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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The following report has been prepared by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd on behalf of IM 
Properties PLC and provides details of an Ecological Appraisal undertaken on Fore Business 
Park north of junction 4 of the M42 motorway, Solihull. 

1.2 This report provides the details of an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey, a series of faunal 
surveys undertaken during 2016 and a biodiversity offsetting assessment.  

Site Location and Context 

1.3 The site is located south of Solihull centred on grid reference SP 146 761 (see Figure 1). The site 
is bordered by the M42 to the east and existing Fore Business Park units and the A34 to the 
south. A large superstore and associated business and an area of damp woodland are present 
adjacent the western boundary leading onto extensive residential development, between which 
lies a small meadow, Monkspath Meaadow SSSI. In the wider environment, the urban landscape 
continues to the north west of the site and includes the town of Solihull, while the landscape to 
the east and south (over the M42) comprises farmland and woodland. 

1.4 The survey site comprises the existing Fore Business Park with associated car parking and 
landscaping with an extensive area of Country Park dominated by rough grassland habitats 
extending out to the northern and eastern boundaries which is designated as a potential Local 
Wildlife Site (pLWS). Areas of dense scrub occur around the periphery of the survey area along 
with young plantations and mature tree standards scattered throughout. A field compartment 
lying adjacent to the western boundary supporting further rough grassland is designated as an 
LWS. A number of wetland habitats were present along the eastern boundary associated with the 
River Blythe Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) (forming the eastern survey boundary) and 
a number of attenuation ponds, which were created at the time of delivery of the exiting Fore 
Business Park.  

Development Proposals 

1.5 Proposals are for hybrid planning permission for employment to comprise: in full; erection of two 
office buildings (Use Class B1(a)) with ancillary training and automotive testing facility (Use Class 
B2), security Gatehouse, and associated access road, car parking, landscaping and associated 
work; and in outline, with all matters reserved, up to 10,930 sq m of office floorspace with 
associated work.  

1.6 Land to the north and east of the main development area incorporating the non-statutory 
designated Provident Park pLWS along with retained areas of Shuttecote Meadows LWS would 
be incorporated within a proposed Country park, which would be subject to a long-term 
management plan to maximise its biodiversity and community value.   
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2.0 METHODOLOGY  

Desk Study 

2.1 In order to compile existing baseline information, relevant ecological information was requested 
from both statutory and non-statutory nature conservation organisations, for the purposes of this 
report, included 

• Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) website 
(www.magic.gov.uk); 

• Warwickshire Biological Records Centre (WBRC) 

2.2 As part of a hybrid planning application for the adjacent Blythe Valley Business Park (application 
No. PL/2016/00863/MAOOT) a number of nature conservation organisations were contacted on 
several occasions since 2005 and which have supplied ecological information for the area 
covered by Fore Business Park. The following organisations were approached (in the years 
given) for existing information regarding the site and surrounding area: 

• WBRC (2005, 2010, 2013, 2014, 2016) 

• Warwickshire Badger Society (2005, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014) 

• West Midlands Bird Club (2014) 

2.3 Extensive faunal survey work has been undertaken on Blythe Valley Park since 2005. This 
provides helpful background information relevant to the local area. A summary of the results of 
these surveys are provided within this section 3 of this report.   

2.4 Further inspection, using colour 1:25,000 base maps (www.ordnancesurvey .co.uk) and aerial 
photographs from Google Maps (maps.google.co.uk), was also undertaken in order to provide 
additional context and identify any features of potential importance for nature conservation in the 
wider countryside.  

2.5 The search area for biodiversity information was related to the significance of sites and species 
and potential zones of influence, as follows: 

• 5km around the application area for sites of International importance (e.g. Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar);  

• 2km around the application area for sites of National or Regional Importance (e.g. Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); and 

• 1km around the application area for sites of County importance (e.g. Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS), potential Local Wildlife Sites (pLWS) and species records (i.e. protected, Species of 
Principal Importance under the Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006, 
Warwickshire, Coventry & Solihull Local Biodiversity Action Plan or Red Data Book (RDB) 
Species).  

Extended Phase I Survey 

2.6 The field survey was conducted by appropriately experienced and qualified ecologist on 21st June 
and 8th August 2016. The site was revisited on the 1st June 2017 to review and note any changes 
since the previous assessment was undertaken.  
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2.7 Survey methods followed the extended Phase 1 Survey technique as recommended by Natural 
England1. This involved a systematic walk over of the site by an experienced ecologist to classify 
the broad habitat types and to particularly identify any habitats of principal importance for the 
conservation of biodiversity as listed within Section 41 (S41) of NERC Act (2006).  

2.8 The extended Phase 1 Survey incorporated all habitats within the application site boundary (red 
line (6.8ha)) and the wider Fore Business Park including habitats within the exiting Country Park 
(blue line (13.4ha)) as shown on Figure 2. 

Protected Species Surveys  

2.9 Consultation with SMBC Ecologist, Jennifer Blakeman was undertaken on 29th June 2016 
regarding the scope of further faunal surveys. SMBC identified the requirement for the following 
species / species assemblage surveys to be undertaken; 

• Great crested newt Triturus cristatus presence / absence survey and population class 
assessment; 

• Badger Meles meles survey; 

• Bat surveys (including roost assessment, transect surveys and automated (static) surveys) to 
identify potential foraging and communing routes;  

2.10 The full reports of these surveys are appended to the current report. Summary results and 
evaluation of the findings of these surveys are presented within Sections 3 and Section 4, 
respectively. Due to the lack of field signs of the species observed within the site, no separate 
badger report has been produced. The badger survey was undertaken on 27th October 2016 and 
followed the methods described in Cresswell, Harris and Jeffries (1989)2, including searching for 
evidence of the species occupation or use of the site as foraging habitat or as a commuting 
corridor.  

Biodiversity Offsetting Assessment 

2.11 SMBC have confirmed the requirement for a biodiversity offsetting assessment to be carried out, 
details of which are included within this report and which has been undertaken in accordance 
with Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator v183. 

 

3.0 RESULTS  

Desk Study 

3.1 Locations of statutory and non-statutory designated sites referred to in the following section are 
illustrated on Figure 1: Site Location and Data Consultation Plan.  

 
                                                   
1 JNCC. (1990). Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey – a technique for environmental audit. Peterborough: JNCC 
2 Cresswell, P., Harris, S. & Jafferies, D.J. (1989) The history, distribution, status and habitat requirements of badger in Britain, 
Nature Conservancy Council, Peterborough. 
3 Guide to Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Offsetting Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator v18 For Ecological 
Consultant. May 2014 
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Statutory Designated Sites 

3.2 No statutory designated sites of international nature conservation importance are located within 
5km of the site. 

3.3 Monkspath Meadow and River Blythe are located adjacent to and 75m east of the site 
respectively. Both are nationally designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). River 
Blythe is a fine example of lowland river on clay, with diverse physical features, plant and 
associated invertebrate communities. Monkspath Meadow is one of the best examples of a 
species-rich, unimproved hay meadow in the West Midlands. 

Non-statutory Designated Sites 

3.4 Twelve non-statutory designated sites were located within 1km of the site boundary and are 
outlined in Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Non-statutory Designated Sites 

Site Name/ 
Reference 

 

Designation Description Approx. distance 
from Application 
Site (at closest 
point) 

84/17 
Shuttecote Meadows 
and Provident Park  
 

LWS/pLWS and 
Destroyed LWS 

Adjacent to the River Blythe SSSI 
herb species include a mixture of 
those found within lesser improved 
grasslands. Nine sedge species 
have also been recorded.  

Shuttecote 
Meadows LWS 
falls entirely within 
the site boundary. 
Provident Park 
pLWS and 
destroyed LWS 
partially fall within 
the site boundary. 

51/17 
Porters Croft Pit 
Wood, Shelley Lane, 
Narro Lane and 
Shuttecote Lane 

LWS and pLWS Porters Croft Pit Wood includes 
Alder woodland next to Monkspath 
Meadow SSSI which occupies three 
former gravel pits. 
The rest include approx. 1km of 
green lanes with hedgerows 
designated for botanical diversity. 

Immediately 
adjacent to the 
western boundary 

52/17 
Woodland near River 
Blythe 

LWS  Woodland in old marl pit 130m east 

208/17 
Shirley Golf Course 

Unknown 
 

Broadleaved woodland in the very 
southeast corner of the site is 
included in the River Blythe SSSI, 
which runs along the south edge of 
the golf course.  

155m south-west 

108/17 
Blythe Tributary 
(Hawkeshaw Brook 
and meadows) 
 

LWS and pLWS 
 

Hawkeshaw Brook flows into the 
River Blythe SSSI.  Brook and 
ancient woodland, the brook has 
meadow strips alongside each 
bank. 

200m south-west 

10/17 
Shelley Coppice 

LWS, pLWS Deciduous woodland  230m north-east 
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Site Name/ 
Reference 

 

Designation Description Approx. distance 
from Application 
Site (at closest 
point) 

20/17 
Box Tree Farm Rush 
Pastures 

LWS, pLWS  Moat Coppice is a mixed woodland 
with damper areas that include a 
number of wetland species, bare 
rocks, mosses and lichens. 
The adjacent meadows are a 
mixture of hay meadows, rush 
pasture and semi-improved 
grassland, with the river Blythe 
running through part of the site. 

440m east 

09/17 
Monkspath Wood 

LWS Semi-natural woodland with a 0.5ha 
pond. 

505m south 

11/17 
Sanderfield Wood 

pLWS Predominantly broad-leaved 
woodland with and area of planting 
conifers. 

550m east 

92/17 
Little Monkspath 
Wood  
 

pLWS Semi-natural woodland 550m south-east 

108/17 
Blythe Tributary 
(Hawkeshaw Brook) 

LWS, pLWS Hawkeshaw Brook flows into the 
River Blythe SSSI.  Brook and 
ancient woodland, the brook has 
meadow strips alongside each 
bank. 

920m south-west 

31/17 
Parlour Coppice 

LWS Mature, deciduous woodland 1km south-east 

3.5 Shuttecote Meadows LWS and Provident Park pLWS which are located within the bounds of the 
survey area were subject to reassessment and assessment respectively against the guidance for 
the selection of Local Wildlife Sites in Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull on 24th August 2016 
by Jon Bowley of the Warwickshire LWS Panel. Details of the survey findings (which was 
undertaken in the accompaniment of an ecologist from FPCR) have been included within Section 
4 of this report where relevant.  

Protected/Notable Species 

3.6 Records provided by consultees pertaining to protected or otherwise notable taxa are listed in 
Table 2.  Locations of these records are presented in Figure 1.  

Table 2. Protected and Notable Species Records 

Species Conservation Status Location 

Mammals 

Otter  
Lutra lutra 

CHSR, WCA, NERC One record approx. 180m south of 
the site boundary 
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Species Conservation Status Location 

Harvest Mouse  
Micromys minutus 
 

NERC One record 1km south-west of the 
site boundary 

Hedgehog 
Erinaceus europaeus 
 

NERC One record approx. 430m west of the 
site boundary 

Herpetofauna 

Great crested newt (GCN) 
Triturus cristatus 

CHSR, WCA, NERC One record approx. 725m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Common toad  
Bufo bufo 

NERC Two records with the closest approx. 
585m south-west of the site boundary 

Bat contact 

Soprano pipistrelle  
Pipistrellus pygmaeus 

CHSR, WCA, NERC One record approx. 420m south of 
the site boundary 

Invertebrates 

Small heath 
Coenonympha pamphilus 

NERC Four records with the closest approx. 
95m south of the site boundary 

Birds 

Barn owl 
Tyto alba 

WCA Five records with the closest record 
approx. 155m east of the site 
boundary 

Black redstart 
Phoenicurus ochruros 

WCA One record approx. 790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Bullfinch 
Pyrrhula pyrrhula 

NERC One record approx. 790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Cuckoo 
Cuculus canorus 

NERC One record approx.790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Dunnock 
Prunella modularis 

NERC One record approx. 790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Linnet 
Linaria cannabina 

NERC One record approx. 790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Redwing 
Turdus iliacus 

WCA One record approx. 790m south-west 
of the site boundary 

Rare trees 

Black poplar 
Populus nigra subsp. betulifolia 

WCA One record approx. 210m east of the 
site boundary 

Invasive species 

American mink 
Mustela vison 

Sch 9 One record approx. 920m south-west 
of the site boundary 
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Species Conservation Status Location 

Japanese knotweed 
Fallopa japonica 

Sch 9 One record approx. 330m south of 
the site boundary 

Knotweed hybrid 
Fallopia japonica x sachalinensis = 
F. x bohemica 

Sch 9 Two records with the closest approx. 
205m south of the site boundary 

Chinese muntjac 
Muntiacus reevesi 

Sch 9 One record approx. 400m south of 
the site boundary 

Key to Conservation Status: HR – CHSR – The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) Regulations 2012, 

WCA – Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, NERC – Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006, Sch 9 Schedule 9 

of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

3.7 As part of the adjacent Blythe Valley Planning Application to the south of the current application 
site a number of species/species group surveys were undertaken. A summary of the results of 
these surveys are provided below to further inform the desktop study and provide relevant 
background information:  

• A medium population of great-crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus was recorded in 2015 
(peak count of 12) located within a pond 1km from the current application site boundary 

• No bat roosts were identified during surveys undertaken in 2006 and 2014. Bat activity 
surveys in 2016 and 2014 noted the presence of common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, 
soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus and a Myotis. Sp. foraging and commuting along the 
majority of hedgerows and woodland. 

• A total of 46 bird species were recorded during breeding bird surveys undertaken in 2015 
including priority species listed under section 41 of the NERC Act; bullfinch Pyrrhula Pyrrhula, 
cuckoo Cuculus canorus, dunnock Prunella modularis, herring gull Larus argentatus, reed 
bunting Emberiza schoeniclus, skylark Alauda arvensis and song thrush Turdus philomelos. 

• No reptiles were recorded during surveys undertaken in 2005 and 2014. 

• No evidence of otter Lutra lutra, water vole Arvicola amphibius and white-clawed crayfish 
Austropotamobius pallipes were identified in associated with any of the watercourses 
(including the River Blythe) during surveys undertaken in 2006 and 2014. 

• Limited recent evidence of badger was recorded in the form of one latrine and a single visual 
badger sighting in 2014. 

Field Results - Habitats/Flora 

Overview  

3.8 The extended Phase I survey established that the survey area can be broadly characterised into 
four separate areas; these include; 

• The existing Fore Business Park (Phase 1) comprising two office blocks, associated managed 
landscape planting, car parking and road infrastructure 
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• An area of previously cleared land  forming Phase 2 of Fore Business Park, which received 
planning permission but which was never built out. This area now comprises short 
ephemeral/perennial communities, species-poor semi-improved grassland, dense scrub and 
an area of hard standing forming a temporary car park. 

• Two field compartments separated by a hawthorn hedgerow supporting unmanaged species-
poor semi-improved grassland within the bounds of Shuttecote Meadows LWS located along 
the western boundary. 

• An extensive area managed as Country Park supporting a mosaic of habitats dominated by 
poor semi-improved grassland within the bounds of Provident Park pLWS. Other habitats 
include areas of neutral semi-improved grassland, scattered trees, scrub, broadleaved 
woodland, plantation woodland and attenuation ponds. Both gravel and mown grassland 
paths with seating areas allow for recreational use of the area. 

3.9 The locations of the habitats described and Target Notes (TN) referred to in the following 
sections can be found on Figure 2: Phase I Habitat Plan. Full vegetative species-lists are 
provided in Appendix A.  

Broad-leaved Semi-Natural Woodland  

3.10 An area of broad-leaved woodland occurs along the southern boundary of the survey area in 
association with the floodplain of the River Blythe. Self-set alder Alnus glutinosa dominates the 
canopy with smaller numbers of crack willow Salix fragilis and white willow S.alba present 
throughout. Young English oak Quercus robur occurs along the northern-edge of the woodland 
where the ground-level is higher and conditions drier. The shrub layer is open and patchy with 
scattered hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, grey willow Salix cinerea, goat willow S. caprea and a 
small number of oaks. The associated field-layer is species-poor, for the most part, being locally 
dominated by Himalayan Balsam Impatiens glandulifera, a schedule 9 species, which was 
particularly dominant along the woodland’s southern extent where the woodland opened up. The 
remainder of the field-layer was patchy and comprised a number of tall ruderal herbs including 
common nettle Urtica dioica, curled dock Rumex crispus, red campion Silene dioica and garlic 
mustard Alliaria petiolata, although characteristic wetland herbs including water pepper Persicaria 
hydropiper and wavy bittercress Cardamine flexuosa occurred along the banks of the river 
Blythe. 

Broad-leaved Plantation Woodland 

3.11 Recently established broad-leaved plantation woodland habitat was located at various points 
within the Country Park, all of which is considered to have been planted at the time of delivery of 
the consented scheme in 2009 or 2010. Considered to provide a degree of screening between 
the existing development and the M42 motorway all areas support a similar species composition 
comprising loosely planted guelder rose Viburnum opulus, English oak, ash Fraxinus excelsior, 
silver birch Betula pendula, alder Alnus glutinosa, hawthorn, broom Cytisus scoparius, bird cherry 
Prunus padus, dog wood Cornus sanguinea, rowan Sorbus aucuparia and hazel Corylus 
avellana (Photographs 1 & 2). Due to the young age, all areas of broad-leaved plantation 
woodland were lacking an understorey and field-layer. Given the open nature of the plantations, 
ground vegetation was largely consistent with that of the surrounding grasslands and was often 
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dominated by false-oat grass Arrhenatherum elatius or tufted-hair grass Deschampsia 
caespitosa. 

 

Photograph 1: Typical area of plantation 
woodland  

Photograph 2: Area of plantation south of short 
ephemeral/perennial vegetation within the 
centre of the survey area 

3.12 A small number of individually planted silver birch and ash trees were located within the open 
grassland habitats towards the northern extent of the Country Park. 

Scrub – Dense/Continuous 

3.13 Mature dense blackthorn Prunus spinosa and bramble Rubus Fruticosus agg. scrub occurs along 
the northern boundary and includes small numbers of young English oak. Further discrete areas 
of dense bramble scrub occurred throughout the site, particularly associated with boundary 
features south of the access road, along the M42 motorway and with the Nottcutts path along the 
north-western boundary.    

3.14 An area of mature dense sallow scrub has formed on wet ground east of the gravel path which 
passes through the Country Park (Photograph 3).  

Scrub – Scattered 

3.15 Scattered scrub occurs in association with all of the grassland habitats within the survey 
boundary, the coverage being most extensive within the southern extent of the Country Park 
surrounding the attenuation ponds where alder and sallows predominate. Moving away from the 
southern area and north in to the drier open grassland habitats the frequency of sallows and 
alder decreased where they were largely replaced by hawthorn, elder Sambucus nigra, gorse 
Ulex europaeus and butterfly bush Buddleja davidii (Photograph 4). 
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Photograph 3: Dense mature sallow scrub within 
the Country Park  

Photograph 4: Northern extent of the Country 
Park supporting scattered hawthorn scrub 
(June 2017) 

Tree Standards 

3.16 With the exception of six mature English Oaks (T26, T28, T29, T31, T32 and T34 (numbering 
consistent with the Arboricultual report)), a single mature alder (T27) and a single mature goat 
willow (T30), which are located within the Country Park, the presence of mature standards is 
restricted to two mature ash (T8 and T14) and three mature English oaks (T7, T9 and T15) which 
occur on the north-western survey boundary in association with a relict section of a hedgerow.  A 
number of the trees have suffered historic damage, including the loss of limbs and pruning 
wounds and, as a result, support features such as, rot holes and deadwood stubs, of value to 
wildlife. A mature ash (T8) within south-eastern tip of the site has evidence of storm damage, 
hollowing and evidence of a shear crack on the main stem with exposed heartwood and major 
quantities of deadwood in the canopy.    

