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1.  NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 

1.1. Torc Ecology Ltd was commissioned by Mr Wilf Meynell on behalf of Ms Natasha Cargill 

in June 2013 to undertake a Preliminary Ecological Assessment of the land at Springfield 

House, Dereham Road, Honingham. 

1.2. The Preliminary Ecological Assessment was required as part of a planning application to 

construct a new sustainable dwelling and garage, with associated landscaping, in the north-

east corner of a pasture field at the western edge of the village of Honingham. As part of the 

development an existing gap in a hedgerow along the northern boundary of the site will be 

widened to provide access. The assessment was carried out with reference to the Code for 

Sustainable Homes, as it has been proposed that the development will be assessed under 

the code at a later date.  

1.3. A Preliminary Ecological Assessment field survey was undertaken on 24
th
 June 2013 by 

Tom Deaney of Torc Ecology Ltd. 

1.4. The majority of the site was heavily grazed pasture, found to have limited botanical 

interest and a low conservation value. However, although the hedgerow that extended around 

the northern and eastern boundaries of the site had limited botanical interest, it was deemed 

that this feature provided important connectivity from the site to the wider countryside. 

1.5. Terrestrial habitats on site were found to be suitable for great crested newts and a single 

water body; approximately 275m west of site, was identified as good for breeding newts. 

However, barriers to newt dispersal were present in the countryside around the site and it was 

considered unlikely that great crested newts would be present on site.  

1.6. The habitats on site were also noted for their potential to support commuting and foraging 

reptiles, bats, birds, badger and invertebrates. In addition the hedgerow was considered to 

offer good opportunities for nesting birds. A hawthorn tree on the eastern boundary was 

identified as having low bat roost potential, although other trees offsite were identified as 

having several features considered suitable for roosting bats. The River Tud and an 

associated ditch to the south of the site were noted as offering potential to support otter and 

water vole, although no evidence of activity from either species was found during the survey. 

Precautionary working method statements have been provided within this report for all of 

these species. 

1.7. Preliminary recommendations to enhance the site have been provided in this report to 

help increase species diversity on site post-development.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1. Background information 

2.1.1. Torc Ecology Ltd was commissioned by Mr Wilf Meynell on behalf of Ms Natasha 

Cargill in June 2013 to undertake a Preliminary Ecological Assessment of the land at 

Springfield House, Dereham Road, Honingham (hereafter referred to as “the site”).  

2.1.2. The site was located at OS grid reference TG 100 118 on the north-west edge of the 

village of Honingham, approximately 10km west of Norwich. Figure 1 (Appendix II) shows the 

site location. 

2.1.3. The Preliminary Ecological Assessment was required as part of a planning application 

to construct a new sustainable dwelling and garage, with associated landscaping, in the 

north-east corner of a pasture field. It is proposed that the development will be assessed 

under the Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) and the Preliminary Ecological Assessment 

was carried out with this in mind. However, it was agreed with Mr Meynell that the Ecology 

component of the CSH assessment would not be undertaken at this stage in the planning 

process. 

2.1.4. The site consisted of an area of grazed improved grassland with a hedgerow along the 

northern and eastern boundaries. The site formed the north-east corner of a larger pasture 

field with access into the field through a small gap in the hedgerow on the northern boundary 

of the site. 

2.1.5. The site was located within a rural setting on the west edge of the village of 

Honingham. The site formed part of a larger pasture field which was grazed by horses and 

had hedgerows/treelines present along the north, east and west boundaries with the River 

Tud forming the southern boundary of the field. The hedgerow along the eastern boundary of 

the site continues south, linking the site to the River Tud. The pasture field was bisected by a 

flowing ditch, connected to the River Tud, as well as a smaller ditch running north-south 

through the middle of the field along a relic hedgerow. Two mature ash trees Fraxinus 

excelsior and a veteran lime Tilia x europaea tree were present 100m west of the site, 

adjacent the relic hedgerow. All of these water bodies and features were outside the 

boundaries of the site.  

2.1.6. Beyond the river to the south was Fen Plantation County Wildlife Site (CWS) which was 

an area of plantation woodland dominated by mature poplar Populus sp. Immediately east of 

the site was the village of Honingham, which consisted of residential properties and 

associated gardens whilst to the west, beyond Berry’s Lane were arable and pastoral fields 

along the River Tud corridor. Immediately north of the site was another road (Dereham Road) 

beyond which was an arable field and then the A47. North-west of the site, beyond the 

northern boundary hedge of the wider pasture field, was a hay meadow, mixed treeline 

(shelter belt) and a strip of improved grassland along the edge of Dereham Road.  
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2.1.7. Given these features, connectivity from the site to the wider environment was 

considered to be good for bats and birds, though the A47 and the River Tud to the north and 

south respectively were likely barriers to dispersal for other species such as certain reptiles 

and amphibians e.g. great crested newts Triturus cristatus and common lizards Zootoca 

vivipara (if present in the area). 

2.1.8. Plates 1 and 2 (Appendix I) show aerial views of the site and surrounding habitats 

within the wider countryside, whilst Figure 2 (Appendix II) shows the site layout. 

2.2. Proposed works 

2.2.1. The proposed works will involve the following:- 

 Clearance of the vegetation on site and extensive ground works to allow the 

construction of a new residential dwelling and garage both with a green roof and built 

to be environmentally sustainable; 

 widening of an existing gap in the hedgerow on the northern boundary to allow an 

access drive to be constructed;  

 landscaping to enhance the land surrounding the new dwelling; and 

 construction of a new boundary feature (hedgerow and fence) along the west and 

south boundaries to separate the site from the remaining pasture. 

2.2.2. Figure 3 (Appendix II) shows the proposed site layout. 

2.3. Aims of the survey 

2.3.1. The aims of the survey were to:- 

 Identify the presence or likely presence of any protected or notable species or 

habitats on or adjacent to the site;  

 assess the potential impact of the proposed works on any protected or notable 

species and/or habitats present on or adjacent to the site;  

 to provide recommendations for working methodologies, further surveys and/or the 

need for a European Protected Species Licence (EPSL) from Natural England in light 

of the survey results: and to 

 collect data during the field survey that can subsequently be used to inform a CSH 

assessment. 

