

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T6 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- c.4.5m AGL 

- Facing east 

- c.6cm diameter that 

tapers to a point 

after c.10cm 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Dead limb with scar: 

- South facing 

- c.4m AGL 

- Scar with pocket 

facing straight up 

- 1m long and open 

to elements  

- Many nuts, possibly 

a squirrel drey 

- ‘Hang-up’ Potential  

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Limb with peeled 

bark: 

 –  

- West facing 

- Similar feature as 

dead limb 

- c.4m AGL  

- ‘Hang-up’ 

Potential 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 Split in branch: 

- Facing north east 

- c.10m AGL 

- unable to access 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T7 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- Facing south west  

- Nesting material 

present, possibly 

bird or small 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- c.4m AGL 

- 5cm in diameter 

- Goes back 10cm 

and becomes 10 to 

13cm wide 

- Goes down c.30cm 

into trunk 

 

mammal (not 

indicative of 

dormouse 

Muscardinus 
avellanarius) 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

T8 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- c.8 to 9 m AGL 

- Faces south-west 

- Contains birds nest 

- 5cm in diameter 

- Goes in and back 

5cm and down 

8cm 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T9 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Dead limb with split: 

- 8 to 9m AGL  

- Facing south east  

- 1 to 2cm wide 

- Goes in to limb 1cm 

deep 

- Sealed at top 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Snag end hole: 

- c.7m AGL  

- 5 to 6cm in 

diameter 

- Goes down and in 

5cm 

- Open to elements 

with mud at base 

-  South east facing 

aspect 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Dead limb: 

- c. 7 to 10m AGL 

- Facing south-

east 

- Not open at top 

and scar at base 

which does not 

go back 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T10 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- c.12m AGL 

- East facing 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 



 

 Tidbury Green, Solihull 

Appendices 
Protected Species Report 

 

Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- Opens in to an area 

the size of half a 

tennis ball 

- No evidence of bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T11 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Snag end cavity: 

- 4m AGL  

- North facing  

- 4cm in diameter  

- Goes in 15 to 20cm 

and up 2cm 

diameter 

- Widens to 8 to 10 

cm internally 

- 15 to 20 cm in 

length 

- No evidence of bats 

 

-  

 Snag end:  

- South east 

aspect 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T12 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Lots of arbour work on 

north side 

 Snag end: 

- c.4m AGL 

- Facing south 

- Shaped like half a 

tennis ball in trunk 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 

 Large snag end: 

- 5m AGL 

- Doesn’t go up – 

few cobwebs 

- Cobwebs at base 

- Size of rugby ball 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T13 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 2 woodpecker holes 

joining to same cavity: 

- 1 to 3cm diameter, 

2 to 6cm diameter 

- Goes up 10 cm, and 

back 0.5m  

- Widens in diameter 

to 30cm 

- Black bird nest 

present 

- No evidence of bats 

 Scar on  trunk: 

- North east aspect 

- Doesn’t go into 

trunk 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 Snag Hole: 

- Moss outside of 

hole 

- c.5 to 6cm 

diameter, tapers 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

 to 4 cm 

- Depth inwards 

15cm 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

T14 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Snag end with rot hole 

at base: 

- c.5m AGL 

- South-east facing  

- 3 cm in diameter 

(rugby ball shaped) 

- Goes in 3 – 4 cm  

 

- Full of woodlice  

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Negligible 

potential – 

Category 3  

No further survey and 

tree can be removed 

with no constraints 

T15 – 

Mature 

Oak  

 Large split in main 

trunk: 

- 7-8m AGL 

- Facing south-east 

- 2 to 10cm wide 

- 12cm in height 

- Reaches internally 

backwards c.10 to 

12 cm, 4 – 5 cm 

wide 

 Dead limb: 

- c.13m AGL 

- South facing 

- Split at bottom 

facing south-west 

c.2-3cm wide 

No evidence of bats 

- Goes up in to 

trunk 15+cm and 

tapers to the top 

- Muck in split, 

possibly bird or 

small mammal 

- Potential bird 

nesting material, 

possibly last year 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T16 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Broken limb with 

fissures present: 

- West facing 

- 7m AGL 

- Appears to go up 

and back 

 High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T17 – 

Mature 

 Snag end / rot hole with 

fissures: 

 Lots of ivy cover Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

- On limb facing 

south east 

- Facing south-west 

- Goes back c.3cm to 

the left 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T18 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- 4m AGL 

- Facing north-west 

- c.2cm in diameter 

- No evidence of bats 

 Snag end: 

- Bottom is 

cluttered with 

branches, 

blocking entrance 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T19 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Split in limb: 

- Large and vertical 

- c.7m AGL 

- 3 to 4cm wide, 0.5m 

long 

- Does not go up 

- Hole at top of limb, 

opening into c.10 to 

15 cm cavity which 

is open to elements,  

- Big splinters in 

wood with a few 

cobwebs 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity: 

- 10cm wide 

- 4 to 6cm in height 

- Leads into main 

cavity utilised by 

tawny owl 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity:  

- c. 4.5m AGL 

- South facing 

- 4cm high 

- 2cm wide 

- No evidence of 

bats 

- diameter 4cm 

and tapers off 

 Large main cavity 

used by tawny owl: 

- 14cm wide 

- 40cm high 

- Inside goes up 

trunk 50 to 60 cm 

- Cobwebs at the 

top 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T20 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Rot hole: 

- South-east limb 

- Faces south-west  

- c.4m AGL  

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

- Doesn’t go up, only 

down  

- Open to the 

elements 

- No evidence of bats 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T21 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

as 

outside 

Site 

boundary 

on private 

property) 

 2 woodpecker holes: 

- Facing north 

- c.4m AGL  

- potentially goes in 

and up 

- outside of the Site 

boundary 

 Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T22 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Large central hollow: 

- c.3m AGL  

- goes straight down 

c.1m 

- pocket at top 

c.50cm in diameter  

- No evidence of bats 

 Rot hole: 

- c.6m AGL 

- Facing south-west 

- Small pocket at top, 

but open to the 

elements 

- No evidence of bats 

 Cavity under dead 

limb@ 

- Open from base 

on underside 

- 1 to 2cm wide 

- 1 to 2cm deep 

- c.10m AGL 

- No evidence of 

bats 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T23 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Cavity at the top of the 

trunk: 

- c.6m AGL 

- Facing south-west 

- c.20cm high 

 

- c.8cm wide 

- open to the 

elements 

- small pocket at 

top 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T24 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Dead vertical limb: 

- c.3 to 5m AGL  

- cracks and fissures 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

on north / north-east 

aspect, c.2 to 4cm 

wide that go up and 

back 

- Some gaps go 

straight through 

- No evidence of bats 

 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T25 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Hole in limb: 

- West facing 

- c.4m AGL 

- 8cm long 

- Nesting tits present 

- No evidence of bats 

 

 Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T26 – 

Mature 

Oak 

(unable 

to climb 

due to 

health 

and 

safety) 

 Cracks and splits in 

limb: 

- South facing limb 

- c.3m AGL 

- some pockets but 

open to the 

elements 

 

 Snapped limb: 

- South facing 

- Hanging off tree 

- Has cracks and 

splits at break 

that go up in to 

pocket but 

cluttered around 

the entrance. 

Low potential 

– Category 2 

No further survey 

required 

Soft felling techniques 

should be used if tree 

is to be removed. 

Should a bat be found 

during the felling 

process, seek advice 

from an ecologist. 

T27 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Woodpecker hole: 

- Underside of south 

facing limb 

- Cavity present 5 to 

4 cm in diameter.  

- Lots of nesting 

material present, 

possibly mammal 

(not indicative of 

dormouse).  

- Goes in and 

down, c.40cm in 

diameter 

- No evidence of 

bats 

 

Moderate 

potential – 

Category 1 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 

T28 – 

Mature 

Oak 

 Missing bark / scar with 

cavity at top: 

- From 3.5 to 6 m 

AGL on western 

side 

- Cavity goes up 

- 8cm high and 

4cm wide 

- Very cluttered 

around the 

entrance 

- Inside pocket is 

High 

potential – 

Category 1* 

Further survey 

required if to be 

removed. 
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Tree 
Number 

Description Rating Recommendation 

c.30cm 

- Small cobwebs 

present 

5cm x 3cm  

No evidence of 

bats 
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G. Breeding Bird Survey Species List 
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Species English Name Species 
Code RSPB List 

Estimated 
Number of 

Pairs Comments 

Site Adjacent 
to Site 

Anas 
platyrhynchos 

Mallard MA Amber 0 0 
Nesting on pond just outside 
Site north western boundary 
with six ducklings. 

Falco subbuteo Hobby HY  0 0 
One flew through the Site on 
8

th
 June. 

Gallinula 
tenebrosa 

Moorhen MH  0 0 
Nesting on pond just outside 
Site north western boundary 
with seven young. 

Larus 
argentatus 

Herring gull HG Red 0 0 
One or two recorded flying 
over. 

Larus fuscus 
Lesser black-
backed gull 

LB Amber 0 0 As herring gull. 

Columba 
palumbus 

Woodpigeon WP  5 2  

Columba oenas Stock dove SD Amber 1 0  

Cuculus 
canorus 

Cuckoo CK Red 0 0 
A wide-ranging male present 
in and around the Site on 19

th
 

May. 

Strix aluco 
Tawny Owl TO  0 0-1 

Pellets found beneath one of 
the oaks to north of hedgerow 
indicate a regular roost site. 
Another territory present in 
the off Site woodland to the 
north. 

Dendrocopos 
major 

Great spotted 
woodpecker 

GS  0-1 0  

Hirundo rustica Swallow SL Amber 0 0 

Nesting in shed within the 
Site and stable just outside 
the Site. Also foraging over 
Site. 

Troglodytes 
troglodytes Wren WR  5 4  

Prunella 
modularis 

Dunnock D. Amber 0-2 0 Surprisingly few. 

Erithacus 
rubecula 

Robin R.  2 4  

Turdus merula Blackbird B.  3 3  

Turdus 
philomelos 

Song thrush ST Red 1 2  

Sylvia atricapilla Blackcap BC  1-2 1  

Phylloscopus 
trochilus 

Willow warbler WW Amber 0 1 In the planted woodland. 

Phylloscopus 
collybita 

Chiffchaff CC  0 2 In the planted woodland. 

Cyanistes 
caeruleus 

Blue tit BT  5 4 
Evidently using several nest-
boxes in the planted 
woodland. 

Parus major Great tit GT  1 2 
Also using nest boxes in 
woodland off site. 

Garrulus 
glandarius 

Jay J.  0 0-1  
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Species English Name Species 
Code RSPB List 

Estimated 
Number of 

Pairs Comments 

Site Adjacent 
to Site 

Pica pica 
Magpie MG  0 0-1  

Corvus 
monedula 

Jackdaw JD  0-1 0 
Also up to 25 recorded flying 
over. 

Corvus corone Carrion crow C.  1 0  

Sturnus vulgaris Starling SG Red 0 0 
Ten present on 8

th
 June, 

presumably from adjacent 
built areas. 

Fringilla coelebs Chaffinch CH  0 0-1 Surprisingly few. 