3.17 Further scattered young English oak occur as an element of the grassland / scrub mosaic within 
the survey areas southern and northern extent and immediately to the north of the existing Fore 
Business Park (Fore 2).  

Neutral Semi-Improved Grassland 

3.18 Two distinct areas of semi-neutral grassland were identified at the time of survey, the majority of 
which was located within the Country Park.  

3.19 The grasslands to the south of the survey area (TN1) and along the River Blythe corridor 
supported a relatively diverse range of herbs despite being heavily encroached by areas of 
scattered and dense scrub. Typical herb species comprised hedge bedstraw Gallium mollugo, 
ladies bedstraw G. verum, lesser stitchwort Stellaria graminea, sneezewort Achillea ptarmica, 
meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis, common knapweed Centaurea nigra, greater bird’s-foot 
trefoil Lotus pedunculatus, creeping cinquefoil Potentilla reptans and upright hedge parsley Torilis 
japonica, all of which occurred in greater frequency towards the areas southern extent. Small 
numbers of great burnet Sanguisorba officinalis, skullcap Scutellaria galericulata, water figwort 
Scrophularia auriculata, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria, wild angelica Angelica sylvestris, 
Gypsywort Lycopus europaeus, purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria and ragged robin Lychnis 
flos-cuculi occur locally in association with the seasonally wetter lower extents adjacent to the 
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river and the attenuation ponds. Grasses present include a range of common species 
characteristic of neutral conditions of which false-oat grass, tufted hair-grass, crested dog’s-tail 
Cynosurus cristatus, sweet vernal grass Anthoxanthum odoratum, common couch Elytrigia 
repens and cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata form the predominant species. An area immediately 
north of pond P6 supported a number of sedges including glaucus sedge Carex flacca, hairy 
sedge C. hirta, greater pond sedge C. riparia and brown sedge C. disticha and is thought to be a 
receptor area for translocated grassland previously located within the existing area of Fore 
Business Park. 

3.20 An area which falls within the central section of the Country Park (TN2) supported a wide range 
of herbs and is considered to be of seeded origin (Photographs 5 & 6). Whilst the composition of 
grasses was similar to the aforementioned area, herb composition predominantly comprised a 
greater abundance of hedge bedstraw and ladies bedstraw with yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor, 
field scabious Knautia arvensis, yarrow Achillea millefolium, oxeye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, 
zigzag clover Trifolium medium, wild carrot Daucus carota, rough Hawkbit Leontodon hispidus 
along with chicory Cichorium intybus and fodder burnet Poterium sanguisorba testifying to the 
seeded origin of the grassland. 

3.21 A similar species composition was present within the small area of grassland which falls outside 
of the Country Park between pond P5 and P9. Whilst also considered to be of seeded origin this 
area was dominated by common knapweed. 

 

Photograph 5: Neutral semi-improved grassland 
(TN2 (viewing north)) supporting a relatively herb 
rich grassland of seeded origin  (August 2016) 

Photograph 6: Typical sward within area TN2 
supporting ladies bedstraw, hedge bedstraw, 
crested dog’s-tail, tufted vetch and fodder 
burnet (June 2017) 

Poor Semi-improved Grassland  

3.22 The area which falls within the Shuttecote Meadows LWS almost entirely comprises of course 
grassland (Photographs 7 & 8). The sward appeared to have received no recent management 
and was dominated by grasses. False oat-grass dominated the majority of the sward, with 
Yorkshire fog, common couch, cock’s-foot and meadow foxtail being occasional to locally 
abundant constituents.  Other grasses include crested dog’s-tail, tufted hair grass which occurred 
rarely towards the north, and creeping soft-grass Holcus mollis along the western boundary and 
under the canopy of mature boundary trees.  
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3.23 The diversity of associated herbs is low and as is typical of abandoned grassland characterised 
by tall ruderal herbs and common forbs, including occasional hogweed Heracleum sphondylium, 
creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens, broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius, common nettle, 
great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum, cleavers Galium aparine, field bindweed Convolvulus and 
common ragwort Senecio acetosa. The sward was found to support a small number of herbs 
indicative of more species-rich grassland, although with the exception of occasional meadow 
vetchling, tufted vetch Vicia cracca and lesser stitchwort their presence was rare and restricted to 
the common bird’s-foot trefoil Lotus corniculatus, common knapweed, common sorrel Rumex 
acetosa and a small number of species characteristic of damper conditions, such as greater 
bird’s-foot trefoil and great burnet which were restricted to the very southern and northern extent 
of the grassland respectively.  

  

Photograph 7: Species poor semi-improved 
grassland associated with the Shuttecote 
Meadows LWS (August 2016) 

Photograph 8: Species poor semi-improved 
grassland associated with the Shuttecote 
Meadows (June 2017) 

3.24 Towards the centre of the survey area poor semi-improved grassland (TN3) is encroaching from 
the edges over an area of ephemeral/short perennial vegetation. The dominance of coarse 
grasses is reduced from the aforementioned area but does comprise a greater abundance of 
tufted-hair grass. Given the thinner soils the abundance of herbs and low growing forbs was 
greater and included occasional hop trefoil Trifolium campestre, lesser trefoil T. dubium, greater 
bird’s-foot trefoil, ladies bedstraw, creeping cinquefoil, hedge bedstraw with hedge woundwort 
Stachys sylvatica and yellow rattle occurring rarely.   

3.25 An area of poor semi-improved grassland (TN4) located at the very western extent of the site and 
adjacent to the existing Fore Business Park development supported a sward locally dominated by 
tufted hair-grass with frequent to locally abundant common ragwort (Photograph 9). Localised 
areas of increased diversity surrounded a wetter area dominated by greater pond sedge which 
supported a range of herbs including occasional common knapweed, creeping cinquefoil, lesser 
stitchwort, greater bird’s-foot trefoil, tufted vetch and meadow vetchling. A number of rushes and 
sedges were present including occasional soft rush Juncus effusus and compact rush J. 
conglomeratus whilst oval sedge Carex ovalis, spiked sedge and false-fox sedge C. otrubae were 
rare. 

3.26 The vast majority of the Country Park and habitats within the bounds of the Provident Park pLWS 
comprise poor semi-improved grassland with little management obvious other than the 2m wide 
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mown paths (Photograph 10). The sward is of a comparative composition to TN1, being 
dominated by false-oat grass or locally tufted hair-grass but with little variation supporting far 
fewer herbs. Herb cover was largely restricted to creeping thistle Cirsium arvense, common 
ragwort and hogweed with common sorrel, and both hedge and ladies bedstraw being rare within 
the sward. Towards the north eastern corner of the Country Park the land fell away and 
supported a number of species typical of wetter conditions including wild angelica and 
meadowsweet. 

 

Photograph 9: Species poor semi-improved 
grassland associated with the previously 
consented scheme north of the Existing Fore 
Business Park 

Photograph 10: Typical grassland sward within 
the northern extent of the Country Park (north 
of hedgerows H1 & H2) dominated by false-oat 
grass with mown paths 

Tall Herb – Tall Ruderal 

3.27 Areas of tall ruderal herb occur in association with the poor semi-improved grassland and dense 
scrub within the southern and western extent of the survey area. Common nettle, and great 
willowherb predominate with additional associates including creeping thistle, hogweed and 
coarse grass species such as cock’s-foot and Yorkshire fog and more-locally lesser stitchwort 
and red campion.    

Standing Water  

3.28 Areas of standing water comprised a total of five ponds P5-P9 (ponds P1-P4 are located outside 
of the survey area) all of which were created at the time of delivery of the existing Fore Business 
Park application and function as attenuation ponds. Habitat descriptions of the five ponds are 
included in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Pond Descriptions 

Pond Description Photographs 11-16 
P5 Largely dominated by common 

reedmace Typha latifolia and great 
Willowherb. It measured 
approximately 40 metres by 3 
metres and was very shallow, the 
south side of the pond was 
overshaded by immature sallows 

 

P6-
P8 

Ponds P6 – P8 comprised a series 
of three interlinked attenuation 
ponds.  
 
P6 measured approximately 25 
metres by 15 metres and comprised 
open water surrounded by dense 
scrub dominated by sallows. 
Marginal and aquatic species 
comprised purple loosestrife, soft-
rush, compact rush, hard rush and 
Cyperus sedge Carex 
pseudocyperus. The east side of the 
pond comprised common reedmace 
and tufted hair-grass. P6 was 
connected to P7 by a reed bed. 
 
P7 measured approximately 20 
metres by 15 metres it comprised 
open water dominated by common 
reedmace, tufted hair-grass and bur 
reed Sparganium species. Marginal 
vegetation comprised soft-rush, 
water figwort and purple loosestrife 
and the pond was surrounded by 
dense scrub.  
 
P8 was dominated by vegetation 
with little open water. It measured 
approximately 10 metres by 5 
metres and vegetation comprised 
bulrush, purple loosestrife, 
Himalayan balsam with bur reed 
and tufted hair-grass was also 
present at the margins whilst the 
sides of the ponds were dominated 
by dense goat willow. 

P6 

 

P7 

 

P8 
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Pond Description Photographs 11-16 
P9 P9 was an attenuation pond which 

was ephemeral in nature, only 
supporting shallow standing water 
during very wet periods. Marginal 
vegetation was restricted to hard 
rush. An outflow was present on the 
south east side of the depression. 
The banks slope upwards to rabbit-
grazed/mown grassland with the 
surrounding terrestrial vegetation 
consisting of scattered scrub. 

P9 (Spring 2017) 

 

P9 (Spring 2016) 

 

Dry Ditch 

3.29 A dry ditch follows the mature tree line which crosses the site in a north west/south east 
orientation. Little vegetation was present along the majority of the length of the ditch due to the 
shade cast by the tree canopies. A short section located centrally where the ditch was not subject 
to overshading supported a number of typical species associated with wetter soil conditions 
including tufted hair-grass, great Willowherb, greater pond sedge, meadowsweet, bulrush, jointed 
rush Juncus articulatus and reed canary grass Phalaris arundinacea.  

Ephemeral/Short Perennial Vegetation 

3.30 Ephemeral/short perennial vegetation has formed on areas of the site which were cleared as part 
of the previously consented scheme and which supports thin free draining soils containing large 
amounts of loose stone and rubble and which is gradually being colonised by grasses and herbs 
from the outer edges (Photographs 3 & 4). Typical herbs and forbs included selfheal Prunella 
vulgaris, creeping buttercup, hoary ragwort Senecio erucifolius, common mouse-ear Cerastium 
fontanum, bristly Oxtongue Picris echioides, common ragwort, weld Reseda luteola, common 
knapweed, oxeye daisy, thyme-leaved speedwell Veronica serpyllifolia, cut-leaved cranesbill 
Geranium dissectum, scarlet pimpernel Anagallis arvensis, greater plantain Plantago major, 
lesser trefoil, bird’s-foot trefoil, common centaury Centaurium erythraea and field forget-me-not 
Myosotis arvensis. Occasional grasses included annual meadow grass Poa annua, creeping 
bent, tufted hair-grass, false-oat grass and red fescue Festuca rubra. 
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Photograph 17: Previously cleared and disturbed 
ground located centrally within the survey area 
supporting an ephemeral/short perennial 
community  

Photograph 18: Area of ephemeral/short 
perennial adjacent to the existing Fore Business 
Park development 

Hedgerows  

3.31 There was approximately 240m of hedgerows within the site, comprising 3 separate hedgerows. 
A summary of each is provided in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Summary Hedgerow Descriptions 

Hedge 
ref. 

Species Length (m) Summary description 

H1 Cm, Sn, Ps 128 4 x 3m previously managed hedgerow 

H2 Cm, Qr, Cs 61 4 x 3m newly planted hedgerow east of footpath connecting to H1 

H3 Cm, Qr, Fe 52 4 x 2m newly planted hedgerow along existing fence line 

Key, Sn Sambucus nigra, Fe Fraxinus excelsior, Cm Crataegus monogyna, Ps Prunus spinosa, Cs Cornus sanguinea, 

Qr Quercus robur 

Bare Ground 

3.32 An area of stone and gravel has recently been laid centrally within the survey area to form a 
temporary car park (Planning ref: PL/2014/02672/FULL) (Photograph 19). 

Other Habitats 

3.33 Whilst falling within the survey area, the existing Fore Business Park development was not 
surveyed in detail. The area comprised extensive areas of hardstanding (car parking and road 
infrastructure (Huskisson Way)), two office blocks (Fore 1 and 2) along with extensive areas of 
landscape planting comprising ornamental shrubs and amenity grassland along with a small 
number of mature English oak trees (Photograph 20). 
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Photograph 19: Temporary car park  Photograph 20: Existing Fore Business Park 
showing areas of car parking and landscape 
planting 

Field Survey - Fauna 

Badger 

3.34 No evidence of badger occupation was observed within the application site.  

3.35 Habitats within the site, including the expanses of grassland and woodland habitats provide 
suitable foraging habitat for any local social groups present within the wider local area.  

Bats 

Roost Assessment 

3.36 An initial roost assessment undertaken from the ground on the mature trees on 26th July 2016 by 
a licenced bat worker (WML-A34 CL20- Level 4 2016-25412-CLS-CLS), identified eight of the 
mature trees within the survey area to have the potential to support roosting bats, these included; 

• Two standards of high potential: T8 & T27 

• Five standards of moderate potential: T6, T16. T25, T34 & T35 

• One standard of low potential: T5 

3.37 Locations of these trees are shown on Figure 2. The full results of this assessment, including 
details of the features of value to bats, are provided within Appendix B.   

3.38 Due to their position within the proposed area of built development and potential for direct (i.e. 
loss) or indirect (isolation) impacts to a potential bat roost, standards T6, T8 and T16 of 
high/moderate potential were subject to further aerial inspection by licenced bat workers (2015-
19188-CLS-CLS class 2 and WML-A34 CL20- Level 4 2016-25412-CLS-CLS) in August 2016. 
No evidence of roosting bats was identified within any of the tree standards surveyed.  

3.39 Tree T8 was also subject to three nocturnal roost surveys; two in July and a single survey in 
September 2016. No bats were observed to emerge from or return to the tree.  
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Activity Surveys 

3.40 Walked Transect Surveys - A total of three transect surveys were undertaken during July to 
September 2016. Five species, common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, noctule Nyctalus 
noctula, unidentified Myotis species, unidentified Nyctalus species and soprano pipistrelle 
Pipistrellus pygmaeus (the latter two of which had only one contact each) were recorded within 
the survey area. Activity was broadly consistent with peak areas of activity along boundary 
habitats in the western and eastern boundaries with only few contacts recorded in association 
with the internal hedgerows and only very small numbers recorded over flying grassland and bare 
ground/ephemeral habitats compartments. Sporadic levels of activity were also recorded within 
the built environment in the southern area of the survey area. Full details of the walked transect 
surveys are included within Appendix B. 

3.41 Static surveys – passive monitoring was undertaken during July to September 2016, a single 
static detector placed within locations considered to be of value to bats, for five consecutive 
nights per month.  

3.42 Over the 2016 survey period, activity levels ranged from a maximum of 1148 (in July) to a 
minimum of 228 (in September) registrations with an average of c.650. Overall, nine 
species/species groups were recorded including (in order of abundance); Common pipistrelle 
(with c.78%), Nyctalus sp. (c.12%), noctule (c.7%), soprano pipistrelle (c.3%), Myotis sp. (c.2%), 
pipistrelle sp., brown long-eared, Nathusius pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii and an unknown 
species (the latter four species/species groups with less than c.1% of registrations).  

3.43 The static deployed in July along the mature hedgerow in the west of the site recorded the 
highest levels of activity with an average of 24.1 registrations per hour over the five day survey 
period. The majority of registrations were contributed by common pipistrelle bats making up 
c.92% of the total registrations.  

3.44 Hourly average rates and total numbers of contacts were during the August survey were 
unremarkable. It was noted, however, that a relatively high proportion of the total August 
registrations were attributed to Nyctalus sp. (c.37%). This translated to a total of 213; 151 of 
which being recorded during the final survey night. 

3.45 The lowest levels of activity were recorded in September along the central hedgerow that 
bisected the grassland in the east of the survey area. An average of 3.35 registrations per hour 
over the five night survey period was largely attributed to common pipistrelle contacts (c.58%) 
with noctule representing c.21% of total registrations and other Nyctalus sp. representing c.7% of 
total registrations. Nathusius pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii bat was recorded on the September 
static unit with two registrations on the 14th September at 20:14 and 01:42. 

Herpetofauna 

Amphibians 

3.46 Table 5. Summaries the results of the aquatic surveys. Aquatic surveys were undertaken on all 
ponds except P4 in May 2016.  Pond 4 (please refer to Figure 1 Appendix C for waterbody 
locations) was a small waterbody formed as an open water storage facility associated with a 
relatively-recent development to the north. The Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment 
resulted in a ‘poor’ score for this as a result of the absence of aquatic vegetation, its likely 
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ephemeral nature and it’s very small water surface area and depth, as such, no aquatic surveys 
were undertaken.   

3.47 No great crested newts were recorded during the surveys. Other amphibian species found during 
surveys included smooth newts Lissotriton vulgaris with a peak count of 35 on 10th May. Smooth 
newts were also found in ponds 2, 3, 6 and 7, common toads Bufo bufo were found in ponds 1 
and 6 and a common frog in pond 6. Full survey results can be found in Appendix C. 

 Table 5: Great Crested Newt Survey Results 

Pond. 

Ref. 

Survey Occasion  

1 – 02.05.16 2 – 10.05.16 3 – 17.05.16 4 – 19.05.16 

Pond 1 - 35 Smooth Newts 

1 Common Toad 
4 Smooth Newts 4 Smooth Newts 

Pond 2 - 1 Smooth Newt 1 Smooth Newt 1 Smooth Newt 

Pond 3 - 3 Smooth Newts - - 

Pond 4 Not Surveyed 

Pond 5 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion 

Pond 6 2 Smooth Newts 

2 Common Toads 
2 Smooth Newts 2 Smooth Newts 

1 Common Frog 
1 Smooth Newt 

Pond 7 - 1 Smooth Newt - - 

Pond 8 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion 

Pond 9 Not surveyed as dry 

Reptiles 

3.48 The majority of the survey area comprising very little sward variation is considered to offer limited 
potential to common reptile species. The presence of wetland habitats in the form of The River 
Blythe and a series of attenuation ponds are considered to offer greater opportunities to reptiles, 
particularly grass snake Natrix natrix.  

Avifauna 

3.49 A total of 18 bird species were recorded during the assessment of the site as summarised in 
Table 6. The hedgerows, scrub, woodland, ponds and to a lesser degree the grassland provided 
nesting and foraging opportunities for a range of breeding birds. 
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 Table 6. Bird Species Recorded On-site 

Name WCA1 NERC2 

Amber List3 

House Martin Delichon urbica   

Kingfisher* Alcedo atthis +  

Reed Bunting Emberiza schoeniclus  + 

Stock Dove Columba oenas   

Green List3 

Blackbird Turdus merula   

Blackcap Sylvia atricapilla   

Blue Tit Parus caeruleus   

Carrion Crow Corvus corone   

Chiffchaff Phylloscopus sibilatrix   

Great-spotted 
Woodpecker 

Dendrocopos major   

Greenfinch Carduelis chloris   

Green 
Woodpecker 

Picus viridis   

Jackdaw Corvus monedula   

Magpie Pica pica   

Rook Corvus frugilegus   

Whitethroat Sylvia communis   

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus   

Wren Troglodytes troglodytes   
1 Birds listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) as amended. 
2 Birds listed as Priority Species on Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006. 
3 The bird population status on the RSPB Birds of Conservation Concern (BoCC) list. Red and amber lists are declining 

species. 