 

3. SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Desktop study 

3.1.1. The Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) was contacted for information 

relating to the presence of statutory and non-statutory designated wildlife sites and records of 
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protected and/or notable species records within 2km of the site. Any records over twenty 

years old were considered to be historic and possibly not indicative of current species 

populations within the locality. 

3.1.2. Publically available species record databases were also accessed to search for 

considered site relevant protected and notable species within 2km of the site. 

3.1.3. The Norfolk Biodiversity Actions Plans (BAP) were consulted for lists of habitats and 

species of relevance, or potential relevance, to the site.  

3.2. Ecological assessment 

Flora 

3.2.1. An Extended Phase 1 habitat survey of the site was undertaken. This comprised a 

walkover survey of the site identifying different habitats and classifying them according to the 

habitats given in the Joint Nature Conservancy Council ‘Handbook for Phase I Habitat Survey’ 

(NCC 1990, JNCC 1993).  

3.2.2. The site was also surveyed for the presence of injurious or notifiable weeds and any 

areas of general ecological/botanical interest. This could include any areas likely to provide 

suitable conditions for protected and/or notable plant and invertebrate species that may then 

require additional detailed surveys e.g. botanical or invertebrate surveys. 

Fauna 

3.2.3. The site was searched for signs of species protected under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 

2010, and the Protection of Badgers Act 1992.  This involved assessing the habitats for their 

suitability to support protected species including mammals, reptiles, amphibians and birds. 

Throughout the survey, consideration was also given to the existence and use of the habitats 

by other notable fauna such as those included within the UK and Local Biodiversity Action 

Plans (UKBAPs and LBAPs) or Red Data book species. 

3.2.4. A Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment was undertaken of those water bodies 

within 500m of the site, that were not separated by significant barriers to dispersal, for their 

suitability to support great crested newts based on Oldham et al. (2000). The HSI assessment 

scores physical features and the surrounding habitats of the water bodies and is used to help 

determine the suitability of water bodies for breeding great crested newts. 

3.3. Details of surveys and surveyors 

3.3.1. The preliminary ecological assessment field survey was undertaken on 24
th
 June 2013 

by Mr Tom Deaney (Ecologist at Torc Ecology Ltd) and holder of a Natural England Class 

licence for bats and great crested newts (both under licence number CLS001963). Mr Deaney 

is a graduate member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 

(GradCIEEM).  
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3.3.2. The weather at the time of the survey was overcast with occasional light rain and a light 

wind. The temperature was approximately 15
o
C. 

 

4. RESULTS 

4.1. Desk top study  

4.1.1. There were no statutory designated sites within 2km of the site, although seven CWS 

are present within 2km. Of particular note was Fen Plantation (CWS2117), located 

approximately 70m to the south-west of the site, immediately south of the River Tud. This site 

consisted of dry to damp woodland, the majority of which is poplar plantation with a dense 

shrub layer. The other CWSs were further from site and consisted of two species rich wet 

grasslands: Land adjoining Foxburrow Plantation (CWS 2116) and Fen west of East 

Tuddenham (CWS660), and four woodlands: Mouse Wood (CWS2050), Old Covert Wood 

Lane (CWS2109), Hall Hills/Ringland Covert (CWS2105) and Park Grove (CWS2033). All of 

these CWSs were separated from the site by the A47 to the north with the exception of the 

Fen west of East Tuddenham (CWS660) which was approximately 1km west of site along the 

River Tud. The River Tud had no statutory or non-statutory designation, however the river 

corridor would provide valuable terrestrial and aquatic connective habitat to the site via the 

hedgerow running along the eastern site boundary south to the river. 

4.1.2. No records of great crested newts were identified within 2km of the site. Seven records 

of smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris were recorded within 2km of the site between 2001 and 

2008, although the nearest record was over 1km away to the west. A single record of 

common toad Bufo bufo, recorded in 2001, was identified in the same location as the nearest 

smooth newt record. 

4.1.3. Six records of common lizard were identified from between 2003 and 2005. The 

majority of these records were 2km to the north-west of the site beyond the A47, although a 

single record from 2003 was identified 1km to the west of site. Three records of slow worm 

Anguis fragilis from 2005 were identified 1.75km north of site, again beyond the A47. No other 

reptile records were found within 2km of the site. 

4.1.4. Records of common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, pipistrelle species. Pipistrellus 

sp., Daubenton’s Myotis daubentonii, Natterer’s Myotis nattereri, unidentified Myotis species. 

and brown long-eared Plecotus auritus bats were all found within 2km of the site. Of particular 

note were records of Daubenton’s and Natterer’s bats hibernating in icehouses within blocks 

of woodland 450m to the south-west and 1.5km to the north-east of site. Two common 

pipistrelle roosts, one brown long-eared roost and one unidentified bat species roost were 

also identified within 2km of the site 
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 4.1.5. A number of bird records were identified within 2km of the site including species 

associated with farmland and hedgerows such as song thrush Turdus philomelos, tree 

sparrow Passer montanus, bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula and grey wagtail Montacilla cinerea.  

4.1.6. Thirteen records of badger Meles meles were found within 2km of the site between 

2001 and 2008. None of the records were in proximity to the site, although many were road 

traffic accidents associated with the A47 to the north of the site.  

4.1.7. Two records of water vole Arvicola terrestris were identified from 2001 and 2002. Both 

records were associated with the River Tud, one approximately 1km to the west and the other 

2km to the east of site.  

4.1.8. Two records of otter Lutra lutra were identified, both from 2002. Both records were in 

the same location; a small stream/ditch approximately 1.5km south-west of the site which is 

connected to the River Tud.  