Carduelis 
chloris 

Greenfinch GR  0 0 Only recorded flying over. 

Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

Bullfinch BF Amber 0-1 0  
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

1 
Earth 

North is bordered by 

scrub with a semi-

improved track beyond 

this. 

South is a horse grazed 

field. 

Nettle, broad-leaved 

dock, rosebay 

willowherb, ivy, 

cleavers, bramble, 

occasional floating 

sweet-grass and soft 

rush (where wet). 

Steep Ranging from 

c.30 to 100cm 

width. 

c. 50cm depth. 

Largely dry. 

c.5cm deep 

where present. 

Static. 

None 

2 Earth               East is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.   

West bordered by 

hedgerow / scrub and 

trees with horse grazed 

field beyond this. 

 

Willowherb sp., nettle, 

bramble, grass, 

bittercress, broad-

leaved dock, creeping 

buttercup, soft rush and 

hedge woundwort. 

Steep Ranging from 

c.30 to 50cm 

width. 

c. 50cm depth. 

Intermittent 

static water. 

c.5cm deep 

where present. 

None, however two small mammal 

burrows. One is c.4cm in diameter 

which tapers to c.3cm with some grass 

and old rush outside and the other 

c.3cm in diameter with some old rush 

outside. In addition several small 

mammal burrows c.2cm in diameter. No 

pathways, latrines or feeding stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

3 Earth North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Southern bank is lined 

with scattered mature 

oak and scrub. Bluebells 

also present. Grassland 

cut annually to create 

hay / haylage lies 

beyond this. 

. Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, soft 

rush and floating 

sweet-grass. 

Shallow 

to steep 

Ranging from 

c.30 to 50cm 

width. 

c. 30cm depth. 

 

Dry None, however several small mammal 

burrows c.2cm in diameter. Small 

mammal pathway also present with 

feeding remains inclusive of seed 

shells. 

Not considered to be water vole 

4 Earth West is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

 Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, 

nettle, cleavers and 

Very 

shallow 

c.20 to 30cm 

wide.c.10 to 

15cm deep. 

Dry None, however small mammal burrow 

approximately 2cm in diameter present.  

No pathways, latrines or feeding 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

Eastern bank is lined 

with Hedgerow and 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage lies 

beyond this. 

broad-leaved. dock. 
 

stations. 

 

Not considered to be water vole 

5 Earth North is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

some soft rush, nettle 

and broad-leaved dock. 

Very 

shallow 

c.40 – 50cm  

wide.  

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None, however several small mammals 

burrows c.2cm in diameter. Mammal 

pathway present. No latrines or feeding 

stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

6 Earth North bordered by 

hedgerow and mature 

trees and scrub with is 

school grounds present 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

Largely bramble scrub 

in places with grasses 

from neighbouring or 

bare.  

Shallow 

to very 

shallow 

(if any) 

on south. 

Steeper 

on north. 

c. 50cm wide. 

c.10 – 20cm 

deep. 

Dry None 

7 Earth North is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

South is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.  

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

some soft rush, forget-

me-not and bluebell. 

Very 

shallow 

(if any in 

places) 

c.30 to 40cm 

wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None 

8 Earth South is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

Grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

Shallow 

to steep 

c.1m wide. 

c.30 to 40cm 

Largely wet c.20 

to 30cm deep. 

None, however several small mammals 

holes c.2cm in diameter.  No pathways, 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage. 

soft rush and floating 

sweet-grass. 

deep. Static. latrines or feeding stations. 

Not considered to be water vole 

9 Earth West is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

East is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage.  

Largely grasses from 

neighbouring fields with 

nettle and hogweed.  

Shallow  c.20 to 30cm 

wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

 

Dry None, however several small mammal 

burrows c.3 to 4cm in diameter.  

Not considered to be water vole 

 

10 Earth North is grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

haylage with some scrub 

along bank. 

South is trees and scrub 

with residential gardens 

beyond this. 

Banks are relatively 

bear with nettle, holly, 

hawthorn, bramble, 

oak, ivy, hogweed, 

cleavers, rose sp and 

raspberry.  

Steep c.1 – 1.5m 

wide. 

c.1 – 1.5m 

deep. 

Intermittent 

static water. c.2 

to 100cm deep 

where present. 

None, however a number of small 

mammal burrows c. 4cm in diameter. 

Likely to be rat. 

Not considered to be water vole 

11 Earth West is hedgerow with 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage 

beyond this. 

East is grassland track, 

likely to be cut on a 

regular basis.  

 Floating sweet-grass 

(north), grasses from 

neighbouring fields, soft 

rush, cleavers, broad-

leaved dock, bramble,  

nettle. 

Shallow c.30cm wide. 

c.10 to 15cm 

deep. 

Dry None, however a several small 

mammal burrows. No pathways, 

latrines or feeding stations. 

 

Not considered to be water vole 

12 Earth North has hedgerow to 

west with grassland cut 

annually to create hay / 

Grasses from 

neighbouring fields, 

cleavers, broad-leaved 

Shallow c.30 to 50cm 

wide 

c.15 to 20cm 

Dry None, however a several small 

mammal burrows. No pathways, 

latrines or feeding stations. 
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 Ditch 
Number 

Shore / Bank 
Composition  

Bordering Land Use Vegetation Present Bank 
Profile 

Bank Width 
and Depth 

Water flow Water Vole Evidence 

haylage beyond this and 

grassland cut annually to 

create hay / haylage to 

east. 

Approximately ¾ of ditch 

also cuts between 

double hedgerow and is 

over shaded. 

dock, bramble, nettle 

and bare in places. 

deep. 
 

Not considered to be water vole 
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APPENDIX 4 
 

Information returned from Worcestershire Biological Records 
Centre and Warwickshire Biological Records Centre 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Worcestershire Biological Records Centre is Registered in England as a Charity and a Company Limited by Guarantee. 

Charity No. 1096279  Company No4416182 

Worcestershire Biological Records Centre 
 

Protected/notable species and designated sites information 
 

Protected/notable species and designated sites information held by WBRC as at 04/05/16 
for the area as specified around SP1075 Land Near Tidbury. 

 
 

Protected/notable species, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
No Scientific Name Common Name Grid Ref Location Name Date Comments Status 
274 Salix pentandra Bay Willow SP098767 River Cole 06/09/1999 Several bushes; margin Locally Nb 
273 Salix pentandra Bay Willow SP096767 Houndsfield Brook 06/09/1999 1 bush Locally Nb 
273 Salix pentandra Bay Willow SP096767 Houndsfield Brook 06/09/1999 2 bushes Locally Nb 



Special Areas of Conservation, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
No records found. 
 
SSSI, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
SSSI Name SSSI Easting SSSI Northing 
Clowes Wood & New Fallings Coppice 410188.17 274098.91 
Berry Mound Pastures 409274.06 277692.75 

 
Local Wildlife Sites, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
Site Ref Site Name Grid Ref 
SP 07/30 River Cole SP093753 
SP 07/27 Wythall Meadow SP086766 
SP 17/01 Stratford upon Avon Canal SP103777 

 
Worcs Grassland Inventory, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
Site No Site Name Grid Ref Area (ha) NVC Type Management 
38  55 Hollybrook Meadow SP093766 3 MG5   
31  46 Berry Mound Pastures SP091776 3 MG5A/M23 hor 
31  47 Berry Mound Pastures SP094780 2 MG5C/Mire hor 
30  33 Majors Green Pastures SP098775 2 MG5A/Mire hor 
39  56 Truemans Meadow SP091768 2 MG5   
30  58 Perry Meadows SP095773 2 MG5A hor 
30  57 Perry Meadows SP097773 2 MG5A hor 
30  59 Majors Green Pastures SP099776 0 MG5A/MG10 hor 
31  48 Berry Mound Pastures SP093779 1 MG5C/Mire hor 
31  34 Berry Mound Pastures SP094776 2 MG5A hor 
31  49 Berry Mound Pastures SP094777 2 MG5A hor 
31  50 Berry Mound Pastures SP090776 1 Mire neg 
31  51 Berry Mound Pastures SP093780 1 MG5/Mire neg 
30  60 Majors Green Pastures SP099776 0 MG5A hor 
16  17 Grimes Hill Meadow SP094760 3 MG9/MG10   

 
Local Nature Reserves, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
Site Name LNR Easting LNR Northing 
Bills Wood 411303.17 278082.75 

 
 



Worcestershire Wildlife Trust Reserves, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
No records found. 
 
Ancient Trees, which are wholly or partially within the area as specified. 
No records found. 
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Site Brief Descriptions 
 

 
 

Ecosite  02/07  
Earlswood Moat 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
A small eutrophic moat in a field corner screened by alder Alnus glutinosa, 
with hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, elder Sambucus nigra and willow 
Salix sp providing heavy shade over the water. The central area is tall 
grassland with oak Quercus sp. A few sedges Rumex sp and rush Juncus 
sp are dotted around the waters edge with bittersweet Solanum dulcamara 
invading in places. The water surface is very thick with duckweed Lemna 
minor and has limited aquatic vegetation. There is also some nutrient 
enrichment of water from surrounding farmland and the site appears to be 
suitable for amphibians. 
 
Surveyed 29/06/82.  

 

Ecosite  07/07  
Foreshaw Heath 
and Graves 
Coppice 
 
 
 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Site recorded on 
English Nature’s Ancient Woodland Inventory as ancient semi-natural 
woodland. 
 
A mature deciduous wood of oak Quercus sp, birch Betula sp, rowan 
Sorbus aucuparia, beech Fagus sylvatica and alder Alnus glutinosa.  
Ground flora consists of mainly acidic species.  Shrub layer of sparse 
hazel Corylus avellana coppice and holly Ilex aquifolium. Site contains 
Warwickshire rarity marsh pennywort Hydrocotyle vulgaris. Small pool by 
road with associated species.   
 
Surveyed 25/05/1982 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mariya Tarnavska 
Ecological Assistant 
Warwickshire Biological Records Centre 
Ecological Services 
WCC, PO Box 43 
Warwick   CV34 4SX   
Tel: 01926 418060 
wbrc@warwickshire.gov.uk  
http://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/biologicalrecords 

Date: 06/05/2016 
Our Ref: ES5947 
 
Name: Mike Neep 
Company/Organisation: Ecology Solutions 
 
Site Name: Land Near Tidbury 
Grid Reference: SP1075 
Site Radius: 5x5km 
 
 

http://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/biologicalrecords
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Ecosite  08/07  
Old Pasture near 
Foreshaw Heath 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
A group of four small meadows on flat, well drained land, with a small pool 
beside the hedge in the northern field. Intensive horse grazing occurs in all 
four meadows and this appears to have decreased much of the interest of 
the site. The pool is drying up and becoming eutrophicated, with the 
hedgerows composed mainly of hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, with 
occasional oak Quercus sp and ash Fraxinus excelsior standards. 
 
Surveyed 30/06/1982.   Revisited August 1993. 

 

Ecosite  09/07  
Foreshaw Park 
Farm 

Part of the site (east field next to Clowes Wood) is identified as a potential 
Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Part of the site has nature conservation status 
ungraded. 
 