* Observed adjacent to the eastern survey boundary along the River Blythe.  

Invertebrates 

3.50 The site supported a range of habitats which offered suitable conditions for a range of both 
terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates, particularly the more flower-rich areas of grassland and the 
attenuation ponds within the Country Park. 

3.51 A small number of common butterfly species were observed in association with the grassland 
habitats including small tortoiseshell Aglais urticae, meadow brown Maniola jurtina and large 
skipper Ochlodes sylvanus along with red-tailed bumblebee Bombus lapidarius, cinnabar moth 
and larvae Tyria jacobaeae, hornet Vespa crabo, red and black froghopper Cercopis vulnerata, 
rossels bush cricket Metrioptera roeselii. Blue-tailed damselfly Ischnura elegans and banded 
demoiselle Calopteryx splendens were observed in association with the three attenuation ponds 
P6-P8. 
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4.0 DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 The application is for hybrid planning approval and the final layout of the outline elements of the 
scheme will be dealt with at the reserved matter stage. An illustrative Masterplan (Webbgray 
Drawing No. P004, Rev C), parameters plan (Webbgray Drawing No. P003, Rev C) and 
illustrative landscape proposals plan (BEA Ref: 17-47-03, Rev B) have been provided in support 
of the application upon which the following discussion and recommendations are based.  

Designated Sites/Habitats 

Statutory Sites 

4.2 The River Blythe SSSI is located on the eastern boundary of the survey area whilst Monkspath 
Meadow SSSI lies adjacent to the north-western boundary of the application site. The River 
Blythe is designated for its diversity of substrate types from fine silt and clay to sand and gravels. 
Whilst the stretch adjacent to Fore Business Park has previously been straightened to 
accommodate the M42 motorway, the river supports a range of natural structural features 
including riffles, pools and meanders. The Monkspath Meadow SSSI comprises an area of 
unimproved hay meadow and supports a number of rare and notable plant species including 
saw-wort Serratula tinctoria and meadow thistle Cirsium dissectum.  

4.3 Normal good practice for the industry will be implemented during the construction phase, e.g. for 
dust, noise and pollution control. This will minimise the risk of adverse effects on both the River 
Blythe SSSI and Monkspath Meadow SSSI as a result of these effects. Given the adoption of 
these measures the two statutory designated sites, will not be affected by any dust effects. 
Pollution control measures would minimise the risk of adverse effects on waterbodies and 
watercourses adjacent to the Site.  

4.4 Whilst in favourable condition, the most recent condition assessment of the Monkspath Meadow 
SSSI undertaken in 2012 identified a gradual increase in the cover of rushes and increased water 
logging of the site: 

“Good show of spotted orchids, but less meadow thistle due to cooler spring. No loss of extent; 
herb ratio 50-60%; strong positive indicators - 6 frequent, 3 occasional; water logging - juncus 10 
% mainly in the furrows, but possibly increasing; no negative indicator (weed) spp recorded; tree 
cover < 1%”4 

4.5 The development proposals provide an opportunity in which to improve the current situation 
within the SSSI by potentially ameliorating the hydrological conditions, reducing water-logging 
and reducing the extent of rushes in favour of herbs and grasses for which the SSSI is of cited 
interest. Proposals have sought to include a drainage connection along the application site 
boundary adjacent to the Monkspath Meadow SSSI to enable a future connection to aid drainage 
within the SSSI.  Furthermore, in an effort to introduce components of the grassland sward 
supported by the SSSI more widely, the use of green hay from the SSSI as a source of seed for 
areas of grassland creation within the application site will be explored (see below).  

 

                                                   
4https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/UnitDetail.aspx?UnitId=1014522&SiteCode=S1001744&SiteName=monk&countyCod
e=&responsiblePerson= 
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Non Statutory Sites/On-site Habitats 

4.6 The degree to which habitats receive consideration within the planning system relies on a 
number of mechanisms, including:  

• Inclusion within specific policy (e.g. veteran trees, ancient woodland and linear habitats in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) or non-statutory site designation,  

• Identification as a habitat of principle importance for biodiversity under the National 
Environment & Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006 or identification as a Priority Habitat 
within the local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) 

4.7 One non-statutory designated sites, Shuttecote Meadows LWS is located within the site 
boundary whilst Provident Park pLWS is partially located within the site boundary. Shuttecote 
Meadows LWS qualified for LWS status with 12 scientific and 10 community criteria applying. 
First designated in 2012 the grassland was identified as supporting a diverse flora characteristic 
of neutral semi-improved grassland including species typical of both the National Vegetation 
Community (NVC) MG4 and MG5 grassland types which are uncommon within the county. The 
grassland is also noted as acting as an important buffer to the adjacent Monkspath SSSI. 

4.8 In order to facilitate the proposals approximately 1.5ha (66%) of the area covered by Shuttecote 
Meadows LWS will be permanently lost. However, recent survey work including the LWS 
assessment (August 2016) undertaken by Jon Bowley of the LWS Panel has identified that 
through lack of management that the grassland has degraded significantly and no longer 
supports the diverse range of herbs and varied sward heights, which were present in 2011 when 
the site was originally surveyed against the LWS criteria. The area covered by the LWS is now 
dominated by an MG1 false-oat grass community with little sward variation and the characteristic 
species of MG4 (for which it was previously considered important) are now largely lost. Whilst the 
area remains designated an LWS, it has been accepted that the grassland in its present state no 
longer qualifies as an LWS. Indeed its deselection as an LWS (excluding the small triangular field 
compartment at its northern extent) was recommended by Jon Bowley and Jennifer Blakeman 
(SMBC ecologist) (See e-mail correspondence included within Appendix D which provides a 
summary of discussions held on site during the LWS assessment with Jon Bowley).  

4.9 The proposals will also lead to the loss of habitats within the Provident Park pLWS and which 
includes young plantation woodland, a small area of species-poor semi-improved grassland and 
an additional small area of neutral semi-improved grassland of seeded origin which was created 
at the time of delivery of the Fore Business Park.   

4.10 The scheme will ensure the retention of the majority of habitats of greatest nature conservation 
including the semi-natural grasslands along southern and eastern boundary of the Country Park 
and provide a mechanism, which would secure their long-term management. Core to this is the 
creation and extension to the Country Park which will encompass the retained area of Shuttecote 
Meadows LWS and bring this back in to favourable management promoting its reversion to 
traditional hay meadow and to increase the extent of MG4 and MG5 communities which were 
once widespread within the local area. This will be achieved through the appropriate 
management of the retained grassland including the field compartment supporting small numbers 
of greater burnet, and reseeding of the remaining retained area of the LWS and pLWS from a 
suitable local source such as the adjacent species-rich Monkspath Meadow SSSI from which it is 
proposed to take a green hay as a source of suitable seed. Following assessment of the 
Provident Park pLWS by the LWS Panel, it was identified that the habitats present within the 
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pLWS meet the criteria to be formally designated an LWS. As such it is proposed that the 
retained area of Shuttecote Meadows LWS and Provident Park pLWS are to form a single LWS 
(known as Fore Country Park LWS) and which is to maintain connectivity to the wider network of 
designated sites for nature conservation. In addition, the extension of the Country Park including 
the creation of new wetland habitats in the form of attenuation ponds will contribute significantly 
towards the targets set for priority habitats for Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull by expanding 
the extent of open water bodies, and both restoring degraded lowland neutral grassland and 
expanding the extent of neutral grassland. 

4.11 The loss of the habitats from both the Shuttecote Meadows LWS and Provident Park pLWS 
would be compensated for through the securing of long-term management of the proposed 
extension to the Country Park and particularly to increase the extent of MG4 and MG5 grassland 
communities. 

4.12 The adjacent Porters Croft Pit Wood, Shelly Lane, Narro Lane and Shuttecotte Lane LWS will be 
retained within the proposals and buffered along its southern edge through the creation of 
additional native broad-leaved woodland planting and shrub planting. With the exception of some 
localised pruning works to a mature English oak (T18) and a mature ash (T19) to provide a 
sufficient working corridor north of the proposed IM Headquarters building (as detailed within the 
Arboricultural Assessment), the LWS will remain unaffected by proposals. The possibility of fuel 
and other spillages during construction will be minimised through effective and rigorous site 
management including a contingency plan should an accident occur. This will be agreed with 
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council prior to works. Additionally, the adjacent LWS will be 
fenced off with high visibility fencing prior to and during the construction period. This will prevent 
access and possible damage. 

Other Habitats 

4.13 In addition to the aforementioned habitats which are to be lost within the designated sites, a small 
area forming part of the previously consented scheme comprising hardstanding, poor semi-
improved grassland, dense scrub and ephemeral/short perennial vegetation is also to be lost. 
None of these habitats should be considered a constraint to development botanically and loss 
would not be expected to adversely affect the conservation value of the local area.  

4.14 In order to facilitate the proposed building footprint within Zone A and Zone B, a small number of 
young oaks (part of tree group G1, (see Arboricultural Assessment)) and an early mature English 
oak T12 will need to be removed. In addition to this a small section of both hedgerow H1 and H3 
will be required to be removed to facilitate a new footpath link within the Country Park. Any tree 
and hedgerow loss will be suitably mitigated by new tree and hedgerow planting throughout the 
site within the green infrastructure. It is recommended that any tree felled is to be left as lying 
dead wood where possible to provide additional habitat for a range of invertebrates.  

Invasive weeds 

4.15 Himalayan balsam occurs locally along the survey areas southern and south-eastern boundary in 
association with the wetland habitats of the River Blythe. The species is classified as an invasive 
weed under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), which makes it an offence to 
spread the plant in the wild. Liability may also extend in situations where a landowner has 
knowingly permitted the spread of the species onto neighbouring land.  
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4.16 As part of the management of retained habitats, an appropriate mitigation strategy would be 
implemented to eradicate the species from the site. This may include hand removal as part of the 
proposed management of the Country Management. Due to the likelihood of a existing seed bank 
being present and the further risk of colonisation, the wetland habitats along the River Blythe 
should be monitored for Himalayan balsam annually and if present removed prior to flowering in 
June to avoid the further spread of seeds.  

Biodiversity Offsetting Assessment 

4.17 Appendix E details the calculations for this plot and it is considered that this scheme (based upon 
the Landscape Proposals Plan (BEA Ref: 17-47-03, Rev B) will result in a minor loss of on-site 
biodiversity of 2.53 Biodiversity Units. 

4.18 The developer is committed to ensuring a neutral and, if possible minor positive, residual effect in 
terms of biodiversity units in line with the Biodiversity Offsetting scheme. It is considered that the 
current minor offsetting score will be suitably offset through a local scheme which will 
compensate for the habitat loss and ensure no net loss in biodiversity.  

Protected Species  

4.19 Principal pieces of legislation protecting wild species are Part 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. Some 
species, for example badgers, also have their own protective legislation (Protection of Badgers 
Act 1992). The impact that this legislation has on the planning system is outlined in ODPM 
06/2005 Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations 
and their Impact within the Planning System.  

4.20 This guidance states that as the presence of protected species is a material consideration in any 
planning decision, it is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the 
extent to which they are affected by proposals is established prior to planning permission being 
granted. Furthermore, where protected species are present and proposals may result in harm to 
the species or its habitats, steps should be taken to ensure the long-term protection of the 
species, such as through attaching appropriate planning conditions for example.  

4.21 In addition to protected species, there are those that are otherwise of conservation merit, such as 
species of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity under the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 and consequently priority species in 
England. These are recognised in the NPPF which advises that when determining planning 
applications, LPA’s should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying a set of 
principles including: 

• If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided….., adequately mitigated, 
or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;  

• Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 
should be encouraged.  

4.22 The implications for the proposed development regarding the various species identified from the 
desk study and field survey, or those that are otherwise thought reasonably likely to occur, are 
outlined below.  
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Badgers 

4.23 Badgers are protected by statute under The Protection of Badgers Act 1992. This legislation 
makes it an offence to wilfully kill, injure, take possess or cruelly ill-treat a badger, or intentionally 
or recklessly interfere with a sett.  

4.24 No evidence of badgers was observed during the specific badger survey undertaken or 
incidentally during the suite of additional surveys undertaken on the site during 2016.  

4.25 The grassland and woodland habitats within the site offer suitable foraging habitat to badgers, 
however, based on the lack of field signs present and absence of any setts, the site does not 
provide areas of important forage for any local group. No impacts to any social group are 
therefore anticipated and the species does not pose a constraint to development.  

4.26 In accordance with best practice, a full badger survey will be conducted prior to each stage of site 
clearance in the development programme. Where in the unlikely events any setts are identified 
and disturbance impacts are considered significant, mitigation will be put in place for any affected 
setts and may be ratified under licence by Natural England. This is likely to involve either 
supervised and licensed sett closure and / or the use of protective badger fencing where 
appropriate. 

Bats  

4.27 All bat species and their habitats are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. In summary these 
make it an offence to damage, destroy or obstruct any place used by bats for breeding and 
shelter, disturb a bat, or kill, injure or take a bat.  

Roost Habitat 

4.28 Initial ground assessment identified two standards T8 & T27 of high moderate roost potential, five 
standards T6, T16, T25, T34 and T35 of moderate potential and one standard T5 of low potential. 
Due to their high moderate status and position adjacent close to the edge of the outline 
development parcels (Zone B and Zone C), standards T6, T8 and T16 were subject to further 
roped access surveys in August 2016 during which no evidence of roosting was identified.     

4.29 Due to its poor physical and structural condition and subsequent health and safety considerations 
through its proximity to the built development, standard T8 will require removal. Owing to its 
current high roost potential and due to the transitory nature of bat roosts, it is recommended that 
the tree is removed under good practice. This will comprise:  

• Felling of trees in 1.5m sections and lowering to ground of timber. 

• Checking of cavities as works proceed by contractor.  

• Timber left on site for 24 hours before removal or chipping. 

• In the event any bat evidence is recorded during the above, works should cease and a 
licenced bat ecologist contacted 

• Should felling operations be carried out after September 2017, it is recommended that a pre-
felling dawn survey is undertaken by suitably experienced ecologists to ensure no bats have 
established a roost in the interim. 
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4.30 Where any roost is identified, further consultation with Natural England will be undertaken and a 
licence applied for and appropriate mitigation implemented, where necessary.     

4.31 The remaining seven standards exhibiting roost potential will be retained and incorporated into 
the green infrastructure of the scheme or the Country Park area.     

4.32 Enhancement in the form of bat boxes would enhance the site for bats post-development by 
providing additional roosting opportunities for the local bat population.  These should be installed 
on the mature trees within the Country Park. 

Commuting and Foraging Habitat 

4.33 Activity surveys undertaken over the period of July to September 2016, recorded an assemblage 
of five bat species/groups.     

4.34 Bat activity was generally low overall with comparatively higher levels of activity recorded in 
association with mature tree line along the western boundary of the survey area. Nathusius’ 
pipistrelle are widespread but rare across the UK most commonly encountered on migration in 
late summer/autumn although some do remain all year and breed in the UK. The species is 
regularly recorded each year during the migration season and is being encountered on a regular 
basis by local bat groups participating in the National Nathusius’ pipistrelle project. The timing of 
this record on a single night suggests it is very likely that this was a migratory individual or small 
number of migratory individuals passing through the site whilst foraging in the area and is unlikely 
to affect the favourable conservation status given the large amount of similar habitat present 
around the site. 

4.35 Proposals will result in the loss of approximately 3.2ha of foraging habitat through the loss of 
open grassland, ephemeral/short perennial communities, scrub and plantation woodland of low 
value to the local bat population from the site. The design of the development areas has sought 
to retain and buffer the existing boundary features with additional woodland planting, in addition 
to providing green corridors through the built environment, which will ensure that connectivity is 
maintained across the site and into the wider landscape. The proposed creation of species-rich 
grassland along with new areas of wetland at the northern extent of the site and adjacent to the 
species rich habitats of Monkspath Meadow SSSI will provide foraging enhancements to the local 
bat population.  

4.36 Given the proximity of the proposed development to the western boundary mature tree line, it is 
important to ensure that this feature is subject to minimal illumination to retain its value as a 
commuting and foraging route for the local bat populations. Under the current lighting proposals, 
only a small section of the tree line will be subject to lighting above 1 lumen, up to a maximum of 
2.5 lumens (see drawing CPW-16262-E-EX-600-P4). As no roosts were present within this 
illuminated area, and given its small area in relation to the remainder of the retained mature tree 
line, the impacts associated with lighting are expected to be minimal. 
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Herpetofauna  

Great Crested newts  

4.37 The great crested newt survey has found the species to be absent from the four waterbodies 
within the site and concluded that the presence of this species can be discounted and no 
statutory constraints to development proposals exist in relation to the species. 

4.38 In the highly unlikely event that any great crested newt be found within the site during the careful 
clearance works, then all work would need to cease until a licence can be obtained from Natural 
England to disturb individuals and cause damage to their terrestrial habitat. 

Reptiles 

4.39 All common reptile species, including grass snake, are partially protected under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981. In summary, this legislation protects the species from intentional killing, 
injury or sale, offering for sale, or possessing, transporting or publishing advertisements for the 
purposes of sale. All common reptile species are also listed as a species of principal importance 
under the provisions of the NERC Act 2006. 

4.40 The majority of habitats offering suitable habitat to reptile species within the application site 
including the wetlands, neutral semi-improved grassland and scrub habitat mosaic will be 
retained within the proposals. The vast majority of the application site comprising poor semi-
improved grassland with little sward variation offers few opportunities to reptiles. Given the 
absence of reptile records from the local area and the negative results of reptile surveys 
undertaken on the adjacent Blythe Valley Business Park (which supports a variety of habitats 
suitable for reptiles) both in 2005 and 2014, it is considered reasonably unlikely that reptiles are 
present on site and that members of this group don not pose a constraint to works. 

Avifauna          

4.41 The principal legislation afforded to the protection of UK wild birds is the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended). Under this legislation all birds, their nests and eggs are protected by law 
and it is an offence, with certain exceptions to recklessly or intentionally kill take or injure a wild 
bird, to take, damage or destroy a nest of any wild bird while in use or being built and to take or 
destroy the egg of a wild bird. Those listed on Schedule 1 of this Act are afforded protection from 
disturbance when on nest. In addition a number of birds are listed as species of principal 
importance under the NERC Act (2006). 

4.42 The majority of habitats including the mosaic of scrub, woodland and wetland habitats which are 
of greatest value to the birds recorded on site (including kingfisher) are to be retained within the 
Country Park. Whilst some limited habitat loss may result through the loss of a small area of 
dense scrub and young plantation within the application site, the creation of extensive areas of 
native broad-leaved woodland, new wetland habitats and species rich grassland will provide long 
term enhancements for the local bird population. Further enhancements that could be integrated 
into the development proposals include the erection of a mixture of nest box types. These boxes 
can be sited on retained habitats:  

• A mixture of small hole (26mm and 32mm) boxes placed throughout the site and Country Park 
on suitable mature trees will provide nesting opportunities for blue tit and great tit. These 
boxes generally have a high uptake rate. 
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• Small open fronted nest boxes again should be placed throughout the site especially on trees 
which support a climber such as ivy which provides a degree of concealment. These boxes 
typically attract robin, blackbird and spotted flycatcher Muscicapa striata.  