4.1.9. A total of 38 species of moth with UK Species Action Plans (SAP) were identified in the 

local area, including cinnabar Tyria jacobaeae. Almost all of these records were recorded 

from an area 1km west of the site. 

4.1.10. Norfolk Biodiversity Partnership list hedgerow as a Habitat Action Plan (HAP) priority 

habitat, as well as several SAPs for a number of species that could use the site. These 

include the bat species soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, brown long-eared Plecotus 

auritus, noctule Nyctalus noctula and barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus. SAPs are also 

provided for great crested newts, water vole, otter and brown hare Lepus europaeus as well 

as bird species potentially present in the hedgerows and surrounding farmland such as song 

thrush, tree sparrow, grey partridge Perdix perdix, turtle dove Streptopelia turtur and spotted 

flycatcher Muscicapa striata. 

4.2. Ecological assessment – flora (habitats) 

4.2.1. Figure 2 (Appendix II) shows a Phase 1 habitat survey plan of the site with target note 

descriptions given in Table 2 (Appendix III). Plates 3 to12 (Appendix I) show photographs of 

different features and habitats on and adjacent the site. 

Hedgerow 

4.2.2. A mature hawthorn Crataegus monogyna hedgerow formed the northern and eastern 

boundary of the site. Within the hedgerow were a number of semi-mature elm Ulmus sp., field 

maple Acer campestre and elder Sambucus nigra trees, most of which were heavily covered 

by ivy Hedera helix. The understory of the hedgerow was dominated by common nettle Urtica 

dioica, with other herb species including white campion Silene alba, red campion Selene 

dioica, broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius, creeping thistle Cirsium arvense, spear thistle 

Cirsium vulgare, bindweed Calystegia sepium, cleavers Galium aparine, white dead nettle 

Lamium album, ground ivy Glechoma hederacea and cow parsley Anthriscus sylvestris. A 

small amount of bramble Rubus fruticosus was present on the eastern boundary.  



 

9 
 

4.2.3. Access to the site was through a small gap in the northern hedgerow, flanked by ivy 

covered elm trees with an understory dominated by Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus (Target 

Note 1). 

Pasture 

4.2.4. The remainder of the site is grazed improved grassland dominated by Yorkshire fog 

and creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera. Amongst the short sward grass are frequent common 

herb species including white clover Trifolium repens, dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. and 

greater plantain Plantago major. Occasional scarlet pimpernel Anagallis arvensis, common 

ragwort Senecio jacobaea, creeping cinquefoil Potentilla erecta and smooth sow thistle 

Sonchus oleraceus are also present.  

4.2.5. Within the grassland are patches of taller ruderal vegetation, mostly to the north-east of 

the site (Target Note 3), dominated by common nettle with occasional spear thistle, creeping 

buttercup Ranunculus repens, common chickweed Stellaria media, common mouse-ear 

Cerastium holosteoides germander speedwell Veronica chamaedrys. 

Water bodies 

4.2.6. There are no water bodies present on site, although seven water bodies are present 

within 500m of the site boundary (Plates 1 & 2, Appendix I). 

Invasive species 

4.2.7. There was no visual evidence of invasive species on or immediately adjacent the site at 

the time of the survey. However, four weed species present on site are classed as injurious 

weeds: common ragwort, spear thistle, creeping thistle and broad-leaved dock.  

4.3. Ecological assessment – fauna 

Great crested newts 

4.3.1. The water body locations within 500m of the site are shown on Plates 1 and 2 

(Appendix I). 

4.3.2. A total of seven water bodies were identified within 500m of the site. Two of these 

(Water Bodies 2 and 3) were beyond the A47 to the north-east of the site, a major road 

considered a significant barrier to newt dispersal north of the site. The ditch to the south of 

site (Water Body 4) and the River Tud (Water Body 5) both had flowing water, with the River 

Tud being wide enough to be considered a significant barrier to newt dispersal south of the 

site. 

4.3.3. An HSI assessment of the other three water bodies within 500m identified that the dry 

ditches (Water Bodies 6 and 7) both scored ‘poor’ for their suitability to accommodate 

breeding great crested newts. However, the pond adjacent Merrywood House (Water Body 1) 

approximately 275m west of site was assessed as having ‘good’ suitability for supporting 

breeding great crested newts (if present in the area). 
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4.3.4. The hedgerow along the boundaries of the site and areas of ruderal vegetation within 

the pasture on site, were assessed as being suitable for great crested newt use during the 

terrestrial phase of their annual life cycle, if present. The hedgerow also provided a 

continuous connective feature to the water body considered suitable for breeding great 

crested newts (Water Body 1). However, the heavily grazed improved grassland over the rest 

of the site was considered unsuitable for newts in their terrestrial phase.   

Reptiles 

4.3.5. The hedgerow and ruderal vegetation within the pasture field on site was considered 

suitable for reptiles, with the heavily grazed grassland around these habitats providing 

potential basking opportunities. The shelter belt, hay meadow and strip of improved grassland 

north-west of the site were also considered to provide suitable habitat for reptiles. No 

evidence of reptiles was found on site during the field survey despite a check for the presence 

of basking individuals on and under suitable materials; however this does not confirm they do 

not use the site.  

Bats 

4.3.6. Habitats on and adjacent site were considered to be optimal for bats that may use the 

site for foraging and/or commuting. In particular the hedgerow and river corridor provided 

good connectivity to the wider countryside as well as providing optimal foraging habitat in their 

own right. The plantation woodland to the south of the site and the habitats to the north-west 

would also provide bats with further foraging and/or commuting opportunities. 

4.3.7. The site was unlikely to be subject to a high level of illumination with no street lighting 

or other lighting immediately adjacent the site. The site was therefore considered to provide a 

favourable foraging environment for more light intolerant bats, such as Myotis bat species and 

long-eared bats Plecotus species, as well as more light tolerant bats such as pipistrelle 

species. 