A group of meadows on neutral soil, which previously had a number of 
waterbodies and an area of marsh. Most of the pastures are improved and 
grazed intensively. The pit in the north has sweet-grass Glyceria sp, 
cyperus sedge Carex pseudocyperus, branched bur-reed Sparganium 
erectum plus surrounding scrub. 
 
Surveyed 29/06/82. Revisited 1993. 

 

Ecosite  10/07  
Blackoak Wood 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
The site is located adjacent to the A435. This site is listed in the ancient 
woodland inventory and has an area of 3ha but is threatened by future 
road development. An acid oak-birch-rowan wood.  Few medium-sized 
oak Quercus sp standards with dense birch Betula sp, rowan Sorbus 
aucuparia and former hazel Corylus avellana coppice. Field maple Acer 
campestre, alder buckthorn Frangula alnus, holly Ilex aguifolium and 
guelder rose Viburnum opulus are scattered throughout the wood, with 
wood sage Teucrium scorodonia and bluebells Hyacinthoides non-scripta 
in the ground flora. The marshy area at the eastern end of the wood 
contains tall rush Juncus spp.  No apparent management.  
 
Surveyed 01/07/82. Revisited August 1993. 

 

Ecosite  12/07 
Paddocks 
Meadows 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Listed in English 
Natures Grassland Inventory of 1995. 
 
Two fields of neutral grassland used for hay, containing sweet vernal-
grass Anthoxanthum odoratum and crested dog’s-tail Cynosurus cristatus 
and good flora surrounded by hedges of hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 
with oak Quercus sp, ash Fraxinus excelsior and field maple Acer 
campestre standards.  A small pond is shaded by willow salix sp and oak 
species and there are no water plants.  The hedge and ditch to south is 
most important has common wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa and 
common cow wheat Melampyrum pratense.  The site is used for limited 
grazing and mowing has been abandoned. 
 
Surveyed 30/06/1982. Part of site revisited 06/09/2004 
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Ecosite  13/07 
Checkley’s 
Coppice 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Recorded as Ancient 
replanted woodland in Warwickshire’s Ancient Woodland Inventory. 
 
Flat site with an old boundary ditch and bank along west edge. Deciduous 
wood with oak Quercus robur and birch Betula sp. dominating the canopy 
and beech Fagus sylvatica abundant in central the section, and some 
conifers. Also abundant rowan Sorbus aucuparia, holly Ilex aquifolium and 
old coppiced hazel Corylus avellana.   
 
Ground flora dominated by bramble Rubus fruticosus, wavy hair-grass 
Deschampsia flexuosa and bilberry Vaccinium myrtillus, alder buckthorn 
Frangula alnus also present. Good structural diversity, a few clearings. No 
obvious signs of management or use, though a section of understory was 
cleared in 2001. 
 
Surveyed 09/10/1981,  revisited 24/07/2001 

 

Ecosite  14/07 
The Plantation, 
Foreshaw Heath 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Acid secondary woodland with no mature trees.  The canopy is comprised 
of oak Qurecus sp, birch Betula pubescens, rowan Sorbus aucuparia and 
aspen Populus tremula, and includes the Warwickshire rarity grey willow 
Salix cinera. The shrub layer is undeveloped with holly Ilex aqufolium, 
hazel Corylus avellana and alder buckthorn Frangula alnus. The 
regeneration of tree species is good.  
 
The ground flora is a mosaic of bilbury Vaccinium myrtillus and wavy hair 
grass Deschampsia flexuosa, with patches of bluebell Hyacinthoides non-
scripta and heath bedstraw Galium saxatile in places. Also contains the 
Warwickshire rarity hairy wood-rush Luzula pilosa. There is an old hedge 
on the south and east sides, while lesser spearwort Ranunculus flammula 
occurs near the small wooded pool. 
 
Surveyed  25/05/1982 

 

Ecosite  16/07 
Damp scrub near 
Blackoak Wood 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
Small damp meadow with area of aspen scrub to south. Dominant species 
are creeping soft-grass Holcus mollis in tall herb area and tufted hair-grass 
Deschampsia caepitosa in scrub. 
 
Heath bedstraw Galium saxatile and marsh bedstraw Galium palustre 
present with rough hawkbit Leontodon hispidus. Hedge and ditch 
interesting with wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa and common cow-
wheat Melampyrum pratense. Also features Warwickshire rarity goat 
willow Salix cinerea. Good scrub habitat for warblers and Lepidoptera. 
 
Surveyed 30/06/1982 
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Ecosite  18/07 
Railway cutting 
near Wythall and 
Earlswood 

The railway crosses the boundary of Solihull and Worcestershire. The 
portion of the Ecosite within Solihull is identified as a potential Local 
Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
An old abandoned railway cutting containing willow Salix sp, scattered 
broom Bromus sp, bramble Rubus fruticosus and rosebay willlowherb 
Chamerion angustifolium. Grasses include abundant false oat-grass 
Arrhenatherum elatius, reed canary-grass Phalaris arundinacea and 
meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis.  
 
Herbs include frequent lesser knapweed Centurea nigra, mugwort 
Artemisia vulgaris, yarrow Achillea millefolium, meadow vetchling Lathyrus 
pratensis, upright hedge-parsley Torilis japonica, ox-eye daisy 
Leucanthemum vulgare and perforate st john’s-wort Hypericum 
perforatum. Last surveyed in 1998. 
 

Ecosite  21/07 
Stratford Canal, 
Solihull Lodge 

The canal crosses the Solihull, Birmingham boundary. The portion of 
ecosite within Solihull is identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site 
(pLWS). 
 
In this 10km square, the canal has varied flora along its banks. Oak 
Quercus robur, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus and ash Fraxinus 
excelsior are also present, with bracken pteridium aquilinum in the 
understory. The site also has a hawthorn Crataegus monogyna hedge 
next to the towpath. 
 

Ecosite  22/07 
River Cole 

The river follows the county boundary, crosses into Solihull and then 
crosses into Worcestershire. The portion of the Ecosite in Solihull is 
identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
The river supports a range of trees and shrubs along its banks, including 
alder Alnus glutinosa, ash Fraxinus excelsior and hazel Corylus avellana.  
Plants include red campion Silene dioica, bittersweet Solanum dulcamara, 
hemp-nettle Galeopsis tetrahit and watercress Rorippa nasturtium-
aquaticum. 
   
Little more information is available on this site but it is known that linear 
features can provide important corridors for the movement of wildlife. 
 

Ecosite  25/07 
Earlswood 
Methodist 
Churchyard 

Nature conservation status ungraded 
 
The site supports twenty nine plant species, including meadow foxtail 
Alliaria petiolata, pignut Conopodium majus, foxglove Digitalis purpurea, 
bitter-vetch Lathyrus linifolius, wood forget-me-not Myosotis sylvatica, 
barren strawberry Potentilla sterilis, greater stitchwort Stellaria holostea 
and honesty Lunaria annua. 
 
Surveyed 07/05/1984. 
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Ecosite 26/07 
Land by 
Lowbrook Lane 

The central part of this site had been identified as Tidbury Meadows 
potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Part of the site has nature 
conservation status ungraded. 
 
Meadows along the River Cole, the drier semi-improved grassland to the 
east of the river is horse grazed and dominated by crested dog’s tail 
Cynosaurus cristatus, common bent Agrostis capillaris, meadow foxtail 
Alopecurus pratensis and timothy Phleum pratense. Cat’s-ear Hypochaeris 
radicata is abundant with ox-eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, lesser 
trefoil Trifolium dubium, self-heal Prunella vulgaris and sorrel Rumex sp, 
and meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis present. 
 
The marshy grassland to the west of the river has tufted hair-grass 
Deschampsia cespitosa, sharp flowered-rush Juncus acutiflorus and 
greater pond-sedge Carex riparia.  Meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, 
greater bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus pedunculatus, water mint Mentha aquatica, 
ragged robin Lychnis flos-cuculi, water forget-me-not Myosotis scorpioidea 
and water horsetail Equisetum fluviatile are locally frequent. Surveyed in 
1993 and 1998. 
 

Ecosite 27/07 
Old Quarries 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
A post-industrial site consisting of two water-filled and wooded quarries. 
The northern quarry wooded area supports mature oak Quercus sp, 
blackthorn Prunus spinosa, hazel Corylus avellana, elder Sambucus nigra, 
alder Alnus glutinosa and some goat willow Salix caprea. Ground flora 
includes wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, meadowsweet Filipendula 
ulmaria and bulrush Typha latifolia. The southern quarry has a wooded 
area also of mature oak, blackthorn, hazel, elder, alder and goat willow. 
Greater pond-sedge Carex riparia dominates the pool’s margins with 
remote sedge Carex remota, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas and dog’s 
mercury Murcurialis perennis within channels and false-brome 
Brachypodium sylvaticum and foxglove Digitalis purpurea along the banks. 
Surveyed 1998. 
 

Ecosite 28/07 
Fulford Heath 

Previously selected as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS), however, the 
site is no longer considered of LWS quality and has been rejected by the 
LWS panel. The site consists of two plantations and semi-improved 
grassland. 
  
The plantation to the west of the site has beech Fagus sylvatica, horse 
chestnut Aesculus hippocastanum, pine Pinus sp and oak Quercus sp, 
with rowan Sorbus aucuparia, hawthorn Crataegus monogyna and cherry 
laurel Prunus laurocerasus in the understory. Ground flora includes 
bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta and foxglove Digitalis purpurea. The 
plantation to the south of the site has mature oak, beech, horse chestnut, 
birch Betula pendula, goat willow Salix caprea, sweet chestnut Castanea 
sativa and pine. The understory includes yew Taxus baccata, hazel 
Corylus avellana, holly Ilex aquifolium and oregon grape Mahonia 
aquifolium, with abundant bluebell, bramble Rubus fruticosus and Mnium 
hornum ground flora. There is also a long pool in this section with frequent 
water starwort Callatriche stagnalis, with ivy Hedera helix and male fern 
Dryopteris filix-mas on the banks . 
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The grassland is dominated by common bent Agrostis capillaris, red 
fescue Festuca rubra and yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus. Sorrel Rumex, 
lesser knapweed Centurea nigra, yarrow Achillea milelfolium, autumn 
hawkbit Leontodon autumnalis and creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans 
are also present.  
 
Surveyed 1998 and 2007. 
 

Ecosite 33/07 
Lanes South of 
Tanners Green 
 
Part LWS 

The northern area of this site is designated as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 
The remainder was identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site but rejected 
by the LWS panel. 
 
A small diverse site bordered by the River Cole consisting of marshy 
grassland, swamp, tall herb and woodland. The majority of the site is open 
marshy grassland, characteristic of MG9 Yorkshire fog – tufted hair-grass 
Holcus lanatus-Deschampsia cespitosa grassland. To the north there is a 
sharp transition to swamp/ tall herb fen vegetation with abundant lesser 
pond-sedge Carex acutiformis and also meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, 
greater bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus uliginosus, amphibious bistort Persicaria 
amphibium and yellow flag Iris pseudocorus. The grassland/ swamp is 
boarded by wooded strips. There is also an area of neglected wet semi-
improved grassland dominated by false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius 
with locally dominant rosebay willowherb Chamerion angustifolium.  It is 
bounded by coppiced alder Alder glutinosa woodland with oak Quercus sp, 
ash Fraxinus excelsior, blackthorn Prunus spinosa and hawthorn 
Crataegus monogyna. 
 