4.43 To avoid disturbance to breeding birds, ground clearance works and vegetation will be 
undertaken prior to the bird-breeding season (March to September inclusive). If this is not 
possible, vegetation will be checked prior to removal by an experienced ecologist. If active nests 
are found, vegetation will be left untouched and suitably buffered from works until all birds have 
fledged. Specific advice will be provided prior to undertaking the clearance. This would be a 
statutory requirement due to the protection of all nesting birds and their nests under the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act, 1981. A suitably qualified ecologist would supervise this. 

Invertebrates  

4.44 The majority of the neutral semi-improved grassland, scrub and all wetland habitats provide 
habitat to a range of invertebrates. These habitats types will be retained within proposals and no 
significant impacts to members of this group are anticipated. Proposals including the provision of 
species-rich grassland, structural woodland planting of native broad-leaved tree/shrub species 
and additional wetlands would result in benefits for invertebrates, providing foraging resources, 
larval food plants and an overall increase in the range of habitats and micro-niches.  

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

5.1 A comprehensive set of survey work including assessment by the LWS Panel has established a 
robust baseline of ecological information for the site and wider survey area. Whilst the majority of 
the survey area is covered by a non-statutory designation, it has been established that the 
grassland habitats which it supports have significantly degraded since the original selection date.  

5.2 Good design has allowed for the retention of the majority of habitats of greatest nature 
conservation, predominantly within the Country Park and along the River Blythe corridor. 
Proposals have allowed for the inclusion of a wide buffer between the built development and the 
adjacent Monkspath SSSI whilst providing an opportunity to enhance the SSSI through reducing 
the occurrence of water-logging. Furthermore, the area covered by the Country Park is proposed 
to be increased in size and designated as an LWS forming connective green corridors to the 
wider network of designated sites for nature conservation, including that of the Monkspath 
Meadow SSSI, which is currently surrounded by built development on its western and northern 
boundaries. 

5.3 A small number of protected species/species groups have been recorded within the survey area 
including five species of foraging/commuting bats and a number of bird species including 
kingfisher, reed bunting and song thrush. Sensitive site design has allowed for the retention of 
the features which provide opportunities for protected species including the network of ponds, 
mature tree lines and hedgerows. The inclusion of further wetland and woodland habitats within 
the landscape design will complement existing wetland habitats present along the River Blythe 
corridor and provide further enhancements for the species recorded both on-site and within the 
wider area. 
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APPENDIX A – VEGETATIVE SPECIES LIST  
 
Broad-leaved Semi-natural Woodland  

Common Name Scientific Name 

Canopy 
Alder Alnus glutinosa 
Crack Willow Salix fragilis 
English Oak Quercus robur 
White Willow Salix alba 

Shrub-layer 
English Oak Quercus robur 
Goat Willow Salix caprea 
Grey Willow Salix cinerea 
Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 

Field-layer 
Bearded Couch Elymus caninus 
Common Nettle Urtica dioica 
Curled Dock Rumex crispus 
Garlic Mustard Alliaria petiolata 
Ground-ivy Glechoma hederacea 
Herb-robert Geranium robertianum 
Himalyan Balsam Impatiens glandulifera 
Lords-and-ladies Arum maculatum 
Red Campion Silene dioica 
Remote Sedge Carex remota 
Tufted Hair-grass Deschampsia caespitosa 
Water Pepper Persicaria hydropiper 
Wavy Bitter-cress Cardamine flexuosa 
Wood Avens Geum urbanum 
Wood False-brome Brachypodium sylvaticum 

 
 
Broad-leaved Plantation 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Ash Fraxinus excelsior 
Bird Cherry Prunus padus 
Broom Cytisus scoparius 
Dogwood Cornus sanguinea 
English Oak Quercus robur 
Guelder-rose Viburnum opulus 
Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 
Hazel Corylus avellana 
Holly Ilex aquifolium 
Rowan Sorbus aucuparia 
Silver Birch Betula pendula 
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Continuous and Scattered Scrub 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Alder Alnus glutinosa 
Blackthorn Prunus spinosa 
Bramble Rubus fruticosus agg. 
Butterfly-bush Buddleja davidii 
Crack Willow Salix fragilis 
Elder Sambucus nigra 
Goat Willow Salix caprea 
Gorse Ulex europaeus 
Grey Willow Salix cinerea 
Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 

 
 
Tree Standards 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Alder Alnus glutinosa 
Ash Fraxinus excelsior 
Goat Willow Salix caprea 
English Oak Quercus robur 
White Willow Salix alba 

 
 
Neutral Semi-improved Grassland 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Amphibious Bistort Persicaria amphibia 
Bittersweet Solanum dulcamara 
Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius 
Brown Sedge Carex disticha 
Chicory Cichorium intybus 
Cleavers Galium aparine 
Cock's-foot Dactylis glomerata 
Colt's-foot Tussilago farfara 
Common Bent Agrostis capillaris 
Common Couch Elytrigia repens 
Common Knapweed Centaurea nigra 
Common Ragwort Senecio jacobaea 
Common Sorrel Rumex acetosa 
Creeping Cinquefoil Potentilla reptans 
Creeping Soft-grass Holcus mollis 
Crested Dog’s-tail Cynosurus cristatus 
False Oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius 
Field Bindweed Convolvulus arvensis 
Field Horsetail Equisetum arvense 
Field Scabious Knautia arvensis 
Fodder Burnet Poterium sanguisorba 
Glaucus Sedge Carex flacca 
Great Burnet Sanguisorba officinalis 
Great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 
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Common Name Scientific Name 

Greater Pond Sedge Carex riparia 
Gypsywort Lycopus europaeus 
Hairy Sedge Carex hirta 
Hard Rush Juncus inflexus 
Hedge Bedstraw Galium mollugo 
Hedge Bindweed Calystegia sepium 
Hedge Woundwort Stachys sylvatica 
Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium 
Himalayan Balsam Impatiens glandulifera 
Lady's Bedstraw Galium verum 
Large Bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus pedunculatus 
Lesser Stitchwort Stellaria graminea 
Marsh Foxtail Alopecurus geniculatus 
Meadow Vetchling Lathyrus pratensis 
Meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria 
Nipplewort Lapsana communis 
Oxeye Daisy Leucanthemum vulgare 
Perennial Rye-grass Lolium perenne 
Prickly Lettuce Lactuca serriola 
Purple-loosestrife Lythrum salicaria 
Quaking-grass Briza media 
Ragged Robin Lychnis flos-cuculi 
Red Campion Silene dioica 
Ribwort Plantain Plantago lanceolata 
Rough Hawkbit Leontodon hispidus 
Skullcap Scutellaria galericulata 
Sneezewort Achillea ptarmica 
Spear Thistle Cirsium vulgare 
Square-stalked St. John's-wort Hypericum tetrapterum 
Sweet Vernal Grass Anthoxanthum odoratum 
Timothy Phleum pratense sens.lat. 
Tufted Hair-grass Deschampsia caespitosa 
Upright Hedge-parsley Torilis japonica 
Water Figwort Scrophularia auriculata 
Wild Angelica Angelica sylvestris 
Wild Carrot Daucus carota ssp. carota 
Yarrow Achillea millefolium 
Yellow-rattle Rhinanthus minor 
Zigzag Clover Trifolium medium 

 
 
Species Poor Semi-Improved Grassland (Provident Park LWS) 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius 
Cleavers Galium aparine 
Cock's-foot Dactylis glomerata 
Common Bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus 
Common Couch Elytrigia repens 
Common Knapweed Centaurea nigra 
Common mouse-ear Cerastium fontanum  
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Common Name Scientific Name 

Common Nettle Urtica dioica 
Common Ragwort Senecio jacobaea 
Common Sorrel Rumex acetosa 
Common Vetch Vicia sativa 
Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens 
Creeping Cinquefoil Potentilla reptans 
Creeping Soft-grass Holcus mollis 
Creeping Thistle Cirsium arvense 
Crested Dog's-tail Cynosurus cristatus 
Curled Dock Rumex crispus 
Dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. 
False Oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius 
Field Bindweed Convolvulus arvensis 
Great Burnet Sanguisorba officinalis 
Great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 
Greater Bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus pedunculatus 
Greater Plantain Plantago major 
Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium 
Lesser Stitchwort Stellaria graminea 
Meadow Foxtail Alopecurus pratensis 
Meadow Vetchling Lathyrus pratensis 
Red Clover Trifolium pratense 
Red Fescue Festuca rubra agg. 
Ribwort Plantain Plantago lanceolata 
Rosebay Willowherb Chamerion angustifolium 
Sweet Vernal Grass Anthoxanthum odoratum 
Tufted Hair-grass Deschampsia caespitosa 
Tufted Vetch Vicia cracca 
White Clover Trifolium repens 
Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus 

 
 
Species Poor Semi-Improved Grassland (Remaining Survey Area) 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Bracken Pteridium aquilinum 
Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius 
Cleavers Galium aparine 
Cock's-foot Dactylis glomerata 
Common Knapweed Centaurea nigra 
Common Marsh-bedstraw Galium palustre 
Common Nettle Urtica dioica 
Common Vetch Vicia sativa 
Compact Rush Juncus conglomeratus 
Creeping Bent Agrostis stolonifera 
Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens 
Creeping Cinquefoil Potentilla reptans 
Creeping Thistle Cirsium arvense 
Crested Dog's-tail Cynosurus cristatus 
Curled Dock Rumex crispus 
Dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. 
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Common Name Scientific Name 

False Fox-sedge Carex otrubae 
False Oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius 
Field Bindweed Convolvulus arvensis 
Great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 
Greater Bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus pedunculatus 
Hairy Sedge Carex hirta 
Hard Rush Juncus inflexus 
Hedge Bedstraw Galium mollugo 
Hedge Woundwort Stachys sylvatica 
Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium 
Lady's Bedstraw Galium verum 
Lesser Stitchwort Stellaria graminea 
Lesser Trefoil Trifolium dubium 
Marsh Thistle Cirsium palustre 
Meadow Foxtail Alopecurus pratensis 
Meadow Vetchling Lathyrus pratensis 
Oval Sedge Carex ovalis 
Red Clover Trifolium pratense 
Ribwort Plantain Plantago lanceolata 
Smooth Tare Vicia tetrasperma 
Soft Rush Juncus effusus 
Soft-brome Bromus hordeaceus 
Spiked Sedge Carex spicata 
Tufted Hair-grass Deschampsia caespitosa 
White Clover Trifolium repens 
Wild Teasel Dipsacus fullonum 
Wood Avens Geum urbanum 
Yellow-rattle Rhinanthus minor 
Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus 

 
 
Tall Herb – Ruderal 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Cock's-foot Dactylis glomerata 
Common Nettle Urtica dioica 
Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens 
Creeping Thistle Cirsium arvense 
Great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 
Hard Rush Juncus inflexus 
Hedge Bindweed Calystegia sepium 
Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium 
Lesser Stitchwort Stellaria graminea 
Red Campion Silene dioica 
Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus 
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Ephemeral / Short Perennial  

Common Name Scientific Name 

Annual Meadow-grass Poa annua 
Bittersweet Solanum dulcamara 
Black Medick Medicago lupulina 
Bristly Oxtongue Picris echioides 
Broad-leaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius 
Common Bird's-foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus 
Common Centaury Centaurium erythraea 
Common Knapweed Centaurea nigra 
Common mouse-ear Cerastium fontanum  
Common Nettle Urtica dioica 
Creeping Bent Agrostis stolonifera 
Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens 
Creeping Thistle Cirsium arvense 
Curled Dock Rumex crispus 
Cut-leaved Crane's-bill Geranium dissectum 
Dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. 
False Oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius 
Field Forget-me-not Myosotis arvensis 
Glaucous Sedge Carex flacca 
Greater Plantain Plantago major 
Hard Rush Juncus inflexus 
Hoary Ragwort Senecio erucifolius 
Lesser Trefoil Trifolium dubium 
Marsh Thistle Cirsium palustre 
Oxeye Daisy Leucanthemum vulgare 
Red Fescue Festuca rubra agg. 
Rosebay Willowherb Chamerion angustifolium 
Scarlet Pimpernel Anagallis arvensis 
Selfheal Prunella vulgaris 
Thyme-leaved Speedwell Veronica serpyllifolia 
Tufted Hair-grass Deschampsia caespitosa 
Water Figwort Scrophularia auriculata 
Weld Reseda luteola 
White Clover Trifolium repens 
Yorkshire-fog Holcus lanatus 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
IM Properties PLC 

Fore Business Park, Solihull 

BAT SURVEY REPORT 

June 2017 



Bat Survey Report – Fore Business Park, Solihull 

   

2 
 

fpcr
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FPCR Environment and Design Ltd 
Registered Office: Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH 
Company No. 07128076.  [T] 01509 672772 [F] 01509 674565 [E] mail@fpcr.co.uk [W] www.fpcr.co.uk  
 
This report is the property of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd and is issued on the condition it is not 
reproduced, retained or disclosed to any unauthorised person, either wholly or in part without the written 
consent of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. Ordnance Survey material is used with permission of  
The Controller of HMSO, Crown copyright 100018896. 

 

 
 

Rev Issue Status Prepared / Date Approved/Date 

- Draft OGJ / 09.06.17 RJS / 12.06.17 

 Final TJM / 14.06.17 RJS / 14.06.17 

    



Bat Survey Report – Fore Business Park, Solihull 

   

3 
 

fpcr

CONTENTS 

1.0 SUMMARY....................................................................................................................... 4 

2.0 INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 3 

3.0 METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................. 4 

4.0 RESULTS .......................................................................................................................12 

5.0 DISCUSSION ..................................................................................................................16 
 

FIGURES 

Figure 1: Site Reference Plan 

Figure 2a-c: Tree Nocturnal Emergence Survey Results 

Figures 3a-c: Nocturnal Transect Survey Plans 

 

TABLES 

Table 1: Classification and Survey Requirements for Bats in Trees 

Table 2: Transect Survey Timings and Conditions 

Table 3: Summary of Tree Assessment Results 

Table 4: Nocturnal Tree Activity Summary 

Table 5: Bat Transect Results Summary 2015 

Table 6: Static Detector Survey Results 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Detailed Tree Survey Results 

Appendix B: Nocturnal Tree Survey Results 

Appendix C: Transect Survey Results 

 

 

 
 



Bat Survey Report – Fore Business Park, Solihull 

   

4 
 

fpcr

1.0 SUMMARY 

1.1 FPCR were commissioned by IM Properties PLC to conduct bat surveys at a site west of Solihull. 
Proposals for the site include the construction of multi-storey office buildings with associated 
access, parking and green infrastructure. 

1.2 A desktop study was carried out by consulting the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre and 
MAGIC. A single soprano pipistrelle record was supplied from within 1km of the site boundary. 

1.3 A total of eight trees were identified as possessing features suitable for roosting bat species 
which included two high potential trees (T8 & T27), five moderate potential trees (T6, T16, T25, 
T34 & T35) and a single low potential tree (T5). Of these trees T8, T6 and T16 are expected to 
be affected by current proposals and were therefore subject to further survey. No evidence of 
roosting bats was found within tree T8 and following further survey, trees T6 and T16 were 
considered to provide negligible roosting potential. Roosting bats are therefore not considered to 
provide any constraints to the proposals. 

1.4 Three transect surveys (including a single dawn survey) were conducted, one each in July, 
August and September. A total of five species were recorded during transect surveys including 
(in order of abundance): common pipistrelle, noctule, Myotis sp., Nyctalus sp. and soprano 
pipistrelle. Low levels of activity were recorded with a peak of 14 contacts during the September 
survey and 13 contacts during the July and August surveys. The majority of contacts were 
observed along the mature tree line and along the boundary hedgerow east of the site. 

1.5 Three static detector surveys were used to supplement transect surveys during which a static 
detector was placed on linear features of interest for a period of five consecutive nights. A total of 
nine species were recorded including (in order of abundance): Common pipistrelle, Nyctalus sp., 
noctule, soprano pipistrelle, Myotis sp., unidentified pipistrelle species, brown long-eared bats, 
Nathusius’ pipistrelle and unidentified bat species. 

1.6 Static detector activity was highest along the western mature tree line with approximately 24 
registrations per hour registrations in July compared to approximately 3 registrations per hour 
along the internal hedgerow (in September) in the northern part of the site. 

1.7 The mature tree line in the west of the site and the boundary hedgerow east of the site were 
highlighted as being of the greatest value habitats on site for bat species. Under current 
proposals, all boundary hedgerows and the mature tree line are to be retained.  

1.8 Scrub and specimen tree planting along the mature tree line in the west of the site as a part of 
green infrastructure proposals will improve the suitability of this area as a foraging and 
commuting resource for bats.  

1.9 Recommendations have been made to ensure lighting schemes do not significantly impacts bat 
species on site whilst further enhancements could include the installation of a variety of bat boxes 
on suitable mature standard trees. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 This report has been prepared by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd on behalf of IM Properties 
PLC and provides details of bat survey work conducted on a site south of Solihull in 2016. This 
report forms part of a wider ecological assessment of the impacts associated with the proposed 
development and should be read in conjunction with the accompanying Ecological appraisal 
which includes further descriptions of the associated habitats and features. 

Site Location and Context 

2.2 The site is located south of Solihull centred on grid reference SP 146 761 (see Figure 1) with the 
M42 on its eastern boundary and buildings leading onto the A34 to the south. Existing residential 
properties are located north of the site boundary. In the wider environment, the urban landscape 
continues to the north west of the site and includes the town of Solihull. The landscape to the 
south-west (beyond the M42) comprises farmland, woodland and industrial areas 

2.3 The survey site comprises the existing Fore Business Park with associated car parking and 
landscaping with an extensive area of Country Park dominated by rough grassland habitats 
extending out to the northern and eastern boundaries which is designated as a potential Local 
Wildlife Site (pLWS). Areas of dense scrub occur around the periphery of the survey area along 
with young plantations and mature tree standards scattered throughout. A field compartment 
lying adjacent to the western boundary supporting further rough grassland is designated as an 
LWS. A number of wetland habitats were present along the eastern boundary associated with the 
River Blythe Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) (forming the eastern survey boundary) and 
a number of attenuation ponds, which were created at the time of delivery of the exiting Fore 
Business Park. 

Proposals 

2.4 Proposals are for hybrid planning permission for employment to comprise: in full; erection of two 
office buildings (Use Class B1(a)) with ancillary training and automotive testing facility (Use Class 
B2), security Gatehouse, and associated access road, car parking, landscaping and associated 
work; and in outline, with all matters reserved, up to 10,930 sq m of office floorspace with 
associated work . 

Objective of Study 

2.5 The objectives of the study were to: 

• Identify the levels of bat records surrounding the site 

• Assess the relative interest of the survey area for bats 

• Provide recommendations for mitigation as appropriate 

• Review the broad site proposals and opportunities for enhancement. 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY  

Desktop Study 

3.1 A desk study was undertaken for existing ecological data regarding bats in September 2016 with 
the Warwickshire Biological Records Centre contacted. Further inspection, using colour 1:25,000 
OS base maps (www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk) and aerial photographs from Google Earth 
(www.maps.google.co.uk), was also undertaken in order to provide additional context and identify 
any features of potential importance for nature conservation in the wider countryside. 

Field Surveys 

3.2 The methodology undertaken during the surveys has taken into account the statutory guidance 
from English Nature (now Natural England1) and further guidelines introduced by The Bat 
Conservation Trust (BCT2) and the JNCC3.  

Ground Assessment of Trees 

3.3 All trees within the survey area were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats on 26th 
July 2016 by a licenced bat ecologist from FPCR (WML-A34 CL20- Level 4 2016-25412-CLS-
CLS). The tree assessments were undertaken from ground level, with the aid of a torch and 
binoculars where required. During the survey potential roosting features for bats such as the 
following were sought4. 

• Natural holes (e.g. knot holes) arising from naturally shed branches or branches previously 
pruned back to a branch collar. 