4.3.8. The trees on the site boundary within the hedgerow were considered to only have 

limited potential to support roosting bats. Although most were densely covered in ivy, the tree 

stems themselves were thin and considered unlikely to support features suitable for roosting 

bats. The only exception was a hawthorn tree on the eastern boundary where the stems of 

the ivy covering the tree were considered thick enough to potentially create small cavities 

between the ivy stems and the hawthorn bark, which could support individual roosting bats on 

an occasional basis, though no evidence of bat activity was found. 

4.3.9. Offsite, trees were identified with greater potential to support roosting bats. In particular, 

a veteran lime tree 100m to the west of the site had a number of cracked limbs and 

woodpecker holes considered suitable features for roosting bats. A pair of mature ash trees 

adjacent the lime tree also had damaged limbs with features suitable for roosting bats. A 

number of woodpecker holes were also visible within mature poplar trees on the edge of Fen 

Plantation CWS 70m to the south-west and within a small cluster of mature poplar trees 75m 
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to the south of site. Mature willow Salix sp. and alder Alnus glutinosa trees visible 

approximately 50m beyond the eastern site boundary were also considered to potentially 

have suitable bat roost features, though these trees were not accessible due to access 

restrictions (see section 4.4). 

Nesting birds 

4.3.10. The hedgerow around the northern and eastern site boundary was considered 

suitable for nesting birds. However, away from the hedgerow the grazed improved grassland 

was considered too short for ground nesting birds. The areas of ruderal vegetation within the 

pasture field on site would be subject to regular disturbance by the horses present in the field, 

thereby likely discouraging ground nesting birds from using this area to nest. 

Badger 

4.3.11. The habitats on and adjacent site were considered suitable habitat for foraging 

badger. However, no evidence of badger was found on site during the survey and a check 

within 30m of the site boundary (where accessible – see Section 4.4) found no evidence of 

badger setts or activity. 

Water vole 

4.3.12. The River Tud, the ditch to the south of site and the pond near Merrywood House 

were all considered to offer potential habitat for water voles, with emergent vegetation present 

in all three water bodies. The emergent vegetation and bankside scrub/trees were slowing the 

water flow which would provide a favourable foraging environment, whilst the earth banks 

would provide a suitable burrowing substrate. Additionally, the river did not appear to be 

subject to extensive human disturbance where it was situated closest to the site.  

4.3.13. The banks of both the river and the ditch were checked within 50m of the site 

boundary, however no evidence of water vole activity was found. Access restrictions meant 

that the pond near Merrywood House could not be fully checked (see Section 4.4). 

4.3.14. Despite the total lack of evidence of water vole activity along the banks of the river 

and ditch closest to site, given that there are records of water vole in the surrounding area, it 

is considered possible that displaced water voles may use the banks of the river, ditch and/or 

pond on occasion. 

Otter 

4.3.15. The vegetation and trees along the River Tud were considered to offer shelter for 

otter, whilst the bankside trees were noted to offer potential holt locations within exposed 

roots. The river and ditch to the south of site were also considered likely to support fish 

species which would provide foraging opportunities for otter. 

4.3.16. A check of the River Tud and ditch along the edge of/within the wider pasture field 

found no evidence of otter activity. However, given that there are records of otter in the 
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surrounding area it is considered likely that otter will commute along the River Tud and the 

ditch to the south past site on occasion. 

Invertebrates 

4.3.17. The plant species identified on site were all common species associated with the 

habitat types present on site and were considered unlikely to support any particularly rare 

invertebrate species. However, the variety of arable, hedgerow and ruderal species were 

considered to likely support a reasonably diverse invertebrate community. The presence of a 

small amount of ragwort on site was considered important as it is the food plant of the 

cinnabar moth during its larval stage; this species is a UK BAP species identified as present 

in the local area in the desktop study.  

4.4. Limitations to survey 

4.4.1. Access was not granted onto third party land for the property adjacent site to the east, 

or onto the grounds of Merrywood House. The pond and ditch within the grounds of 

Merrywood House (Water Bodies 1 and 6) were clearly visible from the pasture field and were 

assessed for great crested newts from this location.   

4.4.2. There were no other significant limitations to the survey. 

 

5. ASSESSMENT 

5.1. Desktop study 

5.1.1. The desktop study identified the presence of seven CWSs within the local area. The 

scale and scope of the proposed on-site development is unlikely to compromise the 

ecological integrity or functioning of any of these sites.  

5.1.2. Recent records of reptiles, bats, badger, water vole and otter have been provided within 

the local area. Connective habitat would likely link the site to the location of the records for all 

of these species/species groups, with the exception of the slow worm records which were all 

beyond the A47 to the north. 

5.1.3. No great crested newt records were provided. However, this may be an indication of 

under-recording given the suitable habitats present to support these species within the wider 

area. Other amphibian species records were present, notably smooth newt and common 

toad, which indicate that the local habitats are suitable for amphibians. 

5.2. Habitat 

5.2.1. Botanical interest within the pasture and hedgerow on site were considered to be of low 

conservation value. However, the hedgerow did have the potential to offer shelter, foraging 

and commuting opportunities for fauna that potentially use the site. Furthermore, the 

hedgerow is classed as a HAP priority habitat within Norfolk. 
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5.2.2. Four injurious weed species were present on site. It is not an offence to have these 

species present on site and ragwort has significant conservation benefits. However, a 

landowner can be required to prevent these species from spreading to agricultural land.  

5.3. Fauna 

Great crested newts 

5.3.1. No records of great crested newt were identified within the local area from the desktop 

study. The majority of water bodies within 500m of the site were either isolated from the 

development by barriers to dispersal or assessed as unsuitable for breeding great crested 

newts. However, the pond (Water Body1) near Merrywood House, approximately 275m west 

of the site was identified as suitable to accommodate breeding great crested newts (if present 

in the area). The hedgerow which runs along the boundary of the pasture field and the site 

would provide good connective habitat from this water body to the site, should newts be 

breeding within the pond. 