Surveyed 30/08/2009. 

 

Ecosite 01/17 
Dickens Woods 
(Big Dickens 
Wood & Little 
Dickens Wood) 
 
LWS 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). A small section of plantation is 
excluded from the LWS due to poorer quality. 

Dickens Wood comprises of three blocks of woodland: Big Dickens Wood, 
Little Dickens Wood, and an area of woodland to the south west of 
Dickens Heath. Big Dickens Wood and Little Dickens Wood lie close to 
each other and may at one time have been connected. Both woods are 
unspoilt and are reasonably good examples of ancient woodland. Big 
Dickens Wood is acid woodland with an extensive dry ditch system. It is 
dominated by middle aged birch Betula sp with frequent rowan Sorbus 
aucuparia with scattered mature oaks Quercus sp.  The shrub layer 
consists of holly Ilex aquifolium, hazel Corylus avellana and alder 
buckthorn Frangula alnus. The ground flora is mostly dominated by 
bramble Rubus fruticosus with bracken Pteridium aquilinum, honeysuckle 
Lonicera periclymenum and bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scipta. Several 
acidophilious species have been recorded, including wavy hair grass 
Deschampsia flexuosa, hard fern Blechnum splicant, bog moss Sphagnum 
sp, purple moor grass Molinia caerulea and bilberry Vaccinium myrtillus. 
 
Little Dickens Wood is a small broad-leaved woodland dominated by oak 
with some birch, rowan and small-leaved lime Tilia cordata. There is 
coppiced hazel and alder buckthorn, whilst the ground flora is similar to 
Big Dickens Wood with dominant bramble and occasional bluebell, but 
also includes wood sage Teucrium scorodonia and common cow wheat 
Melampyrum pratense. Holly grows on the old boundary banks. 
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The area of woodland to the south west of Dickens Heath is much wetter 
and includes several ponds which are surrounded by alder Alnus glutinosa 
with some grey willow Salix cinerea. The ground layer includes several 
marsh and wet woodland species, including pendulous sedge Carex 
pendula, remote sedge Carex remota, marsh bedstraw Galium palustre, 
yellow flag Iris pseudacorus, gipsywort and tufted hair grass Deschampsia 
caespitosa. 
 
Description comes from survey work carried out in 1974, 1982 and 1989. 

 

Ecosite 02/17 
Clowes Wood 
Complex 
 
(site includes 
Earlswood 
Lakes, Clowes 
Wood and New 
Failings Coppice) 
 
SSSI 
LWS 
 
 

Clowes Wood is designated a Nationally important Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI). Earlswood Lakes is designated as a Local 
Wildlife Site (LWS). 
 
Clowes Wood  
The woodland is lowland mixed oak, with both sessile Quercus petraea 
and pedunculate Quercus robur. The ground flora contains numerous 
species associated with acidic soils, including a number of county rareities. 
There is also an area of wet alder Alnus glutinosa wood with a rich wetland 
ground flora, a wet meadow and a more open area with a number of 
species associated with heathland. At least forty nine species of bird breed 
in the woodlands, although both wood warbler Phylloscopus sibilatrix and 
woodcock Scolopax rusticola, two species that were once synonymous 
with the woodland, now no longer breed. There have been a number of 
recent records of firecrest Regulus ignicapillus overwintering in the wood. 
 
Earlswood Lakes  
The lakes consist of three pools, built as canal reservoirs to supply the 
Grand Union Canal, are used for fishing and boating. The marginal and 
aquatic vegetation is excellent with a range of rare species having been 
reported. The banks are subject to fluctuating water levels, although are 
typically too high to support much wader passage, whilst only small 
numbers of wildfowl winter. A relatively large area of willow Salix sp carr 
occurs at the western end of Terrys Pool and here there is a series of 
transitional habitats from open water through swamp and willow carr to 
oak woodland. Submerged communities are also rich with at least four 
pondweed Potamogeton sp species and one hybrid recorded. A thin strip 
of woodland with crack willow Salix fragilis and alder surrounds the 
majority of the lakes. 
 

Ecosite 04/17 
Earlswood 
Moathouse  

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). Probably of County 
value. 
 
Owned by the National Trust leased to Warwickshire Wildlife Trust. A 
small area of oak woodland with mature birch, rowan and hawthorn. This 
area was grassland and was planted in the 1970’s and a number of small 
ponds created. The original grassland flora was of interest and included 
ladies mantle and meadow vetchling the grassland remains in patches. 
The area is now managed as a bird reserve. Much of the ground flora in 
the woodland is dominated by bramble with areas of ivy, but species such 
as hairy brome Bromopsis ramosa, false brome Brachypodium sylvaticum, 
herb robert, broad buckler-fern Dryopteris dilatata, bracken, remote sedge 
Carex remota, nettle, rosebay willowherb, honeysuckle and wood sorrel 
also occur. 
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Ecosite 05/17 
Bill’s Wood  
 
LWS 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). Site is a statutory Local Nature 
Reserve (LNR).   
 
Ancient woodland, with medieval ditches and banks, the woodland is 
deciduous with mature oak Quercus robur, birch Betula pendula, rowan 
Sorbus aucuparia, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, hornbeam Carpinus 
betulus, poplar Populus sp and beech Fagus sylvatica. There are also 
areas of birch and neglected hazel Corylus avellana coppice. The 
understory is now mostly bramble Rubus fruticosus, but with honeysuckle 
Lonicera periclymenum and bilberry Vaccinium myrtillus also found. The 
ground flora consists of bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta, wood 
anemone Anemone nemorosa, greater stitchwort Stellaria holostea, pignut 
Conopodium majus and wild angelica Angelica sylvestris. 
 

Ecosite 07/17 
Arnold’s Wood  
 
Part LWS 

Arnold’s Wood West is designated as a Local Wildlife Site. The remainder 
of the woodlands are identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
Site of County value. Recorded on Natural England’s Ancient Woodland 
Inventory.  
 
Deciduous woodland with some replanted pine Pinus sp, with some areas 
having been clear felled areas where birch Betulus sp is regenerating. The 
remainder of the wood has oak Quercus sp standards with birch, rowan 
Sorbus aucuparia and hazel Corylus avellana coppice. The ground flora 
has bramble Rubus fruticosus, bracken Pteridium aquilinum, bluebell 
Hyacinthoides non-scripta, wood sorrel Oxalis acetosella, wood sage 
Teucrium scorodonia and a few patches of wood anemone Anemone 
nemorosa.   
 

Ecosite 25/17  
Stratford upon 
Avon Canal 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS).  Vice County valued 
site.   
 
An important linear habitat feature that supports a good range of aquatic 
and marginal flora. The brick features support a variety of ferns, some of 
which are uncommon in the county.   
 

Ecosite 26/17 
River Blythe  
 
SSSI 

Designated as a nationally important Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI). Buffered in places by a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 

The River Blythe is a particularly fine example of a lowland river on clay, 
with riffles, pools, small cliffs and meanders. The diverse physical features 
of the Blythe are mirrored by its diverse plant communities and associated 
invertebrates. The SSSI includes several damp unimproved meadows and 
woodlands that are hydrologically dependent on the Blythe. Otter Lutra 
lutra has been noted on the river. 
 

Ecosite 37/17 
Tythe Barn Lane 
Meadows 
 
Part LWS 

Parts of this site (including unimproved grassland in the south and east are 
designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). The remainder of the site is 
identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS).  
 
The site largely consists of semi-improved grassland, with some fishing 
pools and a small woodland. Several of the fields within the site are 
heavily grazed and appear species poor, and one area was lost with the 
development of Whitlocks End Station car park. In the species rich fields, a 
good variety of grassland species have been recorded, as well as great 
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burnet Sanguisorba officinalis, lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra, pignut 
Conopodium majus, cuckooflower Arum maculatum, bird’s-foot-trefoil 
Lotus corniculatus, red clover Trifolium pratense, common sedge Carex 
nigra, oval sedge Carex ovalis and field wood rush. 
 
To the north of the canal, the site contains a series of fishing ponds. The 
banks and islands are heavily vegetated. To the north of the ponds there is 
a small area of woodland, some of which is a conifer plantation, with an 
area of alder Alnus glutinosa woodland. The ground flora in the latter 
includes meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, great willowherb Epilobium 
hirsutum, wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, tufted vetch Vicia cracca, great 
bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus pedunculatus, meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis 
and lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra. 
 

Ecosite 38/17 
Little Tyburn 
Coppice  
 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 
 
This is an oak Quercus sp wood with old coppiced birch Betula sp, rowan 
Sorbus aucuparia and hazel Corylus avellana, with a scrub layer 
dominated by holly Ilex aquifolium. The ground flora is poor due to shading 
and soil type but includes bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta and bramble 
Rubus fruticosus in open areas. Banks and ditches border the edges and 
wood sage Teucrium scorodonia is found along the western edge. The 
ditches in the south include marsh bedstraw Galium palustre and Glycena 
species. There is significant disturbance onsite.  
 

Ecosite 58/17 
Maypoles Farm 
Pools 

Site consists of a chain of 4 small broadleaved semi-natural woodlands 
surrounding pools. Three of these are identified as a potential Local 
Wildlife Site (pLWS) 
 
The ponds are surrounded by woodland of oak Quercus robur, ash 
Fraxinus excelsior and alder Alnus glutinosa with some crack willow Salix 
fragilis in the wettest parts. Understory species include hazel Corylus 
avellana, holly Ilex aquifolium, sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, elder 
Sambucus nigra, dog rose Rosa canina and honeysuckle Lonicera 
periclymenum. The ground flora in dry areas includes bramble Rubus 
fruticosus, greater stitchwort Stellaria holostea, wood sage Teucrium 
scorodonia, nettle Urtica dioica, hedge woundwort Stachys sylvatica, ivy 
Hedera helix, broad buckler fern Dryopteris dilatata, wavy hair-grass 
Deschampsia flexuosa and rosebay willowherb Chamerion angustifolium. 
Wet areas contain yellow iris Iris pseudacorus, nettle, great willowherb 
Epilobium hirsutum, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria and reed canary 
grass Phalaris arundinacea. 
 

Ecosite 60/17 
Pool at 
Whitlock’s End 
Farm 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
An irregular shaped pool with 1m high banks and a good range of marginal 
species including pineappleweed Matricaria discoidea, gipsywort Lycopus 
europaeus and bittersweet Solanum dulcamara. The site is surrounded by 
trees and shrubs such as hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, holly Ilex 
aquifolium and silver birch Betula pendula. The adjacent land includes 
rough pasture, arable and improved pasture. 
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Ecosite 65/17 
Light Hall Pools 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
This site contains four pools of varying ecological quality. 
 
Please note that this site is in the process of Ecosite filing. 
 

Ecosite 77/17 
Grove Road 
Meadow (Salter 
Street Meadow) 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
Semi-improved grassland with common reed Phragmites australis swamp 
and marshy areas dominated by soft rush Juncus effusus. Other species 
recorded include a good range of grasses and broadleaved herbs, 
including sneezewort Achillea ptarmica, wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, 
greater bird’s-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus, marsh thistle Cirsium palustre 
and lesser knapweed Centuarea nigra. There is also a small stand of alder 
Alnus glutinosa. A good number of butterflies have been recorded. 
 