• Man-made holes (e.g.: cavities that have developed from flush cuts or cavities created by 
branches tearing out from parent stems.  

• Woodpecker holes. 

• Cracks/splits in stems or braches (horizontal and vertical) 

• Partially detached, loose or platy bark.  

• Cankers (caused by localised bark death) in which cavities have developed. 

• Other hollows or cavities, including butt rots.  

• Compression of forks with included bark, forming potential cavities.  

• Crossing stems or branches with suitable roosting space between.  

• Ivy stems with diameters in excess of 50mm with suitable roosting space behind (or where 
roosting space can be seen where a mat of thinner stems has left a gap between the mat and 
the trunk). 

• Bat or bird boxes. 

                                                   
1 Mitchell-Jones A. J. (2004) Bat Mitigation Guidelines English Nature 
2 Bat Conservation Trust and Collins J. (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists – Good Practice Guidelines 
(3rd Edition) The Bat Conservation Trust 
3 Mitchell-Jones, A. J & McLeish A. P. (ed) (2004) 3rd Edition Bat Workers’ Manual JNCC 
4 Description based on P16, British Standard 8596:2015 Surveying for bats in trees and woodland, October 2015 
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• Other suitable places of rest or shelter not listed above.  

3.4 Certain factors such as orientation of the feature, its height from the ground, the direct 
surroundings and its location in respect to other features, may reduce enhance or reduce the 
potential value. 

3.5 Based on the above, trees were classified into general bat roost potential groups based on the 
presence of these features. Table 1 (below) broadly classifies the potential categories as 
accurately as possible as well as discussing the relevance of the features. This table is based 
upon Table 4.1 and Chapter 6 in Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice 
Guidelines (J., Collins (Bat Conservation Trust), 2016). 

3.6 Although the British Standard Document (British Standard, Surveying for bats in trees and 
woodland – Guide, October 2015) groups trees with moderate and high potential, these have 
been separated below (as per Table 4.1 in The Bat Conversation Trust Guidelines) to allow more 
specific survey criteria to be applied. 

Table 1: Classification and Survey Requirements for Bats in Trees 

Classification 
of Tree 

Description of Category 
and Associated Features 
(based on Potential 
Roosting Features listed 
above) 

Likely Further Survey work / Actions 

Confirmed 
Roost  

Evidence of roosting bats 
in the form of live / dead 
bats, droppings, urine 
staining, mammalian fur oil 
staining, etc.  

A Natural England derogation licence application 
will be required if the tree or roost site is affected 
by the development or proposed arboricultural 
works. This will require a combination of aerial 
assessment by roped access bat workers (where 
possible, health and safety constraints allowing) 
and nocturnal survey during appropriate periods 
(e.g. nocturnal survey - May to August) to inform 
on the licence.  
 
Works to tree undertaken under supervision in 
accordance with the approved good practice 
method statement provided within the licence.  
 
However, where confirmed roost site(s) are not 
affected by works, work under a precautionary 
good practice method statement may be 
possible. 

High Potential A tree with one or more 
Potential Roosting 
Features that are 
obviously suitable for 
larger numbers of bats on 
a more regular basis and 
potentially for longer 
periods of time due to their 
size, shelter protection, 
conditions (height above 
ground level, light levels, 

Aerial assessment by roped access bat workers 
(if appropriate) and / or nocturnal survey during 
appropriate period (May to August). 
 
Following additional assessments, tree may be 
upgraded or downgraded based on findings.  
 
If roost sites are confirmed and the tree or roost 
is to be affected by proposals a licence from 
Natural England will be required. 
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Classification 

of Tree 
Description of Category 
and Associated Features 
(based on Potential 
Roosting Features listed 
above) 

Likely Further Survey work / Actions 

etc). 
Examples include (but are 
not limited to); woodpecker 
holes, larger cavities, 
hollow trunks, hazard 
beams, etc. 

After completion of survey work (and the 
presence of a bat roost is discounted), a 
precautionary working method statement may 
still be appropriate. 
 

Moderate 
Potential 

A tree with Potential 
Roosting Features which 
could support one or more 
potential roost sites due to 
their size, shelter 
protection, conditions 
(height above ground 
level, light levels, etc) and 
surrounding habitat but 
unlikely to support a roost 
of high conservation status 
(i.e. larger roost, 
irrespective of wider 
conservation status). 
Examples include (but are 
not limited to); woodpecker 
holes, rot cavities, branch 
socket cavities, etc.  

A combination of aerial assessment by roped 
access bat workers and / or nocturnal survey 
during appropriate period (May to August). 
 
Following additional assessments, tree may be 
upgraded or downgraded based on findings.  
 
After completion of survey work (and the 
presence of a bat roost is discounted), a 
precautionary working method statement may 
still be appropriate. 
 
If a roost site/s is confirmed a licence from 
Natural England will be required. 

Low Potential A tree of sufficient size 
and age to contain 
Potential Roosting 
Features but with none 
seen from ground or 
features seen only very 
limited potential.  
Examples include (but are 
not limited to); loose/lifted 
bark, shallow splits 
exposed to elements or 
upward facing holes.  

No further survey required but a precautionary 
working method statement may be appropriate. 

Negligible/No 
potential 

Negligible/no habitat 
features likely to be used 
by roosting bats  

None.  

* The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) affords protection to 

“breeding sites” and “resting places” of bats.  The EU Commission’s Guidance document on the strict 

protection of animal species of Community interest under the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC, February 

2007 states that these are places “where there is a reasonably high probability that the species 

concerned will return”. 
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Aerial Assessment of Trees 

3.7 As a number of trees were identified as being affected by operations and having potential for 
roosting bats, further aerial assessment was undertaken in August 2016 on such trees within the 
survey area.  

3.8 These surveys were undertaken on trees as identified during the initial assessment as providing 
potential to support roosting bats. Surveys were undertaken by bat workers from FPCR, NPTC 
Certified to Climb Trees (J/101/2449) and Perform Aerial Rescue (A/101/2450) – Level 2. The 
climbing methodology used follows that detailed within the Arboriculture and Forestry Advisory 
Group (AFAG) Tree Climbing Operations Leaflet (AFAG401). Furthermore, to ensure any risks 
associated with aerial climbing were minimised FPCR Risk Assessment OOR18 was strictly 
adhered to. Each individual tree was thoroughly examined and assessed for safety prior to the 
commencement of any climb. 

3.9 Features identified as providing potential to support roosting bats during the climbing inspection 
were thoroughly examined using endoscopes, mirrors and torches. Evidence of bat occupation 
sought included the physical presence of bats, droppings, urine staining, and mammalian oil 
staining. 

3.10 These surveys were undertaken during dry suitable weather conditions by licensed bat workers 
(2015-19188-CLS-CLS class 2 and WML-A34 CL20- Level 4 2016-25412-CLS-CLS). 

Nocturnal Assessment of Trees 

3.11 Following the aerial inspection bat potential was still considered to be present within a single 
affected tree within the survey area and a nocturnal survey was therefore conducted. The 
surveys were completed by licensed and trainee bat workers from FPCR during which the 
surveyors were positioned such that all features of interest (identified during daytime 
assessment) on the tree could be observed. The dusk emergence surveys were undertaken from 
approximately 15 minutes before sunset and up to two hours following sunset. The dawn return 
survey commenced at approximately 90 minutes prior to sunrise ceasing approximately 15 
minutes after sunrise. The survey timings and conditions are shown in Table 2, with a total of 
three nocturnal surveys undertaken on the tree. 

3.12 Over the emergence/return surveys the location and species of any bat observed emerging 
from/returning to the tree in question was recorded. General activity identified within the site was 
also recorded during the survey. To aid species identification ultrasonic bat detectors (Bat Box 
Duets or Echometer touch with iPad Mini’s) were used by surveyors. In addition, two Infrared 
night vision cameras and infrared lighting were used at separate viewpoints to maximise the 
survey coverage. Post-survey analysis of camera recordings was subsequently undertaken. 

Bat Activity Surveys (Transects) 

3.13 The following surveys were undertaken monthly from July to September 2016 by 
experienced/licenced bat ecologists from FPCR. The survey area was considered to be of low 
value for bat species with three surveys considered appropriate.  

3.14 The primary objective of transects completed was to identify foraging areas, commuting routes 
and species utilisation of the site. Guidance from the Bat Conservation Trust and Natural England 
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indicates that it should be applied appropriately and in a proportionate manner, having regard to 
the area of habitat affected and the likely direct impact on bats. 

3.15 The transect route were determined prior to survey in order to sample all habitats but focussing 
on those considered to provide greater suitability for these species commenced at sunset and 
finished approximately 2 hours following sunset. Each transect was walked at a steady pace and 
when a bat passed by, the species, time and behaviour was recorded on a site plan. This 
information provides a general view of the bat activity present on site and identifies the key 
foraging area / commuting routes. A Wildlife Acoustics Inc. Echo Meter Touch® and an Apple 
Inc. iPad® Mini with the corresponding Echo Meter Touch app were used to record activity and 
note the necessary information such as species. The recordings provided back-up information 
and enable field identification of bats encountered where necessary 

3.16 Post-survey, bat calls were analysed using AnalookW © and Batsound® Pro software packages, 
by taking measurements of the peak frequency, inter-pulse interval, call duration and end 
frequency, where necessary. From this, the level of bat activity across the site in relation to the 
abundance of individual species foraging and commuting along habitats was assessed.   

3.17 All transects were undertaken when conditions were suitable, i.e. when the ambient air 
temperature exceeded 10ºC and there was little wind and no rain. Full conditions are listed in 
Table 2.  

3.18 The full timings and conditions are shown in Table 2.  

Static Bat Detector Survey 

3.19 Static detectors were placed on site for three separate surveys as per the transect survey effort. 
On each occasion an SM2BAT+ unit was deployed on site for a period of 5 nights per survey 
occasion in accordance with current BCT guidelines (2016). Units were placed in association 
areas of perceived value or features which may be affected by any development such as 
infrastructure.  

3.20 Detectors were programmed to activate 30 minutes before dusk and recorded continuously until 
30 minutes following sunrise. The output from this detector was subjected to computer analysis 
using the AnalookW software package. To aid in the accurate comparison of survey activity, data 
has only been included from the first 5 nights of recording during each occasion in accordance 
with current BCT guidelines (2016). Any additional data recorded has however been analysed for 
the presence of any annexe 2 species to ensure their presence on site has not been overlooked.  

3.21 The static detector survey timetable is shown within Table 2. 
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Table 2: Transect Survey Timings and Conditions  

Survey Date/timings/conditions 

Transect Emergence Static Detectors 

July  26/07/2016 (sunset 21:03) 
21:03 – 23:02  
18°C, 90% cloud cover, no 
rain, light air (1 on Beaufort 
scale) 

N/A Unit S1 
18/07/2016 to 23/07/2016 

August 26/08/2016 (sunset 20:40) 
20:40 – 22:42 
16 -14°C, 10% cloud cover, no 
rain, and light air (1 on 
Beaufort scale) 

15/08/2016 (sunset 20:31) 
20:16 – 22:31 
20-17°C, 5% cloud cover, no 
rain, light air (1 on Beaufort 
scale) 

Unit S2 
15/08/2016 to 20/08/2016 
 

30/08/2016 (sunset 19:59) 
19:44 – 21:33 
22-18°C, 30% cloud cover, no 
rain, light air (1 on Beaufort 
scale) 

September 
 

05/09/2016 (sunset 19:40) 
19:40 – 21:40 
21-19°C, up to 10% cloud 
cover, no rain, calm (0 on 
Beaufort scale) 

13/09/2016 (sunrise 06:39) 
05:09 – 06:54  
14.5-16°C, 100% cloud cover, 
no rain, calm (0 on Beaufort 
scale) 

Unit S3 
13/09/2016 to 8/09/2016 

Constraints 

3.22 Due to technical errors with the Echometer Bat Detector, the July transect survey results could 
not be recorded, therefore post survey analysis could not be carried out. However, as the survey 
was carried out by experienced ecologists from FPCR, the results gathered are considered valid 
and provide an accurate assessment of the bat species and activity present on site during this 
survey occasion.  

3.23 Although species identification is undertaken to as accurate a level as possible, in some cases 
the quality of the call is such that full species identification cannot be made. Therefore, in some 
cases terminology may be general (for example Pipistrelle species or Myotis species). 

3.24 The SM2BAT+ records sound files of up to 12 seconds in length before a new file is created. The 
analysis of the SM2BAT+ files recorded can highlight the presence of more than one bat where 
recorded simultaneously on the same sound file. However, it is not possible to determine whether 
consecutive sound files have been recorded as the result of a single bat passing the detector as 
it commutes across the landscape or by one bat repeatedly triggering the detector as it forages in 
close proximately for an extended period. Therefore, each sound file is counted as a single bat 
register. The number of sound files recorded does however reflect the relative importance of the 
location of the detector by calculating the bat registrations per hour. 
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4.0 RESULTS 

Desktop Study 

4.1 Warwickshire Biological Records provided a number of records pertaining to bat species within 
the local area, however all were located over 1km from the site boundary with the exception of a 
single soprano pipistrelle recorded approximately 270m south of the site boundary. Only a single 
record pertained to a roost and included a common pipistrelle roost approximately 3km south of 
the site boundary.  

Field Surveys 

Assessment of Trees (Figure 1, Appendix A) 

4.2 During the initial ground-based inspection of trees on site, a total of eight trees were assessed as 
providing bat potential within the survey area, however no evidence of roost sites were recorded 
within any of the trees surveyed. Two of the trees were identified as providing high potential for 
roosting bats (T8 and T27), with five trees providing moderate potential (T6, T16. T25, T34 and 
T35) and a single tree providing low potential (T5).  

4.3 Of those trees identified as providing moderate or high roosting potential, only trees T6, T8 and 
T16 are expected to be impacted by proposals and were therefore subject to further aerial 
inspection. Given the extremely limited potential exhibited within the low potential tree (T5), no 
further survey was considered necessary.  

4.4 No evidence of roosting bats was identified within the three tree standards subject to aerial 
assessment. During the closer inspection of potential roosting features present on trees T6 and 
T16 the potential provided was downgraded to negligible due to the shallow nature of the 
features and no further survey work was recommended. During aerial inspection of tree T8, 
roosting features were considered to remain of high roosting potential and it was therefore 
recommended that the tree was subject to further nocturnal assessment. 

4.5 The features recorded on trees within these categories are summarised below (Table 3) and the 
full list of features is provided in Appendix A with the location of the trees shown on Figure 1.  

4.6 Any trees not present within the below table were considered to provide no potential for roosting 
bats and have therefore not been listed. 
Table 3: Summary of Tree Assessment Results 

Tree ref Description Potential after 
initial assessment 

Potential after 
further aerial 
assessment 

T8 Ash Fraxinus excelsior within mature hedgerow to 
the east of built environment. A number of features 
included 3 knot holes, 3 branch tear out, 2 
woodpecker holes, a broken end branch and a 
helical split in the main stem.  During aerial 
inspection, a knot hole, a branch tear out and the 
helical split in the main steam were all identified as 
being of high suitability for roosting bats. 

High High 



Bat Survey Report – Fore Business Park, Solihull 

   

13 
 

fpcr

Tree ref Description Potential after 
initial assessment 

Potential after 
further aerial 
assessment 

T27 Alder Alnus glutinosa within woodland edge in the 
north of the site. Roosting feature included a natural 
knot hole 4m up the main steam. 

High N/A – no further 
survey work carried 

out 

T6 English oak Quercus robur within mature tree line 
along the western boundary of the site. Branch tear 
out resulted in occluded bark. During aerial 
inspection, no cavities were observed in occluded 
back. 

Moderate Negligible 

T16 English oak within mature tree line along the 
western boundary of the site. Features included 2 
splits within the main stem bark and a natural knot 
hole. During aerial inspection, one of the splits was 
completely open above rendering it exposed to 
weather while the other had evidence of nesting 
birds, indicating neither were suitable for roosting 
bats. Furthermore, the knot hole was shallow, 
extending back just 5cm. 

Moderate Negligible 

T25 English oak within woodland edge in the north of 
the site. Large tear out of a branch with occluded 
bark located 2m up tree. 

Moderate N/A 

T34 English oak with woodland in the south of the site. 
Features included a wooden bat box, a possible 
branch tear out behind heartwood and a 
woodpecker hole. 

Moderate N/A 

T35 English oak located within the car park in the west 
of the site. Features included a knot hole formed as 
a result of pruning and a vertical crack with 
occluded bark present above the pruning. 

Moderate N/A 

T5 English oak within mature tree linealong the 
western boundary of the site. Feature of interest 
included a branch tear out with numerous stubs 
from a lost limb. 

Low N/A 

Nocturnal Emergence Survey of Tree 8 (Figure 2a-c, Appendix B)  

4.7 During the nocturnal surveys on Tree T8 no roosts were identified. In terms of other activity, a 
range of bat species were heard/observed foraging and commuting around the tree and including 
small numbers of common and soprano pipistrelles and noctule bats. Activity was generally low, 
with a minimum of 13 contacts recorded during September survey and a peak of 31 contacts 
recorded during the August survey occasion (see Table 4 below). 



Bat Survey Report – Fore Business Park, Solihull 

   

14 
 

fpcr

Table 4: Nocturnal Tree Activity Summary 

Survey Number of 
bat 

contacts/ 
(visually 
observed 

bats) 

Species recorded (in 
order of abundance, 
most to least) 

Bats 
emerging/ 
entering? 

Activity summary 

Survey 1 
- 15th 
July 2016 

(see 
Figure 
2a) 

31 (8) Five Common 
pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus, soprano 
pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus, brown long-
eared Plecotus auritus, 
a pipistrelle species 
Pipistrellus sp. and a 
single unidentified 
species pass. 

No Common pipistrelle and soprano 
pipistrelle observed foraging around 
the tree and commuting westwards 
and eastwards along the hedgerow. 
Single unidentified species was 
observed commuting westwards 
along the hedgerow. 

Other non-visual activity comprised 
commuting and foraging by common 
pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and 
brown long-eared. 

Survey 2 
– 30th 
July 2016 

(see 
Figure 
2b) 

18 (7) Four; common 
pipistrelle, soprano 
pipistrelle, noctule 
Nyctalus noctula and a 
pipistrelle species.  

No Noctule bat observed commuting 
southwards over the survey area. 
Common and soprano pipistrelle bats 
observed foraging around the tree in 
circling motions. 

Non-visual activity included 
commuting, foraging and quick 
passes from the above and other 
recorded species throughout the 
survey area.  

Survey 3 
– 13th 
Septemb
er 2016 

(see 
Figure 
2c) 

13 (3) Two: common 
pipistrelle and soprano 
pipistrelle 

No Common pipistrelle observed 
foraging around the tree and along 
the hedgerow.  

Non-visual activity included 
commuting, foraging and quick 
passes from common pipistrelle and 
soprano pipistrelle 

Nocturnal Transect Surveys (Figures 3a-3c, Appendix C) 

4.8 The following sections are a summary of the results recorded during the nocturnal surveys of the 
habitats present within the wider survey area. Full detailed breakdown of the data, including full 
detailed tables and locations are available in the associated plans and Appendix C (as indicated).  

4.9 During the three transects bat activity was consistently low with a maximum of 14 contacts 
(during the September transect) (Table 5 provides a summary of the findings obtained during 
transect surveys). 

4.10 A total of five species/species groups were recorded comprising (in order of relative abundance); 
common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, noctule Nyctalus noctula, unidentified Myotis species, 
unidentified Nyctalus species and soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus (the latter two of 
which had only one contact each).. 
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4.11 Peak areas of activity were generally along boundary habitats in the western and eastern 

boundaries with only few contacts recorded in association with the internal hedgerows and only 
very small numbers recorded over flying grassland and bare ground/ephemeral habitats 
compartments. Sporadic levels of activity was also recorded within the built environment in the 
southern areas of the survey area. 