5.3.2. Both the site and Water Body 1 are isolated from any suitable great crested newt 

breeding site by the River Tud to the south and the A47 to the north. As the River Tud 

crosses the A47 600m to the east of the site, the site is essentially isolated by significant 

dispersal barriers to the north, south and east, from any suitable great crested newt breeding 

sites.  

5.3.3. In addition, given the proximity of Water Body 1 to the River Tud, it was considered 

likely that fish would be present within the pond. The presence of fish, particularly in large 

numbers, would greatly reduce the suitability of Water Body 1 to support breeding great 

crested newts. 

5.3.4. Furthermore, the habitats to the immediate south and north of Water Body 1 were 

considered optimal for use by newts in their terrestrial phase, consisting of woodland and hay 

meadow/treelines respectively. In the event that a newt population was breeding in Water 

Body 1, it is considered that they would commute towards these closer habitats in preference 

over the generally less-optimal foraging opportunities present on site over 250m away. 

5.3.5. It is therefore considered unlikely that great crested newts are using the site despite the 

presence of a water body assessed as suitable to accommodate breeding newts within 500m 

of the site. 

Reptiles 

5.3.6. The desktop study identified the presence of common lizard and slow worm within the 

local area, although the slow worm records were to the north of the A47 and therefore 

separated from the site by a significant barrier to dispersal, suitable reptile habitat on site was 

identified along the hedgerow, within the areas of ruderal vegetation in the pasture field and 

within habitats surrounding site. If reptiles are present on and/or adjacent site these habitats 

could support resting, foraging and commuting animals. 
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Bats 

5.3.7. Habitats on and adjacent site were considered to be of high value to foraging and 

commuting bats with low light levels on site and good connective links from the site to the 

wider countryside.  

5.3.8. Roosting opportunities on site were limited, with most of the trees within the boundary 

hedgerow considered to only have limited bat roost potential.  However, a hawthorn with 

dense ivy cover on the eastern boundary had higher (albeit still low) bat roost potential. A 

number of offsite trees were noted to offer good opportunities for roosting bats, with adjacent 

habitats providing an ideal environment into which bats could emerge and forage.  

5.3.9. The consultation highlighted the presence of hibernacula within the local area which 

could mean that the site may provide foraging and commuting opportunities for bats during 

the spring and autumn.  

Nesting birds 

5.3.10. The site was considered to offer limited opportunities for ground nesting bird species 

within the pasture field itself. However, the hedgerow was noted to offer excellent 

opportunities for nesting birds, both within the woody species within the hedgerow itself, and 

in the dense ground flora associated with the hedgerow. The habitats on and adjacent site 

were also noted to offer good foraging habitat for birds. 

Badger 

5.3.11. No evidence of badger activity was found during the survey in or adjacent the site 

(where access was permitted) although the desktop survey highlighted that badger are found 

in the local area. As the site is in a rural location and suitable foraging and commuting habitat 

is present both on and adjacent site, it is considered possible that badgers may be active 

within close proximity to the site and possibly using the site to forage on occasion. 

Water vole 

5.3.12. Although the desktop search identified that water vole are present in the local area, no 

evidence of activity from this species was found in the water bodies considered most suitable 

for this species; the River Tud and the ditch to the south of site. It was considered that the 

levels of human disturbance within these water bodies near to site are low and that on 

occasion water vole may be displaced into sections of the river and ditch which are closest to 

site.  

Otter 

5.3.13. The desktop study identified the presence of otter within the local area, though no 

evidence of activity from this species was found along the River Tud and the ditch to the 

south of the site during the field survey. However, as human disturbance within these water 

bodies are low it is likely that otter will commute along the river and ditch on occasion.  



 

15 
 

Invertebrates 

5.3.14. No specific invertebrate survey was undertaken as this was not considered necessary 

due to the common plant species present within the habitats on site. However, common 

ragwort was present within the pasture field on site and would likely support cinnabar larvae 

which is a notable invertebrate species.  

 

6. POTENTIAL IMPACT OF WORKS 

6.1. Habitat 

6.1.1. The proposed works would result in the loss of the entire area of pasture within the site 

boundary, as well as the removal of a small section of hedgerow on the northern boundary to 

facilitate site access. However, these habitats were not considered to have a high 

conservation value although they would be considered to have higher value should they 

support protected species. 

6.1.2. No works are proposed to the remaining hedgerow along the northern and eastern 

boundaries of the site. However, site clearance and construction works have the potential to 

damage this feature if not protected appropriately and a suitable working methodology 

followed.  

6.1.3. Post-construction the site has the potential to create a more diverse habitat on site. In 

particular sensitive planting with native species and an ecologically functioning green roof 

would support a more varied plant community. In addition, the exclusion of horses from the 

site will reduce the grazing pressure and may allow a more diverse grassland sward habitat to 

develop. 

6.2. Fauna 

Great crested newts 

6.2.1. Ground works, especially the clearance of a gap in the northern hedgerow have the 

potential to kill, injure and/or disturb great crested newts, if present. Given that there are no 

records of great crested newts within 500m of the site and that the site is isolated by barriers 

to dispersal to the north, south and east, the presence of a suitable breeding pond 

approximately 275m to the west of the site is not considered a significant reason to suspect 

great crested newts are using the site during their terrestrial phase. Therefore, it is considered 

unlikely that great crested newts will be present on site and the risk of works impacting on 

great crested newts is considered to be limited.  

Reptiles 

6.2.2. Development works, in particular ground works, have the potential to kill and/or injure 

individual reptiles should they be present on site. Although no reptiles have been identified 
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and/or recorded on site these animals, if in the area, may occasionally use features and 

habitats to be disturbed/cleared on site.  

Bats 

6.2.3. Site development works are not considered to have a significant impact on bats that 

use the site for foraging, commuting and/or roosting. The connective habitat (hedgerow) on 

site will largely remain undisturbed with only an existing small gap being widened to create 

better vehicle access.  The only tree on site with bat roost potential will not be disturbed by 

development works. However, post development lighting from the new dwelling may have a 

negative impact on bats using the site although a sensitive lighting scheme will significantly 

reduce any potential negative impacts. 