Ecosite 79/17  
Dickens Heath 
Marsh  
 
LWS 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). Site of County Value.  
 
Since first recorded in 1982, the area has suffered from extensive tipping. 
However, the site is still of considerable nature conservation value and is 
mostly semi-improved dry and marshy grassland but also contains small 
stands of wet woodland scattered through the site.  
 
Plant species diversity is high, including plants associated with 
unimproved grassland and marsh such as meadow fescue Festuca 
pratensis, black sedge Carex nigra, oval sedge Carex ovalis, devil’s bit 
scabious Succisa pratensis, greater bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus pedunculatus, 
lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra, marsh marigold Caltha palustris, marsh 
willowherb Epilobium palustre, ragged robin Lychnis flos-cuculi, 
amphibious bistort Persicaria amphibia, lesser spearwort Ranunculus 
flammula, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, and pignut Conopodium 
majus. Ancient woodland indicator species recorded include wood 
anemone Anemone nemorosa, yellow archangel Lamiastrum galeobdolon, 
dog’s mercury Mercurialis perennis, enchanter’s nightshade Circaea 
lutetiana and remote sedge Carex remota. 
 

Ecosite 82/17 
Cheswick Green 
Fields 

Part of the site was identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site but has 
since been rejected by the LWS panel. Part of the site has nature 
conservation status ungraded. 
 
A series of arable fields and meadows, the semi-improved grassland has a 
good range of grass species. Herbs include greater bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus 
pedunculatus, lesser stitchwort Stellaria graminea and black knapweed 
Centaurea nigra. The area is lined with alder Alnus glutinosa which has 
encroached onto the grassland along with bramble Rubus fruticosus, oak 
Quercus sp and goat willow Salix caprea. 
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Ecosite 83/17 
Acorn Coppice & 
Old Grove Wood 
 
LWS 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 
  
Old Grove Wood is an ancient semi-natural dry acid woodland with oak, 
silver birch, rowan, hazel and holly. The field layer is patchy, with scattered 
vegetation. Species include bluebells, heath bedstraw and wood sorrel. 
 
Acorn Coppice comprises both ancient semi-natural and ancient replanted 
woodland, including larch, scot’s pine with some oak and regenerating 
silver birch. The ground flora includes bracken and bramble with frequent 
foxglove and honeysuckle and occasional bluebell, heath bedstraw and 
wood sage. 
 

Ecosite 90/17 
Terry’s Green 
Railway 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
There is little information on the ecological value of the site, although 
railways are important corridors for facilitating the movement of wildlife.  
 
Please note that this site is in the process of Ecosite filing. 
 

Ecosite 108/17 
Blythe Tributary, 
near Monks Path 
(Hawkeshaw 
Brook) 
 
Part LWS 

The majority of this site along the brook is designated Hawkeshaw Brook 
and Meadows Local Wildlife Site (LWS).  The majority of the remainder is 
identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Hawkeshaw Brook flows into the River Blythe SSSI. 
 
Hawkeshaw Brook LWS 
Located in the north of the site, it is a small gravel-bottomed stream with 
adjacent woodland and grassland/scrub. The stream vegetation includes 
fool’s watercress Apium nodiflorum and gypsywort Lycopus europaeus. 
Woodland species include alder Alnus glutinosa, (dense coppice in 
places), willow Salix sp, oak Quercus sp, dog’s mercury Mercurialis 
perennis and yellow archangel Lamiastrum galeobdolon. The semi-
improved grassland includes a large marsh area. Species include common 
sedge Carex nigra, great burnet Sanguisorba officinalis, bird’s-foot-trefoil 
Lotus corniculatus, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria and wild angelica 
Angelica sylvestris. The site has recently been bisected by a road.  
 
Hawkeshaw Brook Meadows LWS 
Located in the south of the site, it contains two strips of meadow on either 
side of the brook. The northern area of this LWS has abundant oxeye 
daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, frequent selfheal Prunella vulgaris and 
locally abundant yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor and common knapweed 
Centaurea nigra with rare soft rush Juncus effusus and bristly oxtongue 
Picris echioides.  
 
The main meadow is mainly dry with scattered wet areas. Grass species 
include creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera, large-leaved and small-leaved 
timothy Phleum pratense and red fescue Festuca rubra. Forb species 
include wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, ragged robin Lychnis flos-cuculi, 
glaucous sedge Carex flacca, zigzag clover Trifolium medium, common 
knapweed Centaurea nigra, sneezewort Achillea ptarmica, common 
comfrey Symphytum officinale, russian comfrey Symphytum X uplandicum 
and yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor. 
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Ecosite 116/17 
Our Lady of the 
Wayside 
Churchyard,  
Shirley 

Nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
A good range of plant species have been noted onsite, including feverfew 
Tanacetum parthenium, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas, slender speedwell 
Veronica filiformis, foxglove Digitalis purpurea, bulbous buttercup 
Ranunculus bulbosus, common sorrel Rumex acetosa, smooth sow thistle 
Sonchus oleraceus and woody nightshade Solanum dulcamara. 
 

Ecosite 122/17 
St Patrick’s 
Churchyard, 
Salter Street 

Nature conservation status ungraded. High parish value and possibly 
district value in sections. 
 
The churchyard has fairly species rich grassland, species including 
common knapweed Centaurea nigra, meadow vetchling Lathyrus 
pratensis, ox-eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, greater bird’s-foot trefoil 
Lotus corniculatus and wood crane’s-bill Geranium sylvaticum. 
 

Ecosite 129/17 
Spring Brook 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). County nature 
conservation value. 
 
The headwaters of the River Blythe, this section is not included in the 
SSSI. Sections have wooded margins, whilst there is a range of bankside 
vegetation. 
 
Please note that this site is in the process of Ecosite filing. 
 

Ecosite 144/17 
Lodge Paddocks 
 
Part LWS 

Identified as Lodge Paddocks potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). A field 
in the centre of the site is designated Brooklin Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 
 
An area of mixed habitats with grassland, ponds, marshy grassland and 
woodland. The grassland area has wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, 
common knapweed Centaurea nigra, jointed rush Juncus articulatus, 
creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens, marsh thistle Cirsium palustre, 
hairy sedge Carex hirta, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, greater 
bird’s-foot-trefoil Lotus pedunculatus, lesser stitchwort Stellaria graminea, 
meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis and yarrow Achillea millefolium. 
 
The more marshy areas are dominated by meadow foxtail Alopecurus 
pratensis with yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, meadowsweet Filipendula 
ulmaria, wild angelica, perforate st john’s wort Hypericum perforatum, soft 
rush Juncus effusus, jointed rush, common couch Elytrigia repens, 
creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera, bugle Ajuga reptans, great burnet 
Sanguisorba officinalis and nettle Urtica dioica.  
 
The woodland is mainly alder Alnus glutinosa, but contains some ash 
Fraxinus excelsior and a ground flora of abundant nettle Urtica dioica, 
bramble Rubus fruticosus, red campion Silene dioica, wood avens Geum 
urbanum, wood meadow-grass Poa nemoralis, hogweed Heracleum 
sphondylium, some reed canary-grass Phalaris arundinacea and hairy 
brome Bromopsis ramosa. 
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Ecosite 146/17 
Field and 
boundary ditch at 
Dickens Heath 
 

Previously selected as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS), however, the 
site has been destroyed. 
 
Though once much larger, the site is now restricted to a single field as 
much was lost with the development of Dickens Heath. The fields were 
previously semi-improved grassland dominated by yorkshire fog Holcus 
lanatus and common bent Agrostis capillaris, with frequent lesser 
knapweed Centaurea nigra, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, some 
cat’s ear Hypochaeris radicata and tufted hair grass Deschampsia 
cespitosa, so the reminaing field may still hold such a suite of species. 
 

Ecosite 148/17 
Winterton Farm 
Wood and 
Pasture  
 
LWS 

Designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). 
 
An area of wet woodland, scrub and grassland. The woodland is on a 
tributary of the River Blythe which drains from a series of pools in the alder 
Alnus glutinosa woodland. Ground flora is species rich and includes 
ramsons Allium ursinium, bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta and other 
ancient woodland indicators. 
 
To the south west of the woodland is an area of scrub and to the west wet 
grassland, probably a remnant of MG4 grassland. Species in the 
grassland include oval sedge Carex ovalis, ragged robin Lychnis flos-
cuculi and great burnet Sanguisorba officinalis. 
 

Ecosite 153/17 
Cleobury Farm 
Fields 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Neglected semi-improved grassland and a roadside ditch. The grassland 
supports false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius, sweet vernal-grass 
Anthoxanthum odoratum, frequent lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra, 
bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus and autumn hawkbit Leontodon 
autumnalis, as well as wild angelica Angelica sylvestris and great burnet 
Sanguisorba officinalis. 
 
The ditch supports frequent soft rush Juncus effusus, meadowsweet 
Filipendula ulmaria, fool’s watercress Apium nodifolorum, remote sedge 
Carex remota and water figwort Scrophularia auriculata. There is also a 
small pool dominated by water-starwort Callitriche stagnalis with 
amphibian potential. 
 

Ecosite 154/17 
Field west of 
Cleobury Farm 

Previously selected as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS), however, the 
site is no longer considered of LWS quality and has been rejected by the 
LWS panel.  
 
Semi-improved grassland with dominant common bent Agrostis capillaris 
and abundant red fescue Festuca rubra/crested dog’s-tail Cynosurus 
cristatus. Forbs include lesser knapweed Centaurea nigra, bird’s-foot 
trefoil Lotus corniculatus, selfheal Prunella vulgaris, tufted vetch Vicia 
cracca, sorrel Rumex sp, lesser stitchwort Stellaria graminea, red clover 
Trifolium pratense, yarrow Achillea millefolium and germander speedwell 
Veronica chamaedrys. 
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Ecosite 155/17 
Dickens Heath 
Ponds  
 
LWS 

Designated as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS).  
 
A large pool with surrounding alder Alnus glutinosa woodland with oak 
Quercus sp, willow Salix sp, hawthorn Crataegous monogyna, hazel 
Corylus avellana and holly. Ground flora includes creeping buttercup 
Ranunculus repens, soft rush Juncus effusus, tufted hair-grass 
Deschampsia cespitosa, mint Mentha sp, brooklime Veronica beccabunga, 
wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, lesser pond sedge Carex acutiformus 
and gypsywort Lycopus europaeus. Foxglove Digitalis purpurea and 
bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta occur on the drier banks. 
 

Ecosite 156/17 
Birchy Leasow 
Coppice  
 
Part LWS 

Part of the site is designated a Local Wildlife Site (LWS). The majority of 
the remainder of the site is identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site 
(pLWS). The south west corner of the site was rejected by the LWS panel. 
Not of LWS quality. 
 
Parts of the coppice have been lost with the development of Dickens 
Heath. The below description was written before the development, but is 
still likely to be appropriate for the remaining woodland. 
 
