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2 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

2.1 Purpose and Scope of this Report  

 RammSanderson Ecology Ltd was commissioned by Broxtowe Borough Council to undertake an Ecological 

Impact Assessment of a site at 51 Ilkeston Road, Bramcote to inform a planning application for residential 

redevelopment of the site, including the renovation of the existing dwelling on site to restore it to habitable 

standard and construction of new dwellings. 

 To complete an EcIA of the proposals, a desk-based assessment, Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and 

protected species assessments were carried out based upon the findings of the Preliminary Ecological 

Appraisal (PEA). Following the recommendations of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Report issued by 

RammSanderson in July 2019 (RSE_3314_01_V1), nocturnal bat surveys were also undertaken in 2020 to 

complete the ecological assessment of the site. This report is a stand-alone EcIA which has been prepared 

following current guidance (CIEEM, 2018) and can be used to lawfully determine a planning application in 

line with current planning policy1. This report does not form part of a wider discipline Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) of Environmental Statement (ES), nor does it confer the need for any such documentation.  

 The study area was defined depending on the proposals, desk study and applicable legislation (Appendix 1) 

as shown in the enclosed Site Location Plan (Figure 3) plus a buffer zone extended to include the Zone of 

Influence (see section below) of the proposals (hereafter referred to as the “Site”).  

 This ecological impact assessment is based on a review of the development proposals provided by the Client 

in Drawing: 12112-WMS-ZZ-ZZ-DR-A-10903-S0-P1 (Appendix 2), desk study data (third party information) 

and surveys of the Site. The aims of this report are to: 

▪ Classify the habitat types at the site based on standard Phase 1 Habitat survey methodology; 

▪ Evaluate any potential for protected species to be present; 

▪ Identify any ecological constraints that may affect the scheme design; 

▪ Provide recommendations for any further actions that might be required (for example, to monitor 

badger setts periodically through construction);  

▪ Identify likely significant effects on ecological receptors;  

▪ Assess if the proposals are compliant with legislation and policy relating to biodiversity; and 

▪ Identify opportunities for ecological enhancement to provide net biodiversity gain in line with the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019). 

 This report pertains to these results only; recommendations included within this report are the professional 

opinion of an experienced ecologist and therefore the view of RammSanderson Ecology Ltd.   

 The surveys and desk-based assessments undertaken as part of this review and subsequent report including 

the Ecological Constraints and Opportunities Plan are prepared in accordance with the British Standard for 

Biodiversity Code of Practice for Planning and Development (BS42020:2013) and follow current guidance 

(CIEEM, 2018). 

 
 

 

1 Office of the Deputy Prime Minister Circular 06/05: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - Statutory Obligations and Their Impact 

Within The Planning System 
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2.2 Zone of Influence  

 The Zone of Influence is used to describe the geographic extent of potential impacts of a proposed 

development.  The Zone is determined by the development proposals in relation to individual species 

ecological requirements indicated in best practice guidelines. 

 In relation to great crested newts (GCN), the zone of influence is considered to be up to 500m from the site 

boundaries, as this is the distance that Natural England would require to be considered in relation to GCN 

licensing.  

 For designated sites, the Zone of Influence can be up to 10km from the site and this is termed the Impact 

Risk Zone (IRZ). Where sites occur within an IRZ the requirement for a Habitat’s Regulations Assessment or 

Environmental Impact Assessment may be triggered. 

2.3 Site Context and Location  

 The site is located on Ilkeston Road in the Nottingham suburb of Bramcote (central OS grid reference SK 

50150 38165). The site itself comprised an unoccupied residential property with a small garden enclosed 

by hedgerows, trees and fencing, and an adjacent area of amenity grassland with scattered trees Public Open 

Space. The site is surrounded to the south, east and west by residential development associated with 

Bramcote, and to the north is Bramcote Hills Park, a large area of public open space which is predominantly 

wood pasture and parkland.    
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3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Ecological Impact Assessment 

 The ecological impact assessment is based on the standard best practice methodology provided by the 

Guidelines for Ecological impact Assessment (CIEEM, 2018).  The assessment identifies important sites, 

habitats, species and other ecological features that are of conservation value based on factors such as legal 

protection, statutory or local site designations such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or Local 

Wildlife Sites (LWS) or inclusion on Red Data Book Lists or Local Biodiversity Action Plans.   