4.12 The below table provides a summary each survey occasion. 

Table 5: Bat Transect Results Summary 2016 

Month Total 
contacts  

Species/species 
groups recorded 
(in abundance 
order, most to 

least) 

Activity Summary 

July 13 

Two: Common 
pipistrelle and 
noctule.  
 

Peak activity was recorded along the mature tree line in 
western boundary of the site and was comprised 
entirely of foraging and commuting common pipistrelles. 
Additional activity included a noctule bat commuting 
over grassland in the east of the site. 
 

August 13 

Four: Common 
pipistrelle, noctule, 
Myotis sp., Nyctalus 
sp.,  

Peaks of activity included a peak of common pipistrelle 
in the west of the site with noctules largely recorded in 
the northern part of the site. Additional contacts 
included an unidentified Nyctalus species and an 
additional two common pipistrelles recorded in the east 
of the site. 
 

September 14 

Four: Common 
pipistrelle, Noctule, 
Myotis sp., soprano 
pipistrelle.  
 

Activity was generally consistent across the site and 
was dominated by common pipistrelle contacts. 
Additional contacts included two noctules in the east 
and western parts of the site, Myotis within the east and 
along the western boundary and a single soprano 
pipistrelle in the east of the site. 

Static Surveys (Figure 1) 

4.13 The following details the results of static monitoring of bat activity, with Table 6 showing the full 
results. In this context, the term ‘registration’ refers to a unique sound file created over the course 
of a number of seconds. Based on this, one ‘registration’ does not necessarily refer to one bat 
(unlike the transect section above where the number of bats can often be visually identified), as 
one bat can create a number of registrations, for example a bat which is foraging in the area 
surrounding the microphone for a sustained period of time.  

4.14 Over the 2016 survey period, activity levels ranged from a maximum of 1148 registrations (in 
July) to a minimum of 228 in September) with an average of approximately 650/survey. Overall, 
nine species/species groups were recorded including (in order of abundance); common pipistrelle 
(with c.78%), Nyctalus sp. (c.12%), noctule (c.7%), soprano pipistrelle (c.3%), Myotis sp. (c.2%), 
pipistrelle sp., brown long-eared, nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii, an unknown species 
(the latter four species/species groups with less than c.1% of registrations).  

4.15 The static deployed in July along the mature tree line in the west of the site recorded the highest 
levels of activity with an average of 24.1 registrations per hour over the five day survey period. 
The majority of registrations were contributed by common pipistrelle bats making up c.92% of the 
total registrations, with the next most frequent registrations contributed by noctule bats (c.4%) 
and soprano pipistrelle (c.3%). 
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4.16 The lowest levels of activity were recorded in September along the central hedgerow that 

bisected the grassland in the east of the site. An average of 3.35 registrations per hour over the 
five night survey period was largely attributed to common pipistrelle contacts (c.58%) with noctule 
representing c.21% of total registrations and other Nyctalus sp. representing c.7% of total 
registrations. Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii was recorded on the September static unit 
with two registrations on the 14th September at 20:14 and 01:42. This activity made up less than 
1% of the units, and therefore total, static activity. 

4.17 Hourly average rates and total numbers of contacts were during the August survey were 
unremarkable. It was noted, however, that a relatively high proportion of the total August 
registrations were attributed to Nyctalus sp. (c.37%). This translated to a total of 213 
registrations; 151 of which being recorded during the final survey night. 



 

Table 6: Static Detector Survey Results 2016 
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5.0 DISCUSSION 

Trees 

5.1 Of the trees surveyed during ground based assessment and considered to provide some 
potential for roosting bats, only three (T6, T8, and T16) were expected to be potentially affected 
by the proposals and therefore required further survey. Aerial assessment was therefore carried 
out on moderate (T6 and T16) and high (T8) potential trees, during which closer inspection of the 
features of interest on trees T6 and T16 indicated that they were of negligible roosting potential 
so their potential was downgraded accordingly. A number of features present on T8 were still 
considered to be of high potential and three nocturnal surveys were therefore carried out. 

5.2 During the nocturnal surveys no roosts were identified and bat activity comprised occasional 
passes from common/abundant/widespread species only. Therefore as no roosts were 
discovered within T8 during the further surveys it is considered that the presence of roosting bats 
can be reasonably discounted.  Roosting bats are therefore not considered to be a constraint to 
operations. 

Mitigation/Enhancement 

5.3 As a result of the proposals a single trees considered to provide roosting potential for bats (T8) is 
to be lost as part of proposals and as good practice it is recommended that it is removed under 
good practice. This will comprise:  

• Felling of trees in 1.5m sections and lowering to ground of timber. 

• Checking of cavities as works proceed by contractor.  

• Timber left on site for 24 hours before removal or chipping. 

• In the event any bat evidence is recorded during the above, works should cease and a 
licenced bat ecologist contacted 

• Should felling operations be carried out after September 2017, it is recommended that a pre-
felling dawn survey is undertaken by suitably experienced ecologists to ensure no bats have 
established a roost in the interim. 

5.4 In the case of trees T25, T27, T34 and T35, given their moderate or high potential due to the 
presence of deeper and more significant features, it was considered that the presence of roosting 
bats cannot be fully discounted. However, these trees are to be retained and buffered as part of 
proposals and it is considered that they will therefore remain unaffected, so no further action is 
required. However in such a circumstance that removal or significant remedial works are required 
to trees T25, T27, T34 and/or T35, additional survey work will be required. 

5.5 Overall the trees within the survey area are considered to represent only Local value for bats in 
area. As an enhancement opportunity, it is recommended that that a range of suitable bat boxes 
be placed around the site on retained semi-mature/mature trees where possible. Ideally a mix of 
boxes should be used to match different species requirements. Boxes should be placed on 
mature trees within the Country Park. The following boxes are suggested: 

• Schwegler 2F boxes, good for smaller British bats such as common pipistrelle. 

• Schwegler 1FF, good for a wide range of bat species. 
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• Schwegler 2FN boxes, good for both smaller bat species and attracting larger species such as 

Leisler’s. 

5.6 Further specifications can be provided upon request and any advice required in identifying 
suitable semi-mature or mature trees for placing these boxes, this can be provided by FPCR. 

Activity Survey Assessment  

5.7 During the transects conducted in 2016, relatively low consistent levels of bat activity were 
recorded with only 13 or 14 contacts per survey occasion. Surveys indicate that the activity was 
generally consistent across the survey area with areas of peak activity recorded in association 
with the mature tree line along the western site boundary across all three survey occasions with 
other peaks recorded in association with woodland edge and hedgerow habitats in the north of 
the site and above scattered scrub and semi-improved grassland in the central part of the site. 

5.8 In terms of species assemblage, five species/groups were recorded during transect survey 
comprising (in order of abundance); common pipistrelle, noctule, unidentified Myotis sp. and 
Nyctalus sp. and soprano pipistrelle. Given the findings it is considered likely that the species 
groups recorded for pipistrelle/Nyctalus likely comprise one of the species already known to be 
present i.e. common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and noctule (present during static analyses 
and in desktop data).  

5.9 The findings of the transect surveys seem to be broadly supported by those of the statics 
detectors, in terms of both species and peak activity. The statics recorded a total of nine 
species/species including; common pipistrelle (with c.78%), Nyctalus sp. (c.12%), noctule (c.7%), 
soprano pipistrelle (c.3%), Myotis sp. (c.2%), pipistrelle sp., brown long-eared, Nathusius’ 
pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii, an unknown species (all with less than c.1% of registrations). 

5.10 As per the transect surveys, the static surveys conducted in July within the mature tree line along 
the western boundary recorded the highest levels of activity than those placed along the internal 
hedgerows, particularly within the internal hedgerow in the eastern part of the site that bisects 
grassland field compartments. 

5.11 Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded in very small numbers (two registrations) on a single night of 
the September static detector surveys making up less than 1% of total activity. Nathusius’ 
pipistrelle are widespread but rare across the UK most commonly encountered on migration in 
late summer/autumn although some do remain all year and breed in the UK. The species is 
regularly recorded each year during the migration season and is being encountered on a regular 
basis by local bat groups participating in the National Nathusius’ pipistrelle project. The timing of 
this record on a single night suggests it is very likely that this was a migratory individual or small 
number of migratory individuals passing through the site whilst foraging in the area and is unlikely 
to affect the favourable conservation status given the large amount of similar habitat present 
around the site. 

5.12 Based on the findings of transect surveys, the mature tree line along the western boundary was 
considered to be of the greatest value for the local bat populations providing suitable foraging 
and commuting habitats. Grassland habitats were considered to provide the lowest value to bat 
species on site with very few contacts recorded here. Other habitats including the built 
environment and attenuation features recorded sporadic activity and are therefore considered to 
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be of limited value to foraging bats. Overall the data set gathered during 2016 surveys indicates 
that habitats within the survey area are considered to represent only local value for bats in area.  

5.13 Proposals are for hybrid planning permission for employment to comprise: in full; erection of two 
office buildings (Use Class B1(a)) with ancillary training and automotive testing facility (Use Class 
B2), security Gatehouse, and associated access road, car parking, landscaping and associated 
work; and in outline, with all matters reserved, up to 10,930 sq m of office floorspace with 
associated work. Given the low levels of activity recorded within the existing on-site habitats the 
loss of these areas is not expected to significantly impact local bat populations. Grassland 
habitats and young plantation woodland in the northern part of the site will be temporarily lost as 
part of proposals, however this area will be re-seeded with a species rich grassland mix and a 
corridor of wetland habitats will be created to connect suitable habitats in the west and east of the 
site.  

Mitigation/ Enhancement 

Planting and Habitat Creation 

5.14 The compensation for loss of the internal hedgerow comes in the form of suitable native 
landscape planting in association with boundary features in west of the site. Green infrastructure 
will include areas of woodland planting along the western boundary of the site that will reinforce 
the effectiveness of the linear feature where a peak of bat activity was regularly recorded by 
providing additional foraging opportunities for bat species. 

5.15 In the northern part of the site, additional planting will include species-rich grassland bordered by 
further areas of woodland planting and new waterbodies. This mosaic of habitats will provide 
additional habitats to a greater diversity of number of invertebrate prey for bats that will improve 
the overall foraging resources present on site. Furthermore, as areas of woodland planting 
mature, additional roosting opportunities will be provided in the long-term. Along the margins of 
proposed waterbodies, it is recommended that species rich, wetland planting is utilised to provide 
further opportunities to a greater diversity of invertebrate prey species. 

Lighting 

5.16 In addition, where lighting impacts cannot be off-set by planting, lighting of the site should be 
implemented under good practice accordance and existing guidelines to minimise impacts arising 
from light disturbance. (BCT, 2016) Given the proximity of the proposed development to the 
western boundary tree line, it is important to ensure that this feature is subject to minimal 
illumination to retain its value as a commuting and foraging route for the local bat populations.  

5.17 Under the current lighting proposals, only a small section of the tree line will be subject to lighting 
above 1 lumen, up to a maximum of 2.5 lumens (see drawing CPW-16262-E-EX-600-P4, 
(22.05.17)). As no roosts were present within this illuminated area, and given its small area in 
relation to the remainder of the retained mature tree line, the impacts associated with lighting are 
expected to be minimal. Furthermore, given the size area to be illuminated, the width of the 
mature tree line and the bat species recorded during surveys, it is considered extremely unlikely 
that the lighting scheme will significantly reduce the overall suitability of this connective habitat. 
Additional recommended measures to avoid the light spill of retained or newly created habitats 
include the following: 
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• The use of low level and / or hooded lamps to minimise light-spill; 

• Application of low-intensity (sodium lamps or similar) lighting, where possible; 

• Strategic planting or landscaping to shield sensitive areas. 

Summary 

5.18 The strategic implementation of these measures is considered sufficient to ensure that impacts 
upon foraging and commuting habitat used by the local bat population is negligible. In addition, 
due to the nature of some of the planting proposals, notably in the south of the site, the 
landscape works may in the long-term increase the value of these compartments with enhanced 
long-term foraging/connectivity opportunities resulting from the proposals.  

 

















Appendix A: Detailed Tree Survey Results 

Tree ref Tree 
Species 

Features and aspects 

Potential 
for 
roosting 
Bats 
initial 
survey 

Potential for 
roosting bats 
following aerial 
assessment 

Evidence 

North South East West 

T5 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur 

Branch tear out at multiple aspects at 6m high Low N/A None 

T6 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur 

  Branch tear out at 
10m (SW)     Moderate Negligible None 

T8 
Ash 
Fraxinus 
excelsior 

  

Broken end branch 
at 8m, Woodpecker 
hole at 12m (SW), 
Branch tear out at 
10m, Natural knot 
hole at 5m, Crack 
in bark at 3m 

Natural knot hole 
at 6m, Branch tear 
out at 5m, Natural 
knot hole at 2m 

Branch tear out at 
2m, Woodpecker 
ole at 5m 

High High None 

T16 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur   

Natural knot hole at 
3m (SE) Split in back at 3m  Split in back at 4m  Moderate Negligible None 

T27 Alder Alnus 
glutinosa 

Natural knot hole 
at 4m (NE)       High N/A N/A 

T25 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur   

Branch tear out at 
2m (SE)     Moderate N/A N/A 



Tree ref Tree 
Species 

Features and aspects 

Potential 
for 
roosting 
Bats 
initial 
survey 

Potential for 
roosting bats 
following aerial 
assessment 

Evidence 

North South East West 

T34 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur   

Wooden bat box at 
9m, branch tear out 
at 4m (SE), 
woodpecker hole at 
5m (SE)     Moderate N/A N/A 

T35 
English Oak 
Quercus 
robur 

Knot hole/cavity 
(from pruning) at 
7m (NW)   Split in bark at 8m   Moderate N/A N/A 



Appendix B: Nocturnal Tree Survey Results  

Table 1: Emergence survey results 15.08.2016 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

1 20:52 Pipistrelle 
sp. Pass Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

2 21:00 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Hedgerow 2 

Flying 
south-

eastwards 
across tree 

3 21:01 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

4 21:03 Unknown Pass Hedgerow 1 

Flying 
westwards 

across north 
of tree 

5 21:10 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 2 

Flying 
south-

eastwards 
across tree 

6 21:11 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

7 21:13 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Pass 1 Non-visual 

8 21:15 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Grassland 4 

Circling 
above 

grassland 
habitat 

9 21:22 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 6 

Flying 
south-

eastwards 
across tree 

10 21:23 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

11 21:30 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 5 Non-visual 

12 21:39 

Common 
pipistrelle 

& 
Soprano 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Mature 
tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

13 21:44 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 4 Non-visual 



Contact 
ref no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes Description 
(visual/ 

14 21:48 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

15 21:49 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Hedgerow 4 Non-visual 

16 21:51 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple Non-visual 

17 21:51 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple Non-visual 

18 21:56 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow Multiple Non-visual 

19 22:03 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

20 22:07 
Brown 
long 

eared 
Foraging Mature 

tree 1 Non-visual 

21 22:07 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Mature 

tree Continuous Non-visual 

22 22:07 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow Multiple Non-visual 

23 22:09 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

24 22:18 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

Table 2: Emergence survey results 30.08.2016 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

1 20:22 Noctule Commuting Mature 
tree 2 

Flying 
southwards 
to west of 

tree 

2 20:25 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

3 20:28 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Mature 

tree 3 Non-visual 

4 20:35 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree 2 Non-visual 

5 20:36 Common 
pipistrelle Pass Mature 

tree 1 Non-visual 

6 20:37 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

7 20:39 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hedgerow 4 

Flying 
eastwards 
to north of 

tree 



Contact 
ref no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes Description 
(visual/ 

8 20:53 Pipistrelle 
sp. Social Mature 

tree 1 Non-visual 

9 21:06 

Soprano 
pipistrelle 

& 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Mature 
tree 1 & 1 Non-visual 

10 21:08 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

11 21:15 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

12 21:16 

Soprano 
pipistrelle 

& 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Mature 
tree 3 & 3 Non-visual 

13 21:22 Common 
pipistrelle Pass Mature 

tree 1 Non-visual 

14 21:27 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

tree Multiple 

Circling 
around 
south of 

mature tree 

15 21:27 

Soprano 
pipistrelle 

& 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Mature 
tree 2 & 4 Non-visual 

Table 3: Emergence survey results 12.09.2016 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

1 05:09 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Mature 

treeline Continuous Along 
hedgerow 

2 05:18 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Multiple 

Circling 
south of 

treeline to 
west of tree 

3 05:26 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Continuous Non-visual 

4 05:28 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Continuous Non-visual 

5 05:33 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Multiple Non-visual 



Contact 
ref no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes Description 
(visual/ 

6 05:44 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Mature 

treeline Continuous Non-visual 

7 05:49 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Multiple Non-visual 

8 05:54 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Multiple Non-visual 

9 05:59 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline Multiple Non-visual 

10 06:02 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline 6 
Foraging in 
front of the 

tree 

11 06:03 Soprano 
pipistrelle Foraging Mature 

treeline 2 Non-visual 

 

 

 

 



Appendix C: Transect Survey Results 

Table 1: July Transect Survey Results 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

Pc1 21:18 - 
21:23 No activity recorded 

Pc2 21:32 - 
21:37 No activity recorded 

Pc3 21:43 - 
21:48 No activity recorded 

Pc4 21:53 - 
21:58 

21:54 - 
Noctule Commuting Grassland / 

Treeline 1 Non-visual 

Pc5 22:00 - 
22:05 No activity recorded 

1 22:08 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Dense scrub 

/ Treeline 2 Non-visual 

Pc6 22:12 - 
22:17 No activity recorded 

2 22:20 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Hardstanding 

/ Buildings 2 Non-visual 

Pc7 22:21 - 
22:26 

22:21 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Hardstanding 
/ Buildings 1 Non-visual 

22:23 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Hardstanding 
/ Buildings Continuous Non-visual 

Pc8 22:29 - 
22:34 No activity recorded 

3 22:35 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Hardstanding 

/ Buildings 2 Non-visual 

4 22:39 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Grassland / 

Tree line 1 Non-visual 

PC9 22:39 - 
22:44 

22:40 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Grassland / 
Tree line 1 Non-visual 

PC10 22:48 - 
22:53 No activity recorded 

PC11 23:01 - 
23:06 

23:04 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Grassland / 
Tree line 1 Non-visual 

5 23:11 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Grassland / 

Tree line 1 Non-visual 

Pc12 23:13 - 
23:18 

23:14 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Treeline 1 Non-visual 



Table 2: August Transect Survey Results 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

Pc12 
20:54 

- 
20:59 

No activity recorded 

1 20:02 Noctule Foraging Tree line 2 

Flying 
westward 

over mature 
trees 

Pc11 
21:04 

- 
21:09 

21:04 - 
Noctule Identified at analysis stage only 

2 21:11 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Tree line 1 Non-visual 

Pc10 
21:15 

- 
21:20 

No activity recorded 

3 21:20 Noctule Foraging Grassland 

Multiple 
(seen at 
analysis 
stage) 

Slow, 
circling 

flightpath 
observed 

over 
grassland 

Pc9 (4) 
21:24 

- 
21:29 

21:26 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Tree line 4 

Foraging 
around the 
canopy of 

mature 
trees 

5 21:31 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging Tree line 

Multiple 
(seen at 
analysis 
stage) 

Foraging 
between 
mature 

trees and 
buildings 

Pc8 
21:34 

- 
21:39 

21:36 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Car park / 
hedgerow 1 Non-visual 

6 21:42 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Car park 1 Non-visual 

Pc7 
21:42 

- 
21:47 

No activity recorded 

Pc6 
21:48 

- 
21:53 

No activity recorded 

7 21:58 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Grassland 1 Non-visual 

Pc5 
21:59 

- 
22:04 

No activity recorded 

Pc4 
22:06 

- 
22:11 

No activity recorded 

PC3 
22:22 

- 
22:27 

No activity recorded 



Contact 
ref no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes Description 
(visual/ 

8 22:31 Nyctalus Commuting Grassland 1 Non-visual 

9 22:32 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Grassland 1 Non-visual 

Pc2 
22:34 

- 
22:39 

No activity recorded 

Pc1 
22:49 

- 
22:54 

22:51 - 
Myotis Commuting Grassland 1 Non-visual 

22:51 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Grassland 5 Non-visual 

Table 3: September Transect Survey Results 

Contact 
ref no. 

or point 
count 

no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes 
Description 

(visual/ 
non-visual) 

Pc1 19:32 - 
19:37 No activity recorded 

Pc2 19:45 - 
19:50 

19:49 - 
Noctule Commuting Mown 

grassland 1 Flying high 
over site 

1 19:52 
Common 
pipistrelle 

x 2 
Foraging Hedgerow Multiple Along 

hedgerow 

Pc3 19:55 - 
20:00 No activity recorded 

Pc4 20:05 - 
20:10 

20:09 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Mown 
grassland 1 Non-visual 

2 20:11 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Mown 

grassland 1 Non-visual 

Pc5 20:13 - 
20:18 

20:16 - 
Myotis 

sp. 
Commuting Mown 

grassland 1 Non-visual 

20:18 - 
Soprano 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Mown 
grassland 1 Non-visual 

3 20:23 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Pond 1 Non-visual 

Pc6 20:25 - 
20:30 

20:29 - 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting Pond 1 
Flying 

eastwards 
over pond 

Pc7 20:34 - 
20:39 No activity recorded 

Pc8 20:47 - 
20:52 

20:49 - 
Noctule Commuting Edge of 

car park 1 Non-visual 

4 20:56 Common 
pipistrelle Foraging 

SI 
grassland 

Field 
2 Non-visual 

PC9 20:59 - 
21:04 

20:59 
Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging 
SI 

grassland 
Field 

Multiple Non-visual 



Contact 
ref no. 