Unmanaged secondary woodland, consisting of silver birch Betula 
pendula, oak Quercus robur, aspen Populus tremula and ash Fraxinus 
excelsior in the canopy. The understory includes hazel Corylus avellana 
and wild privet Ligustrum vulgare. Bramble Rubus fruticosus dominates 
the ground flora in places but bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta, hart’s-
tongue fern Phyllitis scolopendrium, enchanter’s nightshade Circaea 
lutetiana, creeping jenny Lysimachia nummularia and hedge woundwort 
Stachys sylvatica are also found. The more open areas have tormentil 
Potentilla erecta and bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus pedunculatus. Badgers Meles 
meles have been observed passing through the woodland. 
 

Ecosite 157/17 
Fields At Willow 
Tree Farm 

The east field was previously identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site, 
but was rejected by the LWS panel. Not of LWS quality. Part of the site 
has nature conservation status ungraded. 
 
A series of semi-improved fields, tall herb, hedges and trees/scrub. The 
fields in 2003 had not been managed for at least seven years, with the 
vegetation becoming tall, rank and dominated by false oat-grass 
Arrhenatherum elatius with abundant yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus. The 
presence of small stands of Juncus sp indicates that drainage may be 
impeded in places. The hedges are tall, unmanaged and include mature 
trees. There is scrub and dense bramble Rubus fructicosus around much 
of the field margin. 
 

Ecosite 188/17 
Field between 
Woodlane and 
Earlswood 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Tall rank semi-improved grassland dominated by false oat-grass 
Arrhenatherum elatius with frequent cock’s-foot Dactylis glomerata, hairy 
tare, meadow vetchling, local St John’s wort, red fescue Festuca rubra, 
compact rush Juncus conglomeratus, sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum 
odoratum, ribwort plantain, yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, meadow 
buttercup, zig-zag clover, bird’s-foot trefoil and lesser knapweed. 
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Ecosite 189/17 
Field 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Neglected semi-improved grassland with abundant meadow foxtail 
Alopecurus pratensis, false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius, common 
bent Agrostis capillaris, yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus and timothy Phleum 
pratense with locally abundant hairy tare, meadow vetchling, meadow 
buttercup, greater bird’s-foot trefoil, marsh thistle, sorrel, wild angelica and 
bird’s-foot trefoil. 
 

Ecosite 190/17 
Two Fields 

Identified as a potential Local Wildlife Site (pLWS). 
 
Wet semi-improved and marshy grassland containing locally abundant 
compact rush Juncus conglomeratus with false oat-grass Arrhenatherum 
elatius, great burnet, wild angelica, marsh horsetail Equisetum palustre, 
meadowsweet, marsh thistle, soft rush Juncus effusus, tufted hair-grass 
Deschampsia caespitosa, meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis and nettle. 
The area is lightly horse grazed. 
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Non-statutory site designations 
 
County important sites are known as ‘Local Wildlife Sites’ (previously Sites of Importance for 
Nature Conservation). There are also a number of sites of nature conservation importance, 
termed "Ecosites", which are found within your area of search. Information about the 
designation and grading of Ecosites is included in the table above.  
 
The county is currently reviewing its site system and will be identifying further Local Wildlife 
Sites (LWS) over the next few years. Currently we have identified those sites which are 
potential Local Wildlife Sites (pLWS) and these are also indicated below with the Ecosite 
details; many sites are as yet ungraded against the LWS system. Please contact us if you 
would like a copy of the detailed citation for an LWS within your search area. 
 
Some Ecosites are also Local Geological Sites (LGS) or statutory Local Nature Reserves 
(LNRs). Details of these designations are also given in the table with the Ecosite details. 
 
The table above gives brief details of all known Ecosites within your area of search; please 
see the enclosed map for locations. Sites of regional and local biodiversity interest are 
considered to play a fundamental role in meeting overall national biodiversity targets, and 
therefore appropriate weight must be attached to designated Ecosites in all planning 
applications (in accordance with local plan policies and the general principles of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)). 
 
N.B. All watercourses are considered to be of ecological importance; however, accurate 
assessment of the relative importance of the various stretches is not yet generally possible.   
 
Structure and Local Plan policies provide protection for these sites or, in circumstances 
where development is allowed, require mitigation measures to off-set any damage. In order 
to achieve this it is essential that adequate survey details for sites which may be affected by 
development are gathered at a very early stage. For sites of high biodiversity value this 
requires Phase 2 survey work and species specific surveys including invertebrates, 
mammals, birds and so on. Guidance is available from the Institute of Environmental 
Assessment (IEA) in “Guidelines for Baseline Ecological Assessment”. 
 
Please note that the brief descriptions above include species recorded within the whole 
Ecosite, and therefore potentially an area outside of your specific area of search. In particular 
descriptions of linear Ecosites such as water courses and railway lines may include species 
which were not necessarily recorded within your area of search. 
 
For further information relating to specific sites please contact WBRC at 
wbrc@warwickshire.gov.uk  
For information relating to SSSIs please contact Natural England.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mariya Tarnavska
Apprentice Ecological Assistant                                                                                                                                                                                              
Warwickshire Biological Records Centre
Ecological Services
WCC, PO Box 43
Warwick   CV34 4SX  
Tel: 01926 418060
wbrc@warwickshire.gov.uk                                                                                                  
http://www.warwickshire.gov.uk/biologicalrecords

Date: 06/05/2016    
Our Ref: ES5947
Name: Mike Neep
Company / Organisation: Ecology Solutions
                                                                                                                                                            

Site Name: Land Near Tidbury
Grid Reference: SP1075
Search area: 3x3 km  
Species Records: All protected, notable and invasive species

The information presented here is based on existing records held within the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre but does not 
constitute an exhaustive list of known records. The details are descriptive and further information on specific records can be 
obtained if required. In addition, it should not be taken that the lack of details on specific species groups means that the search 
area is not valuable for them - only that we have no electronical records. It is possible that unknown species are within this area 
that only an up-to-date systematic survey would find.

Terms and Conditions for the supply of data 
 
1. Copyright of all records remains with the recorder and of the collated data with Warwickshire Biological Records Centre 
(WBRC).

2. No copies of data are to be made for use by third parties, without written permission from WBRC.
 
3. Permission must be obtained in writing from WBRC if the data supplied is to be used for any other purpose than that 
described on the Data Request Form.

4. Data are provided subject to ongoing approval for use from individual recorders, local recording groups or national recording 
schemes.  Should such providers of data withdraw permissions for use of these data, the requestor may be obliged to remove 
relevant data from records.

5. WBRC will provide badger sett and badger casualty records within only 1km site radius due to an agreement with the 
Warwickshire Badger Group.

6. The data must not be entered onto a computerised database or GIS without permission from WBRC.
 
7. WBRC shall be acknowledged in any report relating to data supplied and would appreciate to receive any details of biological 
records resulting from any survey undertaken by the customer.

8.  WBRC maps must not be reproduced (or included in recipient’s reports) as they carry an OS licence number for the sole use 
by WBRC. 
 
9. Permission to use data expires 12 months after its supply. Applications to extend beyond this period should be made before 
the expiry date.
 
10. Data are as held by WBRC. Past records of presence of a species or habitat do not guarantee continued occurrence. 
Absence of records does not imply absence of a species, merely that no records are held.

11. Data are provided without prejudice and according to our Charging Policy, which is available on request.  Commercial users 
are always subject to our Charging policy.  Further to your request we will provide you with a quotation for processing of 
information and/or biological records; if this quotation is acceptable we will require approval in writing via e-mail or letter in order 
to proceed.  Voluntary recording societies and local naturalists are generally exempted from this Policy. 

12.  WBRC will attempt to supply results of data searches within 10 working days from confirmation of the quotation. Express 
searches will be supplied within 2 working days from confirmation.
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Abbreviation Scientific Name Common Name Location Date Abundance Comment Source

UK BAP 
2007

Local 
BAP

NERC Act 
2006 S.41

W & C Act 
Sch 5 

Habitats 
& 
Species 
Directive 
Annex 2 

 Habitats 
& 
Species 
Directive 
Annex 4 IUCN Red List

Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood 30/07/2005 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Mb Myotis brandtii Brandt's Bat Valley Road, Earlswood Mar-11 Droppings; confirmed by DNA analysis WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Ppy Pipistrellus pygmaeus Soprano Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood Mar-11 Droppings; confirmed by DNA analysis WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Ppy Pipistrellus pygmaeus Soprano Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood 30/07/2005 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Ppy Pipistrellus pygmaeus Soprano Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood 30/07/2005 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Indet Chiroptera Bats Shutt Lane, Earlswood 12/04/2013 Seen from the car. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Psp. Pipistrellus Pipistrelle Bat species Solihull 25/09/2014 Method of ID unknown WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Earlswood Lakes 11/03/1974 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Dickens Heath May-03 3 Count of present Three noted. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Dickens Heath Nov-06 3 Count of Individual 3 in bat boxes along canal. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath Jul-05 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Rumbush, nr Dickens Heath 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood 30/07/2005 BCT/Mammal Society Survey WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pp Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle Valley Road, Earlswood Jul-05 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Ppy Pipistrellus pygmaeus Soprano Pipistrelle Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Nno Nyctalus noctula Noctule Bat Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Msp. Myotis Unidentified Bat Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Md Myotis daubentonii Daubenton's Bat Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Psp. Pipistrellus Pipistrelle Bat species Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern
Pn Pipistrellus nathusii Nathusius's Pipistrelle Earlswood Lakes 03/09/2011 min 1 Count of Individual Recorded on bat detector flying over lakes. WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes Least Concern



Map 

Abbreviation Scientific Name Common Name Location Date Abundance Comment Source

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Clowes Wood 15/04/2010 4 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Dickens Heath 07/03/2000 Min.1 Count of Spawn Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Fulford Heath, nr Tidbury GreenMay-05 WBRC

Nn Natrix natrix Grass Snake Clowes Wood 15/04/2010 3 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Bb Bufo bufo Common Toad Fulford Heath, nr Tidbury Green1974 WBRC

Lv Lissotriton vulgaris Smooth Newt Dickens Heath Apr-99 3 Count of Adult Female; 3 Count of Adult MaleAir temp 12, no rain, light wind, cloud cover 2. Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Dickens Heath 07/03/2000 Min.1 Count of Spawn Spawn. Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Dickens Heath 07/03/2000 Min.1 Count of Spawn; 40 Count of Adult Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team

Rt Rana temporaria Common Frog Dickens Heath 16/03/1999 Min.1 Count of Spawn; 3 Count of Adult Found on bank. Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team

Bb Bufo bufo Common Toad Clowes Wood 15/04/2010 2 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Nn Natrix natrix Grass Snake Earlswood 19/06/2014 1 Count of Adult Warwickshire Amphibian & Reptile Team



Scientific Name Common Name Location Date Abundance Comment Source

Tyto alba Barn Owl Fulford Hall/Heath, nr Tidbury Green07/11/2007 Species recorded onsite by owner WBRC



Scientific Name Common Name Location Date Abundance Comment Source

UK BAP 

2007

Local 

BAP

NERC Act 

2006 S.41

RDB - 

Internationally 

Important

Micromys minutus Harvest Mouse Earlswood 13/11/1996 Nest, Phalaris by reservoir WBRC Yes Yes