Nesting birds 

6.2.4. Development works have the potential to kill or injure nesting birds, their chicks and/or 

their eggs, and/or to destroy the nest(s) should works be undertaken during the nesting bird 

season (generally March - August/September). In particular the widening of the gap in the 

hedgerow has the potential to directly impact on nesting birds, although disturbance from 

other development works may also affect nesting birds in areas of the hedgerow not directly 

subject to works. Should works be undertaken outside of the nesting bird season, or should a 

nesting bird survey be undertaken immediately prior to any planned site works, this will 

significantly reduce the risk of a negative impact to nesting birds. 

Badger 

6.2.5. Development works are considered unlikely to directly impact upon badger activity as 

no evidence of badger activity or setts has been identified on or within 30m of the site, where 

access was permitted. However, should badgers be active within the area, it is possible they 

may wander into the working area during the construction phase of works. Efforts to ensure 

badgers do not become trapped in any dug out areas, such as footings, etc, will reduce any 

potential impacts to this species. 

Water vole and otter 

6.2.6. As no development works are proposed outside the site boundary, the risk of disturbing 

either water vole or otter is considered to be negligible; as long as no machinery is used 

outside the site boundary and the river and/or ditch are not disturbed. 

Invertebrates 

6.2.7. Removal of the area of pasture and hedgerow is not anticipated to have a significant 

impact on invertebrates. The habitats lost will ultimately be replaced with more diverse and 

structured habitats that will likely encourage different invertebrate assemblages on to site. In 

turn this will likely benefit species further up the food chain.  
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6.2.8. The loss of a small number of ragwort plants is considered unlikely to impact on any 

cinnabar population present in the area, given that this plant species was observed present in 

the adjacent pasture.  

 

7. RELEVANT LEGISLATION AND POLICY GUIDANCE SUMMARY 

7.1. Legislation 

Bats and great crested newts 

7.1.1. All bat species and great crested newts and their roosts/resting places in Britain are 

protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA) 1981 (as amended) through their 

inclusion on Schedule 5. The offences prohibit certain intentional or reckless acts which harm 

the species or their roosts/resting places.  

7.1.2. Bats and great crested newts are also included on Annex IV of Council Directive 

92/43/EEC of 21
st
 May 1992 on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and 

Flora (known as the Habitats Directive).  As a result of the UK implementing this Directive, all 

British bats and great crested newts are now protected under the Conservation of Habitats 

and Species Regulations 2010.  

7.1.3. Therefore, legislation makes it an offence to kill, injure, capture or disturb bats and 

great crested newts, or obstruct access to roosts/resting places in Britain.  

Reptiles 

7.1.4. All common reptile species (i.e. common lizard, grass snake Natrix natrix, slow worm 

and adder Vipera berus) are partially protected under Schedule 5 (Sections 9 (1) and 9 (5)) of 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). This legislation protects these animals 

from intentional killing and/or injury. 

7.1.5. In practice this means that all reasonable steps must be taken to avoid killing and/or 

injuring common reptiles during any ground maintenance and/or development works. 

Nesting birds 

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

amended) by Schedule 12 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.  Subsection 1(1) 

makes it an offence to kill, injure, or take any wild bird; take, damage or destroy the nest of 

any such bird whilst it is in use or being built, or take or destroy an egg(s) of any such wild 

bird.  The legislation covers all species of wild birds including common and pest or 

opportunistic species. 

Badgers 

7.1.7. Badgers are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992.  This Act is based on 

the need to protect badgers from baiting and deliberate harm or injury.  The act makes it an 
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offence to wilfully kill, injure, take, possess or cruelly ill-treat a badger, or attempt to do so; to 

intentionally or recklessly interfere with a sett.  Sett interference includes disturbing badgers 

whilst they are occupying a sett, as well as damaging or destroying a sett or obstructing 

access routes.  

Injurious weeds 

7.1.8. Five weed species are classified under the Weeds Act 1959: common ragwort, spear 

thistle, creeping thistle, broad-leaved dock and curled dock Rumex crispus. It is not an 

offence to have these weeds present on an area of land, although enforcement notices can 

be issued requiring the occupier to take action to prevent the spread of injurious weeds to 

adjacent land. 

7.2. National Planning Policy Framework 

7.2.1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s 

requirements for the planning system and was recently adopted on 27
th
 March 2012. It 

replaces previous national planning policy, including PPS9 (Biodiversity and Geological 

Conservation) published in 2005. 

7.2.2. The key element of the NPPF is that there should be a ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 

plan-making and decision-taking’ (paragraph 14). It is important to note that this presumption 

‘does not apply where development requiring Appropriate Assessment under the Birds or 

Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or determined’ (paragraph119). 

7.2.3. A number of policies in the NPPF are comparable to those in PPS9, including reference 

to minimisation of impacts to biodiversity and provision of net gains to biodiversity where 

possible (paragraph 109) and ensuring that Local Authorities place appropriate weight to 

statutory and non-statutory nature conservation designations, protected species and 

biodiversity.  

7.2.4. The NPPF also considers the strategic approach which Local Authorities should adopt 

with regard to the protection, enhancement and management of green infrastructure, priority 

habitats and ecological networks, and the recovery of priority species. 

7.2.5. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF comprises a number of principles, which Local Authorities 

should apply, including encouraging opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around 

developments, provision for refusal of planning applications if significant harm can’t be 

avoided, mitigated or compensated for, applying the protection given to European sites to 

potential SPAs, possible SACs, listed or proposed Ramsar sites and sites identified (or 

required) as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European sites, and the 

provision for the refusal for developments resulting in the loss or deterioration of 

‘irreplaceable’ habitats, unless the need for, and benefits of the development in that location 

clearly outweigh the loss. 
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7.2.6. National policy therefore implicitly recognises the importance of biodiversity and that 

with sensitive planning and design, development and conservation of the natural heritage can 

co-exist and benefits can, in certain circumstances be obtained. 