Time Species Behaviour Habitat Passes Description 
(visual/ 

PC10 21:13 - 
21:18 No activity recorded 

5 21:21 Common 
pipistrelle Commuting Grassland 

/ Tree line 1 Non-visual 

Pc11 21:23 - 
21:28 Myotis Commuting Grassland 

/ Tree line 1 Non-visual 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report has been prepared by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd on behalf of IM Properties 
PLC and provides details of great crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus surveys undertaken on 
Fore Business Park, Solihull in 2016. 

Site Location and Context 

1.2 The site is located south of Solihull centred on grid reference SP 146 761 (see Figure 1). The site 
is bordered by the M42 to the east and existing Fore Business Park units and the A34 to the 
south. A large superstore and associated business and an area of damp woodland  are present 
adjacent the western boundary leading onto extensive residential development Existing 
residential properties and a golf course are located north of the site boundary. In the wider 
environment, the urban landscape continues to the north west of the site and includes the town of 
Solihull whilst the landscape to the east and south (over the M42) comprises farmland and 
woodland. 

Development Proposals 

1.3 Proposals are for hybrid planning permission for employment to comprise: in full; erection of two 
office buildings (Use Class B1(a)) with ancillary training and automotive testing facility (Use Class 
B2), security Gatehouse, and associated access road, car parking, landscaping and associated 
work; and in outline, with all matters reserved, up to 10,930 sq m of office floorspace with 
associated work. 

 

2.0 LEGISLATION 

2.1 GCN are afforded full legal protection under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) and the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

2.2 Under Regulation 41 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) it is illegal to: 

• Deliberately capture, injure or kill any wild animal of a European Protected Species (EPS), 

• Deliberately disturb wild animals of an EPS (affecting ability to survive, breed or rear young) – 
disturbance of animals includes in particular any disturbance which is likely to impair their 
ability to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young, 

• Deliberately disturb wild animals of an EPS (impairing ability to migrate or hibernate)   
disturbance of animals includes in particular any disturbance which is likely to impair their 
ability in the case of hibernating or migratory species to hibernate or migrate, 

• Deliberately disturb wild animals of an EPS (affecting local distribution and abundance) –
disturbance of animals includes in particular any disturbance which is likely to affect 
significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which they belong, 

• Deliberately disturb wild animals of an EPS (whilst occupying a structure of place used for 
shelter or protection) – intentionally or recklessly disturb any wild animal while it is occupying 
a structure or place which it uses for shelter or protection, 
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• Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of a wild animal an EPS. 

2.3 Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) it is illegal to: 

• Recklessly or intentionally kill, injures or take any wild animals included in Schedule 5. 

• Recklessly or intentionally damage or destroy, or obstruct access to any structure or place 
which any wild animal included in Schedule 5 uses for shelter or protection, 

• Recklessly or intentionally disturb any such wild animal while it is occupying a structure or 
place which it uses for shelter or protection. 

 

3.0 METHODOLOGY 

Desk Study 

3.1 In order to compile existing baseline information, relevant ecological information was requested 
from the following sources:- 

• Warwickshire Biological Records Centre (WBRC) 

3.2 Further inspection, using colour 1:25,000 OS base maps (www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk) and aerial 
photographs from Google Earth (www.maps.google.co.uk), was also undertaken in order to 
provide additional context and identify any features of potential importance for GCN in the wider 
countryside. 

Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) 

3.3 An assessment was made to determine the suitability of each pond within the search area for 
GCNs using the HSI methodology, as developed by Oldham et al (2000). The HSI provides a 
measure of the likely suitability of a waterbody for supporting great crested newts. This 
methodology assesses ponds against ten pre-determined criteria, producing a score that 
indicates suitability for GCN occupation. Generally, waterbodies with a higher score are more 
likely to support GCN than those with a lower score and there is a positive correlation between 
HSI scores and water bodies with newts recorded. Ten separate attributes are assessed for each 
pond:  

• Location (Area A, B or C within the UK); 

• Pond Area (size in metres²); 

• Permanence (how many times it may dry out in a decade); 

• Water quality (invertebrate diversity); 

• Shade (percentage of a waterbodies perimeter shaded); 

• Fowl (impact of waterfowl if present); 

• Fish (impact of fish if present); 

• Pond Count (density of ponds within 1km) 

• Terrestrial Habitat (quality of surrounding habitat); and 



Great Crested Newt Report- 

 

J:\7200\7294\ECO\GCN\7294 GCN report.docx 

fpcr

5

• Macrophytes (percentage of surface area occupied). 

3.4 A score is assigned according to the most appropriate criteria level set within each attribute and 
total score calculated of between 0 and 1. Pond suitability is then determined according to the 
following scale. 

Table 1: HSI Score Scale 

HSI score Pond Suitability 

<0.5 Poor 

0.5 - 0.59 Below average 

0.6 – 0.69 Average 

0.7 – 0.79 Good 

>0.8 Excellent 

Aquatic Surveys 

3.5 A total of nine waterbodies were assessed for connectivity to the site and subsequently surveyed 
following the methods recommended by Natural England as detailed in the Great Crested Newt 
Mitigation Guidelines (English Nature, 2001) where appropriate. To determine the presence or 
absence of great crested newts, four individual survey visits were performed with two of these 
within the ‘peak’ GCN aquatic survey season (mid-April to mid-May).  In the event the presence 
of GCN was confirmed a further two surveys would be undertaken (with half of the surveys within 
the ‘peak’ survey period).  These additional surveys allow population size-class assessments to 
be undertaken. Appropriately licensed ecologists from FPCR completed all of these surveys 
during suitable conditions i.e. when the ambient air temperature exceeded 5oC, with little/no wind 
and no rain. Survey conditions for each occasion are detailed in Table 2. 

Table 2: Survey Conditions 

Survey Date 

Survey Conditions 

Wind Rain 

Evening temp (°C) Morning temp (°C) 

Air pm Water 
pm Air am Water am 

02/05/2016 1 0 12 13 13 11 
10/05/2016 0 1 16 11 15 11 
17/05/2016 0 2 15 11 12 10 
19/05/2016 1 1 16 11 14 11 

3.6 On each survey occasion, three of a possible four different techniques (egg search, sweep net, 
bottle-trap and torch) were used where possible. A summary of each is provided below: 

Bottle Trapping 

3.7 Bottle traps were set within the waterbody in the evening at densities of one trap per two metres 
of shoreline (where feasible) and left overnight for inspection in the morning. Traps were partially 
submerged in the water leaving an air bubble in the bottle and secured by a cane marked with a 
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high visibility tape to ensure relocation the following day. Care was taken to ensure that trapping 
did not occur during excessively warm weather, when the temperature inside the trap could rise 
considerably, reducing oxygen levels and potentially suffocating the newts. 

Sweep Netting 

3.8 Long handled sweep-nets were used to sample the margins of the pond for GCNs, with 
approximately 15 minutes of netting per 50m of shoreline. 

Torch Light Survey 

3.9 Torching involved searching the waterbody after dusk using high-powered torches to scan the 
margins and potential display areas for newts. The perimeter of the pond was walked slowly to 
record any newts observed. Torch surveys are unsuitable within heavily vegetated and/or turbid 
ponds or after periods of heavy rain as visibility is diminished. 

Egg Searching 

3.10 Newts lay single eggs on leaves of aquatic plants or other suitable pliable material, after which 
the material is folded over the egg to protect it. GCN eggs can be distinguished from those of the 
other newts by their size, shape and colour. Submerged vegetation was examined for newt eggs 
and folded leaves gently opened to check for eggs. If a GCN egg had been identified, no further 
leaves would have been examined thereby minimising any further potential disturbance. 

Survey Limitations 

3.11 Pond 9 was dry so no surveys were undertaken on this pond. Pond 5 could not be bottle-trapped 
due to the water levels being too shallow however, all other measures were undertaken where 
appropriate.  On survey occasions 17/05/2016 and 19/05/2016 water levels had dropped too low 
in P3 to allow for effective bottle trapping. Therefore only netting and torching could be conducted 
on these occasions, egg searching could not be undertaken due to lack of aquatic and marginal 
vegetation.  It is considered, however, that the above limitations are minor and had no impact 
upon the overall survey findings or subsequent assessment. 
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4.0 RESULTS 

Desk Study 

4.1 Full details of the desk study are provided in the separate ecological appraisal. In summary four 
records of GCN were located within 1km of the site boundary. Records of smooth newt 
Lissotriton vulgaris, common toad Bufo bufo and common frog Rana temporaria were also 
located within 1km of the site boundary. 

Pond Descriptions 

Pond 1 

4.2 P1 (SP 1457 7641) was one of four off-site ponds located north of the site boundary (photograph 
1). It measured approximately 30 metres by 40 metres with bankside scrub and steep banks 
restricting access. The pond was over-shaded by surrounding woodland and was dominated with 
bulrush Typha latifolia in the centre with open water at the margins, particularly at the south east 
side of the pond. There was an inflow/outflow present at the southern end of the pond 
(photograph 2). 

       

Photograph 1: Pond 1                                       Photograph 2: Inflow/outflow at south end 

Pond 2 

4.3 P2 (SP 1459 7643) was one of the off-site ponds located north of the site boundary (photograph 
3). It measured approximately 20 metres by 35 metres and consisted of two shallow depressions 
linked via a narrow channel approximately 1-2m wide (photograph 4). One of the depressions 
was dry whilst the other held approximately 10cm of water. There was no marginal or aquatic 
vegetation present and the pond bed consisted of leaf litter and debris. The surrounding ground 
flora comprised of scarce scrub and trees, the pond was completely over-shaded. 

      

Photograph 3: Pond 2                                          Photograph 4: Channel linking P2 with dry depression 
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Pond 3 

4.4 P3 (SP 1455 7639) was one of the off-site ponds located north of the site boundary, it measured 
approximately 5 metres by 5 metres and was a shallow depression over -shaded by woodland 
with no aquatic vegetation present (photograph 5). The ground flora comprised scarce scrub and 
ruderal species and the pond had dried by the beginning of August (photograph 6). 

       

Photograph 5: Pond 3                                           Photograph 6: Pond 3 August 

Pond 4 

4.5 P4 (SP 1463 7641) was one of the four off-site ponds located north of the site boundary. It was 
created in 2012 as an open water storage facility for drainage overflow as part of planning 
proposals for residential development (ref: PL/2011/02469/FULM) permitted by Solihull 
Metropolitan Borough Council. The pond was lined, shallow and dominated by duckweed 
(photograph 7). The pond measured approximately 3 metres by 3 metres and was immediately 
surrounded by mown/managed amenity grassland. 

 

Photograph 7: Pond 4 

Pond 5 

4.6 P5 (SP 1464 7605) was dominated by bulrush and great willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 
(photograph 8). It measured approximately 40 metres by 3 metres and was very shallow.  The 
south side of the pond was over-shaded by immature goat willow Salix caprea and crack willow 
S. fragilis and the ground flora comprised mostly unmanaged grassland. 
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Photograph 8: Pond 5 

Pond 6 

4.7 P6 (SP 1466 7600) measured approximately 25 metres by 15 metres and comprised open water 
surrounded by dense scrub dominated by goat willow (photograph 9). Marginal and aquatic 
species comprised purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria, soft-rush Juncus effusus, compact rush J. 
conglomeratus, hard rush J. inflexus and Cyperus sedge Carex pseudocyperus, the east side of 
the pond comprised common reedmace and tufted hair-grass Deschampsia cespitosa. P6 was 
connected to P7 by reed beds. 

 

Photograph 9: Pond 6 

Pond 7 

4.8 P7 (SP 1464 7596) measured approximately 20 metres by 15 metres it comprised open water 
dominated by common reedmace, tufted hair-grass and bur reed Sparganium species 
(photograph 10). Marginal vegetation comprised soft-rush, water figwort and purple loosestrife 
and the pond was surrounded by dense scrub.  
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Photograph 10: Pond 7 

Pond 8 

4.9 P8 (SP 1462 7595) was dominated by vegetation with little open water (photograph 11). It 
measured approximately 10 metres by 5 metres and vegetation comprised bulrush, purple 
loosestrife, Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera with bur reed and tufted hair-grass was also 
present at the margins whilst the sides of the ponds were dominated by dense goat willow. 

 

Photograph 11: Pond 8 

Pond 9 

4.10 P9 (SP 1461 7606) an attenuation pond which was ephemeral in nature, only supporting shallow 
standing water during very wet periods (photograph 12). Marginal vegetation was restricted to 
hard rush. An outflow was present on the south east side of the depression. The banks slope 
upwards to rabbit-grazed/mown grassland with the surrounding terrestrial vegetation consisting of 
scattered scrub. 
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Photograph 12: Pond 9 

Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) Assessment 

4.11 Table 3 provides a summary of the HSI assessment for each of the ponds. Detailed HSI results 
are provided in Appendix A. 

Table 3: HSI Scores for Ponds P1-9 

Pond  HSI Score Predicted Presence HSI Category 

1 0.78 79% Good 
2 0.65 55% Average 
3 0.6 55% Average 
4 0.49 3% Poor 
5 0.72 79% Good 
6 0.77 79% Good 
7 0.8 79% Good 
8 0.76 79% Good 
9 0.41 3% Dry 

Aquatic Surveys 

4.12 Aquatic surveys were undertaken on all ponds except P4 in May 2016.  Pond 4 was a small 
waterbody formed as an open water storage facility associated with a relatively-recent 
development to the north.  The HSI assessment (full details below) resulted in a ‘poor’ score for 
this as a result of the absence of aquatic vegetation, its likely ephemeral nature and it’s very 
small water surface area and depth, as such, no aquatic surveys were undertaken. 

4.13 No great crested newts were recorded during the surveys (Table 4). Other amphibian species 
found during surveys included smooth newts with a peak count of 35 on 10th May. Smooth newts 
were also found in ponds 2, 3, 6 and 7, common toads were found in ponds 1 and 6 and a 
common frog in pond 6. Full survey results can be found in Appendix B. 
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Table 4: Summary of Aquatic Survey Results 

Pond 
Number 

Survey 
Date 

Peak Count Egg 
Search 

(G,S,T,F) GCN Smooth Palmate Toad Frog 

1 

02/05/2016 - - - - - None 

10/05/2016 - 35 - 1 - None 

17/05/2016 - 4 - - - None 

19/05/2016 - 4 - - - None 

2 

02/05/2016 - - - - - None 

10/05/2016 - 1 - - - None 

17/05/2016 - 1 - - - None 

19/05/2016 - 1 - - - None 

3 

02/05/2016 - - - - - None 

10/05/2016 - 3 - - - None 

17/05/2016 - - - - - None 

19/05/2016 - - - - - None 

4 Not surveyed 

5 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion 

6 

02/05/2016 - 2 - 2 - None 

10/05/2016 - 2 - - - None 

17/05/2016 - 2 - - 1 None 

19/05/2016 - 1 - - - None 

7 

02/05/2016 - - - - - None 

10/05/2016 - 1 - - - None 

17/05/2016 - - - - - None 

19/05/2016 - - - - - None 

8 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion 

9 Not surveyed as dry 
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5.0 DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Surveys carried out in 2016 confirmed the absence of great crested newts from the on-site and 
off-site waterbodies surveyed with the survey effort considered suitable to provide an accurate 
determination of the presence/absence of newts in associated with the proposals. All surveys 
were conducted in May with half within the peak period as per the guidelines. 

5.2 Records of GCN have been recorded to the south-west of the site but it is isolated by a main road 
which is considered to provide a major barrier to dispersal and it is therefore considered highly 
unlikely that GCN would be able to disperse onto site (this is verified by the absence of any GCN 
within the on-site waterbodies, some of which resulted in ‘Excellent’ HSI scores. 

5.3 It is therefore considered that GCN are not utilising the areas of on-site habitat (aquatic or 
terrestrial) suitable for this species and that this species does therefore not pose a statutory 
constraint to the proposals. 

Other Amphibians 

5.4 All common amphibian species are protected from sale by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended).  

5.5 A small population of smooth newts Lissotriton vulgaris were recorded in association with offsite 
ponds P1, P2, and P3. As these ponds are all located outside of the site boundary, they will be 
unaffected by development and no direct impacts on aquatic habitat for this species are 
anticipated.  

5.6 A small population of smooth newts were recorded in P6 and P7.  

5.7 In addition 2 common toads and a common frog were recorded in P6. Common toad is listed as a 
Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006.  