Scientific Name Common Name Location Date Abundance Comment Source
UK BAP 
2007 Local BAP

NERC Act 
2006 S.41

W & C Act 
Schedule 1-
Part 1  

W & C Act 
Schedule 1-
Part 2  

Red 
Listed

Amber 
Listed

Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 01/04/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 15/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 15/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 31/03/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 04/05/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 04/05/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 04/05/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 17/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 15/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood 15/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Singing Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes
Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Vanellus vanellus Lapwing Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Whitlocks End, Solihull 16/07/2013 WBRC Yes Yes
Sturnus vulgaris Starling Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Tachybaptus ruficollis Little Grebe Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Sylvia communis Whitethroat Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Emberiza schoeniclus Reed Bunting Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Emberiza schoeniclus Reed Bunting Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Apus apus Swift Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Anthus trivialis Tree Pipit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Anas querquedula Garganey Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 13/08/1949 1 Count of Female; 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes
Anas querquedula Garganey Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 03/09/1955 2 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes
Anas strepera Gadwall Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 24/03/1949 1 Count of Female; 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes
Anthus pratensis Meadow Pipit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Anthus pratensis Meadow Pipit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Anthus spinoletta Water Pipit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 08/10/1949 WBRC Yes
Anthus trivialis Tree Pipit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Apus apus Swift Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Aythya ferina Pochard Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Clowes Wood 15/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Sturnus vulgaris Starling Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Land at Lowbrook Lane, Tidbury Green 22/09/1993 WBRC Yes
Sturnus vulgaris Starling Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Sylvia communis Whitethroat Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Tachybaptus ruficollis Little Grebe Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Tringa erythropus Spotted Redshank Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 21/08/1955 WBRC Yes
Tringa glareola Wood Sandpiper Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 16/04/1949 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes
Tringa nebularia Greenshank Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/08/1955 3 Count of Individual WBRC Yes
Tringa ochropus Green Sandpiper Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Tringa totanus Redshank Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 18/04/1949 WBRC Yes
Turdus iliacus Redwing Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Streptopelia turtur Turtle Dove Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Prunella modularis Dunnock Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Prunella modularis Dunnock Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Riparia riparia Sand Martin Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Riparia riparia Sand Martin Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Sterna sandvicensis Sandwich Tern Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 14/04/1945 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes
Streptopelia turtur Turtle Dove Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Turdus pilaris Fieldfare Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Turdus torquatus Ring Ouzel Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 07/05/1949 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Vanellus vanellus Lapwing Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vanellus vanellus Lapwing Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vanellus vanellus Lapwing Clowes Wood 01/04/2010 3 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch Clowes Wood 17/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Columba oenas Stock Dove Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Columba oenas Stock Dove Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Falco tinnunculus Kestrel Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Falco tinnunculus Kestrel Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Fringilla montifringilla Brambling Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Gallinago gallinago Snipe Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes
Gallinago gallinago Snipe Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Gavia arctica Black-throated Diver Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/02/1950 WBRC Yes Yes
Gavia stellata Red-throated Diver Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 05/05/1941 WBRC Yes
Hirundo rustica Swallow Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Hirundo rustica Swallow Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Hirundo rustica Swallow Clowes Wood 13/05/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Larus argentatus Herring Gull Clowes Wood 01/04/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Passer domesticus House Sparrow Whitlocks End, Solihull 16/07/2013 WBRC Yes Yes Yes



Picus viridis Green Woodpecker Clowes Wood 17/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Pluvialis apricaria Golden Plover Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/11/1948 WBRC Yes
Poecile montana Willow Tit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Poecile montana Willow Tit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Poecile palustris Marsh Tit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Poecile palustris Marsh Tit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Porzana porzana Spotted Crake Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1948 WBRC Yes Yes
Porzana porzana Spotted Crake Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/02/1949 WBRC Yes Yes
Porzana porzana Spotted Crake Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/09/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Podiceps nigricollis Black-necked Grebe Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 04/11/1955 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes
Larus marinus Great Black-backed Gull Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 14/05/1950 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes
Delichon urbicum House Martin Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Cuculus canorus Cuckoo Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Dendrocopos minor Lesser Spotted Woodpecker Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 19/09/1950 The Nature Conservancy, SSSI report. WBRC Yes
Emberiza citrinella Yellowhammer Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Linaria cannabina Linnet Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Lullula arborea Woodlark Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 13/04/1950 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes
Passer domesticus House Sparrow Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Phylloscopus sibilatrix Wood Warbler Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Phylloscopus trochilus Willow Warbler Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Phylloscopus trochilus Willow Warbler Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Picus viridis Green Woodpecker Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Picus viridis Green Woodpecker Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 19/09/1950 The Nature Conservancy, SSSI report. WBRC Yes
Picus viridis Green Woodpecker Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Plectrophenax nivalis Snow Bunting Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/10/1949 WBRC Yes Yes
Cygnus cygnus Whooper Swan Earlswood lakes 11/12/2009 6 birds flew over Earlswood Lakes WBRC Yes Yes
Passer montanus Tree Sparrow Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Passer montanus Tree Sparrow Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes Yes
Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 19/09/1950 The Nature Conservancy, SSSI report. WBRC Yes
Emberiza citrinella Yellowhammer Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Cuculus canorus Cuckoo Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Delichon urbicum House Martin Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Emberiza calandra Corn Bunting Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 09/04/1949 WBRC Yes Yes
Limosa lapponica Bar-tailed Godwit Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 10/08/1949 WBRC Yes
Linaria cannabina Linnet Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Lymnocryptes minimus Jack Snipe Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 25/12/1947 WBRC Yes
Passer domesticus House Sparrow Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Dendrocopos minor Lesser Spotted Woodpecker Clowes Wood 04/05/2013 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Dendrocopos minor Lesser Spotted Woodpecker Clowes Wood 24/06/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Phylloscopus trochilus Willow Warbler Clowes Wood 04/05/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Alcedo atthis Kingfisher Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes Yes
Anas crecca Teal Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Aythya ferina Pochard Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Aythya fuligula Tufted Duck Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Chroicocephalus ridibundus Black-headed Gull Earlswood Lakes 05/11/1981 WBRC Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Anas penelope Wigeon Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Anas crecca Teal Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Alauda arvensis Skylark Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Actitis hypoleucos Common Sandpiper Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Alauda arvensis Skylark Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes Yes
Alcedo atthis Kingfisher Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes Yes
Alcedo atthis Kingfisher Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1950 WBRC Yes Yes
Anas clypeata Shoveler Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Anas clypeata Shoveler Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Anas crecca Teal Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Aythya fuligula Tufted Duck Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes
Aythya fuligula Tufted Duck Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Bucephala clangula Goldeneye Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/12/1955 WBRC Yes Yes
Calidris pugnax Ruff Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 10/08/1949 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes Yes
Chroicocephalus ridibundus Black-headed Gull Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes 01/03/1954 WBRC Yes
Columba oenas Stock Dove Clowes Wood 01/04/2010 1 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Clowes Wood 31/03/2010 2 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Clowes Wood 01/04/2010 3 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
Columba oenas Stock Dove Clowes Wood 04/05/2010 2 Count of Individual Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Yes
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(Butterflies)

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ennomos quercinaria August Thorn New Fallings Coppice SP1074 01\07\1951 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Agrochola lychnidis Beaded Chestnut New Fallings Coppice SP1074 1938 Min. 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Eugnorisma glareosa Autumnal Rustic New Fallings Coppice SP1074 04\09\1981 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Agrochola helvola Flounced Chestnut New Fallings Coppice SP1074 1938 Min. 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Tholera decimalis Feathered Gothic Clowes Wood SP1074 02\09\2006 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Butterfly Lepidoptera Limenitis camilla White Admiral Clowes Wood SP102740 18\07\1998 1 Count of Individual Butterfly Conservation Yes Yes Vulnerable

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ennomos quercinaria August Thorn Clowes Wood SP101742 30\07\2002 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Watsonalla binaria Oak Hook-tip Clowes Wood SP101742 30\07\2002 5 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Scotopteryx chenopodiata Shaded Broad-bar Clowes Wood SP101742 30\07\2002 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ecliptopera silaceata Small Phoenix Clowes Wood SP101742 30\07\2002 2 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Stenus pusillus Stenus pusillus Dog Kennel Lane SP1277 09\04\2007 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Temnocerus tomentosus Temnocerus tomentosus Earlswood SP1174 30\05\1944 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Temnocerus tomentosus Temnocerus tomentosus Earlswood SP1174 22\05\1945 WBRC Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ennomos erosaria September Thorn Earlswood SP1074 23\07\1945 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ennomos erosaria September Thorn New Fallings Coppice SP1074 23\07\1945 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Eugnorisma glareosa Autumnal Rustic Earlswood SP1074 09\09\1945 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Macaria wauaria V-moth New Fallings Coppice SP1074 1938 Min. 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Aromia moschata Musk Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 1940 on black poplar WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Aromia moschata Musk Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 01\09\1935 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Dendroxena quadrimaculata Dendroxena quadrimaculata Clowes Wood SP1074 25\05\1947 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Longitarsus parvulus Flax Flea Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 14\05\2001 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Longitarsus parvulus Flax Flea Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 14\05\2001 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Hippodamia (Adonia) variegata Adonis' Ladybird Clowes Wood SP1074 24\09\1977 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Aromia moschata Musk Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 01\09\1939 walking up trunk of black poplarWBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Aromia moschata Musk Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 01\04\1949 larva? WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Aromia moschata Musk Beetle Clowes Wood SP1074 01\07\1949 larva? WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Gonioctena decemnotata Gonioctena decemnotata Clowes Wood SP1074 21\05\1993 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Melasis buprestoides Melasis buprestoides Clowes Wood SP1074 16\06\1989 WBRC Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Amphipoea oculea Ear Moth New Fallings Coppice SP1074 30\07\1945 Min.1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ennomos fuscantaria Dusky Thorn New Fallings Coppice SP1074 04\09\1981 Min. 1 Count of Individual WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Agrochola helvola Flounced Chestnut Earlswood SP1074 03\10\1908 Min. 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Agrochola helvola Flounced Chestnut Earlswood SP1074 26\09\1908 Min. 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Atethmia centrago Centre-barred Sallow Clowes Wood SP1074 02\09\2006 2 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Cossus cossus Goat Moth New Fallings Coppice SP1074 1938 Min.1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes Yes

Insect - Moth Lepidoptera Ecliptopera silaceata Small Phoenix Clowes Wood SP1074 02\09\2006 1 Count of Adult WMG Yes Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Meligethes atramentarius Meligethes atramentarius Earlswood SP1174 12\04\1941 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Meligethes atramentarius Meligethes atramentarius Earlswood SP1174 12\04\1941 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Dendroxena quadrimaculata Dendroxena quadrimaculata Clowes Wood SP1074 16\05\1941 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Ctenicera pectinicornis Ctenicera pectinicornis Clowes Wood SP1074 22\05\1945 WBRC Yes

Insect - Bees, Wasps & AntsHymenoptera Omalus puncticollis Omalus puncticollis Clowes Wood SP101740 25\07\1997 1 Count of Adult Resident WBRC Yes