 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1. Further surveys 

8.1.1. No further surveys are considered necessary provided the working method statements 

detailed below are followed. 

8.2. Working method statements 

Injurious weeds 

8.2.1. There is no obligation to remove injurious weeds and most have a significant ecological 

benefit (e.g. ragwort). However, as best practice it is recommended that any injurious weeds 

removed from site are not placed on/adjacent neighbouring properties and are disposed of 

appropriately to minimise the spread of these species.  This can be done either by burning on 

site or removal by a suitable contractor.  

Great crested newts 

8.2.2. Contractors should be advised of a limited risk of finding great crested newts during site 

ground works, particularly during the clearance of the hedgerow. As a precaution clearance 

works to widen the gap in the hedgerow should be carried out under the supervision of a 

suitably licensed and experienced ecologist. Once a suitable working area has been cleared, 

this should be maintained clear of vegetation to prevent any potential newts from moving into 

the working area/access road.  

8.2.3. Should a great crested newt be found at any other un-supervised time during 

development works, works should stop immediately and Torc Ecology Ltd should be called for 

advice on how to proceed.  

8.2.4. Should great crested newts be found at any time during the development works the 

Local Natural England Species Officer will be contacted and a European Protected Species 

Licence (EPSL) may be required to facilitate the development works. 

Reptiles 

8.2.5. All works to widen the gap in the hedgerow and clear the vegetation within the site 

should be carried out when reptiles are active and not in hibernation i.e. between April – 

September. These works should not be undertaken during particularly hot days.  

8.2.6. The vegetation on site should first be strimmed to a height of 15cm working from south-

east to north-west across the site, where feasible,  to encourage any reptiles present to 

disperse out of the working area into suitable habitat to the north-west of site and/or into the 
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hedgerow on the site boundary. A clear area of c.3-5m, free from any debris or building 

materials should be maintained between the working area on the hedgerow along the 

boundary of the site to discourage any animals from moving back into the working area. 

8.2.7. It is anticipated that the widening of the gap in the hedgerow will be the first clearance 

works to be undertaken on site, to provide access for machinery. The vegetation/hedgerow in 

this gap should be cleared under the supervision of a suitably experienced ecologist. Once a 

suitable working area has been cleared, this should be maintained clear of vegetation to 

prevent reptiles from moving into the working area/access road. 

8.2.8. Any compound areas will need to be located 5m away from remaining vegetation 

especially along the boundaries, with no stock piling adjacent edge habitat so as to reduce 

the risk of reptiles seeking shelter within the stored materials where there is a higher risk of 

injury or death. 

8.2.9. The hedgerow around the northern and eastern boundary of the site should be 

protected from the impact of machinery with reference to the guidelines within BS5837 (trees 

in relation to construction). This will also help prevent machinery venturing into suitable reptile 

habitat. 

8.2.10. Vigilance should be maintained for the presence of reptiles and should any animals be 

discovered, works should stop and Torc Ecology Ltd contacted immediately for advice.  

Bats 

8.2.11. A hawthorn tree on the eastern boundary of the site has been identified as having low 

bat roost potential. This tree should be protected (along with the hedgerow) with reference to 

the BS5837 standard.  

8.2.12. To prevent the development impacting on commuting, foraging and/or roosting bats a 

sensitive lighting scheme should be devised. Sensitive placement of suitable lighting to avoid 

illuminating the hedgerows and habitats/features identified adjacent site that bats may utilise, 

will help ensure the site remains favourable for light intolerant bat species.  

Nesting Birds 

8.2.13. Site clearance works that include removal and/or disturbance of any vegetation that 

may support nesting birds e.g. hedgerow and dense ruderal vegetation, should be undertaken 

outside of the nesting bird season (bird nesting season generally March – August/September, 

inclusive). Should works be unavoidable during this period it is recommended that a nesting 

bird survey be undertaken by a suitably experienced ecologist to ensure no nests are present 

up to five days prior to works. 

Badger 

8.2.14. As a precaution, any pits, footings or trenches created during development works 

should be provided with a means of escape for any badgers that may use the site to forage in 
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case they fall into these features. This should be a suitably wide plank of wood, or similar, 

secured to the top of the bank. 

8.3. Preliminary recommendations for enhancement 

8.3.1. It has been proposed that the development will be assessed under CSH. As part of this 

assessment a comprehensive strategy to enhance the site for wildlife will be devised. 

Although a full landscaping plan has not yet been finalised, the following are preliminary 

recommendations to enhance the site for both flora and fauna which should be considered in 

order to maximise the number of credits obtainable under the CSH. 

8.3.2. Native plant species should be used in all landscaping. The use of a wildflower 

meadow mix in grassland areas will improve floral diversity on the site. In addition, wildflower 

seed mixes are available which are suitable for planting adjacent hedgerows and are tolerant 

of semi-shade.  

8.3.3. The proposed development includes a green roof on the dwelling. Again, planting of 

this feature with native plants, particularly a wildflower seed mix will further increase the 

botanical diversity present on site. 

8.3.4. The planting of the hedgerow along the western and southern boundaries of the site 

should also be native species rich. This feature will over time improve connectivity around the 

site, as well as provide suitable habitat for bats, birds, reptiles and invertebrates.  

8.3.5. All of the planting discussed above will enhance the plant diversity on site which should 

also encourage a more diverse invertebrate community on site. In turn this will benefit species 

further up the food chain such as bats, birds and reptiles. 

8.3.6. By providing compost areas and log pile(s) within the site, this will further encourage 

invertebrates on to site that can be foraged by bats, birds and reptiles. If the log pile(s) are 

located adjacent the hedgerow habitats in areas that receive high levels of sunlight (e.g. south 

facing) they will provide shelter and basking opportunities for reptiles which may use this 

feature. 

8.3.7. The provision of a pond will further increase the species diversity on site and will 

encourage invertebrates which will increase foraging opportunities for bats and birds. 