 The importance of an ecological feature is considered within a defined geographical context. The following 

frame of reference is used, or adapted to suit local circumstances:  

▪ International and European           High Importance  

▪ National 

▪ Regional 

▪ Metropolitan, County, vice-county or other local authority-wide area 

▪ River Basin District 

▪ Estuarine system/Coastal cell 

▪ Local 

▪ Below Local level e.g. on site only                Negligible Importance 

 Consideration of impacts at all scales is important, and essential if objectives for no net loss of biodiversity 

and maintenance of healthy ecosystems are to be achieved. 

 In identifying impacts, the review considers the Client’s Site proposals and any subsequent recommendations 

made are proportionate / appropriate to the site and have considered the Mitigation Hierarchy as identified 

below: 

▪ Avoid: Provide advice on how the development may proceed by avoiding impacts to any species or 

sites by either consideration of site design or identification of an alternative option. 

▪ Mitigate: Where avoidance cannot be implemented mitigation proposals are put forward to minimise 

impacts to species or sites as a result of the proposals. Mitigation put forward is proportionate to the 

site.  

▪ Compensate: Where avoidance cannot be achieved any mitigation strategy will consider the 

requirements for site compensatory measures. 

▪ Enhance: The assessment refers to planning policy guidance (e.g. NPPF) to relate the ecological value 

of the site and identify appropriate and proportionate ecological enhancement in line with both 

national and local policy. 

 For the purpose of this EcIA, a ‘significant effect’ is an effect that either supports or undermines biodiversity 

conservation objectives for ‘important ecological features’ (explained in 3.1.i.) or for biodiversity in general. 

Conservation objectives may be specific (e.g. for a designated site) or broad (e.g. national/local nature 

conservation policy) or more wide-ranging (enhancement of biodiversity). Effects are considered significant 

at the range of scales from international to local. A significant effect is an effect that is sufficiently important 

to require assessment and reporting so that the ecological consequences of the project are understood. In 

broad terms, significant effects encompass impacts on structure and function of defined sites, habitats or 

ecosystems and the conservation status of habitats and species (including extent, abundance and 

distribution). 

 Note: The following definitions are used for the terms ‘impact’ and ‘effect’ throughout this report: 

▪ Impact – Actions resulting in changes to an ecological feature. For example, the construction activities 

of a development removing a hedgerow. 





Ecological Impact Assessment of land at 51 Ilkeston Road, Bramcote 

 
 

 

 

Page 14 of 40   

3.5 Biodiversity Impact Assessment 

 Detailed methodology on the biodiversity impact assessment is included below in Appendix 1. 

3.6 Limitations  

 It should be noted that whilst every effort has been made to provide a comprehensive description of the site, 

no investigation could ensure the complete characterisation and prediction of the natural environment. 

 Phase 1 surveys during the period of October to April are generally less efficient than during the spring or 

summer, and it is possible that some plant species have been missed by the field survey. However, in view 

of the ecological character of the habitats recorded it is considered that the survey is adequate to make a 

robust assessment of habitats present and the sites likely nature conservation significance. 

 During the Covid-19 pandemic RammSanderson have reviewed safe working procedures. As a result of the 

restrictions, providing overnight accommodation in order to manage fatigue effectively has not been possible 

during this time and as such, the decision was taken to repurpose any scheduled dawn surveys as dusk 

surveys. Whilst industry guidance states that it is best practice to combine dusk and dawn methods, and not 

to diminish the qualities of either technique, staff safety is of paramount importance. All sites have 

nevertheless received the requisite number of nocturnal surveys pursuant to their roost categorisation and 

these surveys have been completed as dusk only. This is not considered a limitation to the overall impact 

appraisal of the site and/or any roost characterisation.  

 During the third nocturnal survey on 01/07/2020, light drizzle was recorded for approximately 40 minutes. 

Bat species were however recorded before, during and after the period of rain during the survey and it was 

not considered therefore that this resulted in any significant reduction in bat activity during the survey. In 

light of this, it is not considered that the sub-optimal weather conditions constituted a significant limitation 

and the results of the survey are still considered to be valid. 

3.7 Accurate lifespan of ecological data  

 The majority of ecological data remain valid for only short periods due to the inherently transient nature of 

the subject.  The survey results contained in this report are considered accurate for approximately 2 years, 

notwithstanding any considerable changes to the site conditions. 
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urbanised landscape, it is not anticipated that the impact of a residential development of this scale would 

have a significant impact on such a site.  

4.3 Habitats 

 The site comprised primarily a single unoccupied dwelling with associated residential garden, surrounded by 

garden boundary hedgerows and fences. The remainder of the site comprised short-mown amenity grassland 

and scattered trees. Full results of the Phase 1 Habitat Survey can be observed in the Preliminary Ecological 

Appraisal Report issued in January 2020 (RSE_3314_01_V2) by RammSanderson.  