Insect - Bees, Wasps & AntsHymenoptera Pemphredon (Ceratophorus) morio Pemphredon (Ceratophorus) morio Clowes Wood SP101740 02\08\1981 1 Count of Adult Resident WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Gonioctena decemnotata Gonioctena decemnotata Clowes Wood SP1074 23\05\1953 3 Count of Individual WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Gonioctena decemnotata Gonioctena decemnotata Clowes Wood SP1074 22\05\1982 1 Count of Individual frequent on aspen WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Gonioctena decemnotata Gonioctena decemnotata Clowes Wood SP1074 23\05\1987 1 Count of Individual WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Elodes minuta Elodes minuta Clowes Wood SP1074 31\05\2001 WBRC Yes

Insect - Beetle Coleoptera Temnocerus tomentosus Temnocerus tomentosus Clowes Wood SP1074 31\05\2001 WBRC Yes



Scientific Name Common Name Location Grid Reference Date Abundance Comment Source

Melampyrum pratense Common Cow-wheat Little Dickens Wood SP107760 13/05/1983 WBRC

Bromus secalinus Rye Brome Earlswood SP1175 Unknown WBRC

Melampyrum pratense Common Cow-wheat Little Dickens Wood SP108760 01/08/2000 Broad leaved S - N woodland WBRC

Ranunculus hederaceus Ivy-leaved Crowfoot N of Earlswood SP117763 27/05/1997 Marshy area in field; big patch WBRC

Apium inundatum Lesser Marshwort Earlswood SP1174 Unknown Not refound in 1984 WBRC

Eleocharis acicularis Needle Spike-rush Earlswood SP114741 30/08/1986 Foreshore of reservoir - occasional WBRC

Eleocharis acicularis Needle Spike-rush Earlswood Reservoir SP1174 1841 WBRC

Fragaria vesca Wild Strawberry Earlswood Lakes SP114742 05/11/1981 WBRC

Ranunculus flammula Lesser Spearwort Earlswood Lakes SP114742 05/11/1981 WBRC

Rorippa islandica Northern Yellow-cress Clowes Wood SP1131974363 14/09/2010 Five plants discovered. WBRC

Ranunculus flammula Lesser Spearwort Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Carex laevigata Smooth-stalked Sedge Clowes Wood NR SP1008674006 28/05/2011 Warwickshire Flora Group

Melampyrum pratense Common Cow-wheat Clowes Wood NR SP1008274117 28/05/2011 Warwickshire Flora Group

Melampyrum pratense Common Cow-wheat Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Oreopteris limbosperma Lemon-scented Fern Earlswood SP102740 14/06/1999 Wet meadow with meadow thistle - 1 WBRC

Oxalis acetosella Wood-sorrel Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Oxalis acetosella Wood-sorrel Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Potentilla erecta Tormentil Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 19/09/1950 WBRC

Oxalis acetosella Wood-Sorrel Little Clowes Wood SP100740 31/05/1994 frequent Count of present WBRC

Solidago virgaurea Goldenrod Clowes Wood, N of railway line SP1074 2008 Heathland clearing of wood. WBRC

Lathyrus linifolius Bitter-vetch Earlswood Methodist Church SP099746 07/05/1984 4 Count of Individual WBRC

Potentilla erecta Tormentil Fulford Hall/ Heath, nr Tidbury Green SP097750 07/11/2007 R-O DAFOR of Species WBRC

Limosella aquatica Mudwort Earlswood SP113740 30/08/1986 Foreshore - locally abundant WBRC

Limosella aquatica Mudwort Earlswood Lakes SP114741 18/07/1992 Foreshore - locally abundant WBRC

Agrostis vinealis Brown Bent Earlswood Lakes SP114742 05/11/1981 WBRC

Equisetum sylvaticum Wood Horsetail Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Convallaria majalis Lily-of-the-valley Clowes Wood/New Fallings Coppice/Earlswood Lakes SP102740 05/07/1983 WBRC

Convallaria majalis Lily-of-the-valley Clowes Wood SP10327412 06/06/2010 Beside footpath in woodland , WBRC

Carex binervis Green-ribbed Sedge New Fallings Coppice SP10207405 25/07/1992 Damp mixed woodland - 1 WBRC



Scientific Name Common Name Location Grid Reference Date Abundance Comment Source

Sciurus carolinensis Grey Squirrel SP105743 17/08/1981 1 Count of present WBRC

Rhododendron ponticum Rhododendron SP114742 05/11/1981 WBRC

Branta canadensis Canada Goose Clowes Wood and Fallings Coppice SP102740 01/12/1955 Report:  A survey of the Birds of Earlswood - December 1955 WBRC

Sciurus carolinensis Eastern Grey Squirrel Land at Lowbrook Lane SP096759 22/09/1993 WBRC
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Clowes Wood & New Fallings Coppice SSSI Citation 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COUNTY: WARWICKSHIRE /WEST MIDLANDS SITE NAME: CLOWES WOOD
& NEW FALLINGS COPPICE

DISTRICT: Stratford-on-Avon SITE REF: 15WAK

Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified (Under Section 28 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act) 1981 as amended

Local Planning Authority: WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL, Stratford-on-Avon
District Council/Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

National Grid Reference: SP 102740 Area: 45.3 (ha.) 111.9 (ac.)

Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 139 1:10,000: SP 07 SE, SP 17 SW

Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1955 Date of last Revision: 1973

Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1987 Date of last Revision: –

Other Information:
Site formerly known as Earlswood Reservoir, Clowes Wood & New Failings Coppice.
Site boundary (modified reduction).

Description and Reasons for Notification:
Clowes Wood and New Fallings Coppice lie to the south-east of Birmingham on fluvio-
glacial sands, clays and gravels of Quaternary drift which overlies Keuper Marl. The two
woods are contiguous, but Clowes Wood is bisected by the Birmingham to Stratford
railway. These ancient woodlands support an important breeding bird population.

Clowes Wood and New Fallings Coppice are examples of lowland mixed oakwoods
Quercus spp. where both sessile oak Q. petraea and pedunculate oak Q. robur are present.
Understorey species include silver birch Betula pendula, holly Ilex aquifolium and rowan
Sorbus aucuparia with occasional crab apple Malus sylvestris and alder buckthorn Frangula
alnus. Hazel Corylus avellana is present in parts of the wood. The ground flora is strongly
acidophilous (acid-loving) and is dominated by bracken Pteridium aquilinum and bramble
Rubus fruticosus agg. with abundant wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa, wood sage
Teucrium scorodonia and bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta. Common cow-wheat
Melampyrum pratense and lily-of-the-valley Convallaria majalis which are also found here,
are rare elsewhere in Warwickshire.

Along the streams are small wet areas of alder Alnus glutinosa wood. Oak and downy birch
Betula pubescens are also present in the canopy, over an understorey of hazel, holly and
birch, with occasional aspen Populus tremula and alder buckthorn. The ground flora is
dominated by bramble, creeping soft-grass Holcus mollis, plicate sweet-grass Glyceria
plicata and lesser pond-sedge Carex acutiformis.

Forty-nine species of woodland bird breed in Clowes Wood, including all three species of
woodpecker and six species of tit including willow tit Parus montanus. Wood warbler
Phylloscopus sibilatrix, lesser whitethroat Sylvia curruca and grasshopper warbler
Locustella naevia breed regularly along with five other species of warbler. Predators are
represented by sparrow hawk Accipter nisus, kestrel Falco tinnunculus, and tawny owl
Strix aluco.
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Specifications of Schwegler 1FF 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Schwegler bat boxes are made from ‘woodcrete’ and have the highest rates of occupation of 
all types of box.
The 75% wood sawdust, clay and concrete mixture is ideal, being durable whilst allowing 
natural respiration and temperature stability.  These boxes are rot and predator proof and 
extremely long lasting.
Boxes can be hung from a branch near the tree trunk or fixed using ‘tree-friendly’ aluminum 
nails. 

Bat Boxes

1FF Bat Box

The rectangular shape makes the 1FF suitable for attaching to 
the sides of buildings or in sites such as bridges, though it may 
also be used on trees. It has a narrow crevice-like internal space 
to attract Pipistrelle and Noctule bats.
 
Woodcrete (75% wood sawdust, concrete and clay mixture)
Width: 27cm
Height: 43cm
Weight: 8.3kg 
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Specifications of Schwegler bird boxes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Schwegler bird boxes have the highest rates of occupation of all types of box.
They are designed to mimic natural nest sites and provide a stable environment with the right
thermal properties for chick rearing and winter roosting.
Boxes are made from ‘Woodcrete’. is
breathable and very durable making these bird boxes extremely long lasting.

This 75% wood sawdust, clay and concrete mixture

Bird Boxes

1B Bird Box

This is the most popular box for garden birds and appeals to a
wide range of species. The box can be hung from a  branch
or nailed to the trunk of a tree with a ‘tree-friendly’ aluminium
nail.

Available in four colours and three entrance hole sizes.  26mm for small tits,

32mm standard size and oval, for redstarts.

2M Bird Box

Afree-hanging box offering greater protection from predators.

Supplied complete with hanger which loops and fastens around a
branch.

With standard general-purpose 32mm diameter entrance hole.

Schwegler boxes have the highest occupation rates of all box types.
They are carefully designed to mimic natural nest sites and provide a
stable environment for chick rearing and winter roosting. They can be
expected to last 25 years or more without maintenance.
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1. CONFIDENTIAL BADGER APPENDIX 
 

1.1.   Methodology 
 

1.1.1. Surveys were undertaken to search for evidence of Badgers by Waterman 
EED in June 2013 and Ecology Solutions in April 2016, and comprised two 
main elements.  The first of these was a thorough search for evidence of 
Badger setts.  For any setts encountered each sett entrance would be 
recorded and plotted, even if the entrance appeared disused. The following 
information was recorded if appropriate: 

 
i) The number and location of well used or very active entrances; 

these are clear of any debris or vegetation and are obviously in 
regular use and may, or may not, have been excavated recently. 

 

ii) The number and location of inactive entrances; these are not in 
regular use and have debris such as leaves and twigs in the 
entrance or have plants growing in or around the edge of the 
entrance.  

 

iii) The number of disused entrances; these have not been in use for 
some time, are partly or completely blocked and cannot be used 
without considerable clearance.  If the entrance has been disused 
for some time all that may be visible is a depression in the ground 
where the hole used to be and the remains of the spoil heap. 

 
1.1.2. Secondly, evidence of Badger activity, such as well-worn paths and run-

throughs, snagged hair, footprints, latrines and foraging signs, was also 
searched for in order to build up a picture of the use of the application site 
by Badgers. 
 

1.2.    Survey Results 
 

1.2.1. The surveys conducted by Waterman EED in June 2013 recorded evidence 
of Badgers within the application site. The evidence included inactive outlier 
setts, pathways and latrines. 
 

1.2.2. The surveys conducted by Ecology Solutions in 2016 found no evidence of 
Badger activity within the application site, including any setts, foraging 
signs, latrines or push-throughs. It is considered that any setts recorded by 
Waterman EED have since collapsed or are no longer in use. 
 

1.2.3. Mammal paths were recorded within the application site boundary, however 
given the presence of Rabbit warrens within the application site, these could 
not be positively attributed to Badger activity. 
 

1.2.4. It is therefore considered that the application site is not utilised by Badgers, 
and as such this species is not considered further within the Ecological 
Assessment.  

 
1.2.5. Background Information. The desk study returned no records of Badgers 

from the local area.  
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