All on site ponds were isolated from offsite aquatic habitat to the south west by main roads 
creating a major barrier to dispersal and is considered highly unlikely that offsite amphibian 
populations would be able to utilise this habitat. 
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APPENDIX A – HSI SCORES 
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1 A 1 600 1 Never 0.9 Poor 0.3 30 1 Minor 0.7 possible 0.7 8 0.89 Good 1 40 0.7 0.78 Good 79% 

2 A 1 1250 0.9 Rarely 1 Poor 0.3 90 0.4 Minor 0.7 possible 0.7 8 0.89 Good 1 0 0.3 0.65 Average 55% 

3 A 1 250 0.5 Sometimes 0.5 Poor 0.3 90 0.4 Absent 1 possible 0.7 8 0.89 Good 1 0 0.3 0.6 Average 55% 

4 A 1 9 0.05 Sometimes 0.5 Poor 0.33 0 1 Absent 1 Absent 1 8 0.89 Poor 0.3 100 0.8 0.49 Poor 0.2% 

5 A 1 80 0.1 Rarely 1 Good 1 10 1 Absent 1 Absent 1 8 0.89 Good 1 90 0.9 0.72 Good 79% 

6 A 1 600 1 Never 0.9 Good 1 20 1 Minor 0.7 Minor 0.3 8 0.89 Good 1 10 0.4 0.78 Good 79% 

7 A 1 500 1 Never 0.9 Good 1 5 1 Minor 0.7 Minor 0.3 8 0.89 Good 1 30 0.6 0.8 Good 79% 

8 A 1 200 0.4 Rarely 1 Good 1 10 1 Minor 0.7 Minor 0.3 8 0.89 Good 1 50 0.8 0.76 Good 79% 

9 A 1 25 0.05 Annually 0.1 Poor 0.3 0 1 Absent 1 Absent 1 8 0.89 Poor 0.3 3 0.3 0.41 Poor 3% 
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APPENDIX B – AQUATIC SURVEY RESULTS 

Pond 
Number 

Methodology 
Employed 

Survey Date 
Evening 
air temp 

Highest count  
 
 

Egg Search 
(G,S,T,F) GCN Smooth Palmate Toad Frog 

Num Eggs Num Eggs Num Eggs Num eggs Num eggs 

1 
 

B,T,E 02/05/2016 12° - - - - - - - - - - 
None 

B,T,E 10/05/2016 16° - - 35 - - - 1 - - - 
None 

B,T,E 17/05/2016 15° - - 4 - - - - - - - None 

B,T,E 19/05/2016 16° - - 4 - - - - - - - None 

2 

B,T,E 02/05/2016 12° - - - - - - - - - - None 

B,T,E 10/05/2016 16° - - 1 - - - - - - - None 

B,T,E 17/05/2016 14° - - 1 - - - - - - - None 

B,T,E 19/05/2016 16° - - 1 - - - - - - - None 

3 

B,T,E 02/05/2016 12° - - - - - - - - - - None 

B,T,E 10/05/2016 16° - - 3 - - - - - - - None 

N,T,E 17/05/2016 15° - - - - - - - - - - None 

N,T,E 19/05/2016 16° - - - - - - - - - - None 

4 Not surveyed 

5 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion 

6 

B,T,E 02/05/2016 - - 2 - - - - - - -  None 

B,N,E 10/05/2016 - - 2 - - - - - 1 -  None 

B,T,E 17/05/2016 - - 1 - - - - - - -  None 

B,T,E 19/05/2016 - - 2 - - - 2 - - -  None 

7 
B,T,E 02/05/2016 - - 1 - - - - - - -  None 

B,N,E 10/05/2016 - - - - - - - - - -  None 



Great Crested Newt Report 

 

 

 

Document2 

 

fpcr 

Methodology employed: B-Bottle trapping, T-Torching, E-Egg search, N-Netting. 

 

B,N,E 17/05/2016 - - - - - - - - - -  None 

B,T,E 19/05/2016 - - - - - - - - - -  None 

8 No amphibians recorded on any survey occasion     - - - - - 

9 Pond dry     - - - - - 



Appendix D: E-mail Correspondence with the Warwickshire Local Wildlife 
Sites Panel  
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Tim J. Meakin

From: Jonathan Bowley <bowley@tesco.net>
Sent: 12 September 2016 10:29
To: Tim J. Meakin
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park - LWS Assessment 24.08.16

Hi Tim 
 
Many thanks for these, a very fair assessment I think of what we discussed on site. 
 
Just a few points which I think ought to be made: 
 

1)      The country park would be designated as a LWS in its own right regardless of any future development on 
the old LWS – it is not a mitigation option for the loss of this. 

2)      The original LWS was primarily designated because it contained areas of moderately species-rich semi-
natural and semi-improved grassland, since lost due to the lack of management. However with a suitable 
mowing regime in place it could partly recover. Its status as a buffer is an important secondary element. I’m 
sorry if I did not make this clear at the time. 

3)      Any future mowing regime on the country park should also include of course the removal of the aftermath 
from site. 

 
I hope this is of some help. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Jon Bowley 
(Local Wildlife Sites Project)   
 
From: Tim J. Meakin [mailto:tim.meakin@fpcr.co.uk]  
Sent: 07 September 2016 19:36 
To: Jonathan Bowley (bowley@tesco.net) <bowley@tesco.net> 
Subject: Fore Business Park - LWS Assessment 24.08.16 
 
Dear Jon,  
 
Further to our site visit on 24th August 2016, please find below a bulleted summary of the discussions which were 
held during the day relating to LWS designations, baseline habitat conditions, habitat management opportunities 
and SSSI’s. I’d be grateful if you could spare a few minutes in order to review this and to let me know if you have any 
comments. This will be a used as a record of our discussions on site for both future discussions with the client and 
with SMBC. 
 
Existing LWS (Shuttecote Lane Meadows) present within the site 

•         It was acknowledged that the grassland habitat within the LWS has degraded further (since the previous 
assessment in 2011) and supports a greater dominance of rank MG1 Arrhenatherum elatius throughout with 
increasing spread of tall ruderal herb in from the boundaries.  

•         An area towards the northern extent of the grassland (either side of the dividing hedgerow) had previously 
been noted as supporting a greater diversity of herb species but is now very much dominated by coarse 
grasses. Only a few patches of Sanguisorba officinalis remain. 

•         It was discussed that the main reason for LWS designation was to provide a habitat buffer along the 
medieval lane which is also designated as a separate LWS – Porters Croft Pit Wood, Shelly Lane, Narro Lane 
and Shuttecotte Lane.  
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•         Discussions considered the context of the on-site LWS within the overall landownership boundary and site 
allocation boundary. The potential for removal of the LWS designation within the allocated 
site/development area in favour of formal LWS designation within the Country Park was discussed as an 
option and is to be recommended to the Panel. 

 
Porters Croft Pit Wood, Shelly Lane, Narro Lane and Shutecote Lane LWS (bounds the site to the north west) 

•         Whilst not discussed in detail, it was acknowledged that this LWS requires appropriate buffering from the 
built development and consideration to tree RPA’s. 

•         A degree of littering was observed. 
 
Monkspath Meadow SSSI 

•         An ‘over the fence’ observation of the grassland identified some dominance of coarse grasses to the north 
eastern extent of the SSSI with some establishing bramble scrub. Consideration to focus further 
management to control scrub and spread of coarse grass species. 

•         It was acknowledged that the SSSI has become more and more isolated from surrounding development 
(Tesco, Nottcuts and more recently a housing development). It was agreed that habitat connectivity from 
the site and through to the SSSI and wider network of designated sites should be sought to prevent further 
isolation. 

•         Development at Fore should be able to demonstrate no changes to hydrology within the SSSI and where 
possible seek to improve the hydrology. 

 
Habitats within Country Park 

•         It was acknowledged that the Country Park was subject to an extant management plan, however it wasn’t 
evident that the habitats had received any form of recent management.  

•         The vast majority of the grasslands away from the River Blythe SSSI were ubiquitous MG1 with little 
variation in the sward. 

•         Grassland supporting a greater species diversity is present along the Blythe corridor and at the very 
northern corner of the site where ground conditions are wetter. 

•         Significant willow and alder scrub encroachment was noted along the Blythe corridor leading to the drying 
and over shading of the grassland reducing its ecological value. Significant scrub also surrounds the existing 
attenuation ponds.  

•         An area within the centre of the Country Park has been previously seeded. 
•         Short term considerations to management: 

•         Appropriate scrub control within the Blythe corridor and surrounding the attenuation 
ponds.  

•         Trial area - mow grassland autumn 2016 and again 2017 to observe any benefit 
•         Future considerations for the Country Park could include: 

•         Opening up areas of the River 
•         Himalayan balsam control strategy  
•         Setting up of a ‘Friends of’ Fore and Blythe Valley Country Parks to encourage active role by 

local residents/employees of the business parks 
•         Consideration to the active involvement of Butterfly Conservation Warwickshire Branch 
•         Where ground conditions allow – consideration to the introduction of a green hay (MG4, 

MG5 grassland) from Monkspath SSSI in order to widen the availability of this resource, 
reducing its vulnerability within the local area and providing an additional resource for the 
fauna which are reliant upon it.  

 
Kind regards 
 
Tim Meakin BSc (Hons), ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

fpcr 
FPCR Environment and Design Ltd, Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH 
t: 01509 672772   m: 07581136635   www.fpcr.co.uk 
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Tim J. Meakin

From: Jonathan Bowley <bowley@tesco.net>
Sent: 12 September 2016 15:24
To: Tim J. Meakin
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park

Hi Tim  
   
I’ve spoken to Jenni Blakeman today and updated her on our visit to Fore BP. We agree that the whole of the 
present LWS (bar the northern triangle and hedge) should be recommended for deselection as a LWS, but that a 
wide buffer of green belt land should be left outside the present site allocation, between the development and the 
northern hedge to form a connection between the SSSI and the country park. This will be negotiated for by Solihull 
MBC planning department and does not really form part of my remit as LWS surveyor to comment upon or influence 
further. Jenni is also pleased that the country park will meet the criteria of a LWS.  
   
Kind regards  
Jon Bowley  
   
Local Wildlife Sites Project       
   
From: Tim J. Meakin [mailto:tim.meakin@fpcr.co.uk]  
Sent: 12 September 2016 10:56 
To: Jonathan Bowley <bowley@tesco.net> 
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park  
   
Hi Jon,  
   
Thanks for your email. I hope that you had a good time on holiday (and lots of opportunities for botanising).  
   
I am yet to forward the plan showing the proposed area for formal designation at Blythe Valley, however I aim to do 
this within the next week or so. I will get back to you on this once the client has had chance to review.  
   
In relation to Fore, have you had the opportunity to provide any feedback to Jenni Blakeman following the survey of 
the Country Park and re-assessment of the LWS?  
   
Kind regards  
   
Tim Meakin BSc (Hons), ACIEEM  
Senior Ecologist  
   

fpcr  
FPCR Environment and Design Ltd, Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH  
t: 01509 672772   m: 07581136635   www.fpcr.co.uk  
   
From: Jonathan Bowley [mailto:bowley@tesco.net]  
Sent: 12 September 2016 10:06 
To: Tim J. Meakin 
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park  
   
Hi Tim  
   
Sorry I have not been in touch – I have been away on leave for a week.  
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As regards your query, I think it would be necessary to recommend that the whole of the site up to the first 
hedgerow is denotified, leaving just the triangle which will be attached to the country park LWS. This is because the 
LWS needs a clearly defined visible boundary. However it is clear that the panel will not be happy with this 
arrangement due to the lack of connectivity with the SSSI and it is to be hoped that part of the mitigation for the 
loss of this LWS would be the addition of as wide a buffer strip as can be negotiated (with SMBC) which could fit into 
the proposed development without forcing the latter to intrude too much into the country park LWS. Would your 
client be happy with this proposal?  
   
I will try to get both Blythe Valley and Fore written up first, so they will be ready for the first panel meeting (date 
TBC, but can give you it nearer the time) which is typically held in the second half of November. We can then let you 
know the outcome immediately afterwards.  
   
Best wishes  
Jon Bowley  
   
Local Wildlife Sites Project  
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
From: Tim J. Meakin [mailto:tim.meakin@fpcr.co.uk]  
Sent: 05 September 2016 15:54 
To: Jonathan Bowley <bowley@tesco.net> 
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park  
   
Hi Jon,  
   
Many thanks for your email, that’s very helpful.  
   
Could you please clarify if you are to recommend to the Panel the removal of the LWS designation from the 
allocated site only or the allocated site and the area of LWS up to the first hedgerow (i.e. just leaving the triangular 
area within the LWS)?  
   
Could you please also provide me an indication of when the Panel tend to meet in order to discuss LWS 
designations?  
   
Kind regards  
   
Tim Meakin BSc (Hons), ACIEEM  
Senior Ecologist  
   

fpcr  
FPCR Environment and Design Ltd, Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH  
t: 01509 672772   m: 07581136635   www.fpcr.co.uk  
   
From: Jonathan Bowley [mailto:bowley@tesco.net]  
Sent: 01 September 2016 10:14 
To: Tim J. Meakin 
Subject: RE: Fore Business Park  
   
Hi Tim  
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The agreed area of the proposed country park at Fore will be written up as a report (LWS citation) during the winter 
and taken to the LWS panel. If it is accepted by the panel then both your client and SMBC will be notified and 
receive copies of it in due course (probably early in 2017). The existing LWS will also be written up as a short report 
and it will be recommended to panel that it has its status removed, with just a very small piece being left and 
attached to the new LWS. This small piece is composed of the small triangle of land between hedges (containing the 
Great Burnet) which is outside the planning site and a narrow corridor of land which will link this piece to Shuttecote 
Lane LWS and the SSSI. I must stress that no formal recommendation can be made to SMBC concerning this site until 
the panel meets.  
   
I hope this is satisfactory to your client.  
   
Best wishes  
Jon  
   
From: Tim J. Meakin [mailto:tim.meakin@fpcr.co.uk]  
Sent: 31 August 2016 10:56 
To: bowley@tesco.net; Jon Bowley (jonbowley@warwickshire.gov.uk) <jonbowley@warwickshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: Fore Business Park  
   
Hi Jon,  
   
Many thanks for attending Fore Business Park with me last week. I have been asked by my client if you are intending 
to prepare a report detailing the results of the survey which will be issued directly to SMBC? I have informed them 
that I didn’t think this was likely to be the case, but I said that I would check this with you.  
   
I intend to issue you with a further email which summarises our discussions we had on site.  
   
Kind regards  
   
Tim Meakin BSc (Hons), ACIEEM  
Senior Ecologist  
   

fpcr  
FPCR Environment and Design Ltd, Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH  
t: 01509 672772   m: 07581136635   www.fpcr.co.uk  
   

masterplanning ” environmental assessment ” landscape design ” urban design ” ecology ” architecture ” arboriculture  
   
Offices also at:  
Addlepool Business Centre, Clyst St George, Exeter EX3 0NR. t: 01392 874499  
Unit 8 Dunley Hill Court, Ranmore, Dorking RH5 6SX. t: 01483 282523  
   

FPCR Environment and Design Ltd is a private limited company, registered in England and Wales. Company No. 07128076.  Registered office: Lockington Hall, Lockington, Derby DE74 2RH. The 
contents of this message are confidential and are intended solely for the person or persons addressed. Any views, or opinions presented, are solely those of the author and do not necessarily 
represent those of FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. If you are not the addressed person, be advised that you have received this message in error and notify us immediately by telephone on +44 
(0)1509 672772, or reply by e-mail to the sender of this message - tim.meakin@fpcr.co.uk - GFI  



Appendix E: Biodiversity Offsetting Matrix  

 



v. 18.3 08/08/2014
Amendment from v18.2 only affects green roofs, for other habitats v18.2 still usable.
Please fill in both tables

KEY
No action required
Enter value
Drop-down menu
Calculation
Automatic lookup
Result

T. Note code Phase 1 habitat description
Habitat area 
(ha) Distinctiveness Score Condition Score Area (ha) Existing value Area (ha) Existing value Area (ha) Existing value

Direct Impacts and retained habitats A B C A x B x C = D E A x B x E = F G A x B x G = H
n/a Built Environment: Buildings/hardstanding 0.21 none 0 Poor 1 0.20 0.00 0.01 0.00
B6 Grassland: Poor semi-improved grassland 5.95 Medium-Low 3 Poor 1 3.66 10.98 0.36 1.08 1.93 5.79
A21 Woodland: Dense continuous scrub 0.78 Medium-Low 3 Moderate 2 0.78 4.68
C31 Other: Tall ruderal 0.06 Medium-Low 3 Poor 1 0.00 0.06 0.18
G1 Wetland: Standing water 0.22 High 6 Moderate 2 0.22 2.64
A111 Woodland: Broad-leaved semi-natural woodland 0.38 High 6 Moderate 2 0.38 4.56
A112 Woodland: Broad-leaved plantation 0.67 Medium 4 Poor 1 0.05 0.20 0.15 0.60 0.47 1.88
B22 Grassland: Semi-improved neutral grassland 1.27 Medium 4 Moderate 2 0.94 7.52 0.33 2.64
J12 Grassland: Amenity grassland 0.05 Low 2 Poor 1 0.00 0.05 0.10

other 1 n/a Built Environment: Buildings/hardstanding 2.06 none 0 Poor 1 2.06 0.00
oither 2 n/a Built Environment: Buildings/hardstanding 1.72 none 0 Poor 1 1.72 0.00

Total 13.37 Total 8.29 30.58 0.51 1.68 4.57 10.59
∑D + ∑F + ∑H

42.85
Indirect Negative Impacts Value of loss from indirect impacts
Including off site habitats

K
K x A x B
= Li, Lii Li - Lii

Before 
After 

Before 
After 

Before 
After 

Before 
After 

Before 
After 

Total 0.00 M 0.00 HIS = J + M
10.59

Assessor:

Habitat Impact Score (HIS)

Habitats to be retained and 
enhanced within 

development

rows, do not delete them
If additional rows are required,
or to provide feedback on the calculator
please contact WCC Ecological Services

Habitat Biodiversity Value

Site habitat biodiversity value

Habitats to be lost within 
development

To condense the form for display hide vacant 
Please do not edit the formulae or structure

Warwickshire Coventry and Solihull - Biodiversity Impact Assessment Calculator

Fore Business Park
Planning application reference number:

Existing habitats on site
Please enter all habitats within the site boundary Habitat distinctiveness Habitat condition

Before/after 
impact

Site name:

14.05.17
SJA

SolihullLocal Planning Authority:

Habitats to be retained with 
no change within 

development

Date:



T. Note code Phase 1 habitat description Area (ha) Distinctiveness Score Condition Score Time (years) Score Difficulty Score
Habitat Creation

N O P Q R
(N x O x P)              / 

Q / R
J12  Grassland: Amenity grassland 0.56 Low 2 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.93
A112  Woodland: Broad-leaved plantation 0.34 Medium 4 Moderate 2 20 years 2 Medium 1.5 0.91
B5  Grassland: Marsh / Marshy grassland 0.04 High 6 Moderate 2 10 years 1.4 High 3 0.11
G1  Wetland: Standing water 0.19 High 6 Good 3 5 years 1.2 Medium 1.5 1.90
J14  Other: Introduced shrub 0.55 Low 2 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.92
n/a  Built Environment: Buildings/hardstanding 1.71 none 0 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.00
B22  Grassland: Semi-improved neutral grassland 0.49 Medium 4 Moderate 2 10 years 1.4 Medium 1.5 1.87
n/a  Built Environment: Buildings/hardstanding 0.66 none 0 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.00
n/a  Other: Green roof 0.02 Low 2 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.03
n/a  Built Environment: Gardens (lawn and planting) 0.01 Low 2 Poor 1 5 years 1.2 Low 1 0.02

Total 4.57
Habitat Enhancement Existing value 

S ( = F )
(( N x O x P) - S)    / 

Q / R
B22 Grassland: Semi-improved neutral grassland 0.36 Medium 4 Good 3 1.08 10 years 1.4 Low 1 2.31
A112 Woodland: Broad-leaved plantation 0.15 Medium 4 Good 3 0.60 10 years 1.4 Low 1 0.86

Total 0.51 Trading down correction value -1.80
Habitat Mitigation Score (HMS) 8.06

HBIS = HMS - HIS
Habitat Biodiversity Impact Score -2.53

Percentage of biodiversity impact loss 23.90

KEY
No action required
Action required
Drop-down menu
Calculation
Automatic lookup

Loss to biodiversity
Gain to biodiversity

Difficulty of creation / 
restorationTarget habitats distinctiveness Target habitat condition

Overall Result

Time till target condition
Habitat 

biodiversity value

Proposed habitats on site
(Onsite mitigation)