Ensuring the pond has a graduated profile, with extensive area at 20cm will provide an ideal 

environment for most aquatic plants, although at least 50% of the pond should be between 

0.5-2m to prevent the pond from freezing over in winter. A small marshy area around the 

pond will allow the establishment of marginal plant species. Care should be taken to prevent 

fish from colonising the pond, as this will reduce invertebrate diversity.  

8.3.8. The provision of nest boxes for small passerine birds would enhance the site for birds. 

General purpose boxes may suffice as long as they are suitable for installation on 

trees/buildings. House martins Delichon urbicum were observed adjacent site and the 
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provision of boxes designed for this species within the building is also recommended. Torc 

Ecology Ltd can provide further information on the types of bird boxes, if required/necessary. 

8.3.9. It is recommended that where possible and appropriate bat features are incorporated 

into the development, i.e. bat access points, bat boxes, etc. For example, the creation of 

access points through the wooden cladding of the building, will allow bats to roost behind the 

cladding. Bitumen under-felting should be placed behind the gap to provide bats a suitable 

surface to cling to. Torc Ecology Ltd. can provide advice on further suitable enhancement 

measures, if required. 
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APPENDIX I: Plates 1 - 19 

Plate 1: Aerial view of the site (©Google Earth – Imagery 01/01/2006). Indicative site boundary is 

shown in red. 

 

 

Plate 2: Aerial view of the site (circled) within the wider countryside (©Google Earth – Imagery 

01/01/2006) 
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Plate 3: View from the south-west of the site 
showing grazed improved grassland and 
hedgerow along northern and eastern boundary 

 
Plate 4: Gap in the hedgerow on the northern 
boundary 

 

 

 

   

Plate 5: Hawthorn tree on the eastern boundary 
with low bat roost potential 

 
Plate 6: Ditch to the south of the site (Water Body 
4) 

 

 

 

   

Plate 7: River Tud (Water body 5) to the south of 
the site 

 
Plate 8: Pond at Merrywood House (Water Body 
1) considered suitable for breeding great crested 
newts (if present) 
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Plate 9: Veteran lime tree to the west of the site  Plate 10: Hay field to the north-west of the site 

 

 

 

   

Plate 11: Mixed treeline (shelter belt), strip of 
grassland and hedgerow along the edge of 
Dereham Road north-west of the site. 

 
Plate 12: Dereham Road immediately north of the 
site. 
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APPENDIX II: Figures 1 – 3 
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APPENDIX III: Tables 1 & 2 

Table 1: Plant species present on site  

 

 Boundary hedgerow Pasture 

Acer campestre 

Field maple 
  

Agrostis stolonifera 

Creeping bent 

  

Anagallis arvensis 

Scarlet pimpernel 

  

Anthriscus sylvestris 

Cow parsley 
  

Calystegia sepium 

Bindweed 
  

Cerastium holosteoides 

Common mouse-ear 

  

Cirsium arvense 

Creeping thistle 
  

Cirsium vulgare 

Spear thistle 
  

Crataegus monogyna 

Hawthorn 

  

Galium aparine 

Cleavers 
  

Glechoma hederacea 

Ground ivy 
  

Hedera helix 

Ivy 
  

Holcus lanatus 

Yorkshire fog 

  

Lamium alba 

White dead nettle 
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Platago major 

Greater plantain 

  

Potentilla erecta 

Creeping cinquefoil 

  

Ranunculus repens 

Creeping buttercup 

  

Rubus fruticosus 

Bramble 
  

Rumex obtusifolius 

Broad-leaved dock 
  

Sambucus nigra 

Elder 
  

Senecio jacobaea 

Common ragwort 

  

Silene alba 

White campion 
  

Silene dioica 

Red campion 
  

Sonchus oleraceus 

Smooth sow thistle 

  

Stellaria media 

Common chickweed 

  

Taraxacum officinale agg. 

Dandelion 

  

Trifolium repens 

White clover 

  

Ulmus sp. 

An elm species 
  

Urtica dioica 

Stinging nettle 
  

Veronica chamaedrys 

Germander speedwell 
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Table 1: Target notes (refer to Figure 2, Appendix II)  

Target note Description 

1 Existing gap in hedgerow on northern site boundary. 

2 Hawthorn on site boundary covered with thick stemmed ivy – low bat roost 

potential. 

3 Area of ruderal vegetation, dominated by common nettle, within the heavily 

grazed improved grassland pasture. 

4 The hawthorn hedgerow forming the northern and eastern boundaries of the 

site continues offsite along this line. 

5 Slow flowing ditch (Water Body 4). Water approximately 20cm deep with a 

slow flow. Emergent vegetation is present within the channel and the water 

body is considered suitable habitat for otter and/or water vole though no 

evidence of activity from either species was found. 

6 River Tud (Water Body 5). Emergent vegetation is present within the 

channel and the river is considered suitable habitat for otter and/or water 

vole though no evidence of activity from either species was found. 

7 Cluster of mature poplar trees. Many trees had features considered suitable 

for roosting bats. 

8 Fen Plantation (CWS2117). Dominated by mature poplar with scrub 

understory. Considered suitable habitat for bats, birds, reptiles and/or great 

crested newts (if present). 

9 Dry ditch within relic hawthorn hedgerow (Water Body 7). HSI assessment 

found this water body ‘poor’ for breeding great crested newts. Two mature 

ash on northern end of ditch have features considered suitable for roosting 

bats. 

10 Veteran lime tree. Contains features suitable for roosting bats and/or nesting 

birds. A rabbit Lepus curpaeums warren was present in the roots of the tree. 

11 Hay field to the north of the site. Recently mown at the time of the survey. 

Considered suitable habitat for reptiles and great crested newts, if present. 

12 Immature treeline (shelter belt). Species include oak Quercus robur, 

Sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, fir Abies sp. and holly Ilex aquifolium. 

13 Strip of tall sward grassland between shelter belt (Target Note 12) and the 

hedgerow running adjacent Dereham Road. 

 