 The existing habitats on site were of inherently low biodiversity value and poor distinctiveness, comprising 

entirely short-mown amenity grassland and a residential garden, which were of limited botanical interest and 

poor species diversity. The value of the scattered trees and garden boundary hedgerows were notable mainly 

for their potential to support a range of protected/Priority species rather than for their botanical value. No 

protected or Priority plant species were observed on site, and all plant species encountered were common, 

widespread and characteristic of the common habitat types they represent. 

 None of the hedgerows were considered ‘ecologically important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) as 

garden boundary hedgerows are exempt.  All of the hedgerows on site forming the garden boundaries 

comprised less than 80% native species (primarily non-native garden privet) and as such do not qualify as 

Habitats of Principal Importance (HPI) under the NERC Act (2006). 

 Biodiversity 

 As discussed above, the habitats on site primarily consisted of former residential garden, and short-mown 

amenity grassland with scattered trees. These habitats are generally of low distinctiveness and are of 

inherently low value in terms of their benefits to biodiversity. Owing to the small size of the site and the 

ubiquitous nature of the on-site habitats in the context of the surrounding environment which consisted of 

urban development to the south and a large urban parkland (Bramcote Hills Park) to the north, the site itself 

is not considered likely to be of any particular significance or importance in terms of its biodiversity value 

other than opportunities for a range of protected and notable species (discussed below).  

4.4 Protected / Priority Species/Species Groups 

 The presence/likely absence of protected species to be present on site and impacted by the proposals is 

discussed under the headings below. 

 Great Crested Newt (GCN) 

 One pond, P1, was located approximately 50m west of the site and a Habitat Suitability Index Assessment 

returned a score of ‘Poor’ suitability for great-crested newt (GCN). P1 was isolated and surrounded by 

urbanisation with no other ponds within 1km and numerous barriers to terrestrial GCN dispersal (e.g. high 

kerbs, gully pots, buildings, walls and fences) in the vicinity. Additionally, evidence of extensive disturbance 

by waterfowl was noted and the presence of adjacent busy roads and urbanisation likely contributed to what 

appeared to poor water quality (potentially from surface water run-off from the adjacent Ilkeston Road). 

Furthermore, the terrestrial habitats functionally linked to P1 were sub-optimal for GCN, comprising mainly 

short-mown amenity grassland and hardstanding roads and pavements. In light of these factors it is deemed 

highly unlikely that a population of GCN would persist within P1. 

Table 4: HSI Assessment of P1 
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 Bats 

Trees 

 All of the trees on site were subject to a ground level tree assessment and none were considered suitable for 

roosting bats in accordance with BCT’s best-practice guidance (Collins, J., 2016).  

Buildings 

 The nocturnal surveys undertaken in 2020 identified the presence of a single bat roost within B1. This was 

a common pipistrelle day roost beneath an area of loose lead flashing on the south-facing aspect of the roof. 

No other bat emergences were observed during the surveys. Full nocturnal bat survey results are available 

in the report issued by RammSanderson in July 2020 (RSE_3439_01_V1).  

Foraging Habitat 

 The vegetation on site, including the garden boundary hedgerows and scattered mature and semi-mature 

trees, provided suitable habitat for foraging, and commuting bat species locally. During the nocturnal surveys, 

species such as common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Leisler’s bat, noctule and Myotis species were 

recorded, although given the site’s proximity to suitable foraging habitats off site to the north and west it is 

possible that these represented foraging bats off site. It was noted that the site itself was subject to significant 

light spill from the streetlighting on Ilkeston Road and Oakland Court. Overall bat activity was mostly attributed 

to Pipistrellus species.  

 Birds 

 The hedgerows and trees located on site (and to a lesser extent, the buildings) provided suitable habitat for 

nesting birds and are likely to support a range of common garden bird species. Owing to its small size and 

the limited biodiversity value of the existing habitats within the site however, it is not considered likely to be 

of any particular significance to bird species and the site did not provide any scope for Schedule 1 bird 

species. 

 Reptiles 

 Records of reptiles including common lizard, adder, slow worm and grass snake were identified within 2km 

of the site during the desk study, with the closest record (common lizard) approximately 800m north. The 

habitats on site were overall considered to be sub-optimal at best for reptiles, with only very limited 

opportunities for foraging and refuge-seeking, and the site itself was isolated from any suitable reptile 

habitats in the locality by and from the nearest records of reptile species by the site’s urban context, including 

urban development and busy roads which would generally limit the dispersal of these species. 

 Water Vole, Otter and White Clawed Crayfish 

 Records of water vole and white clawed crayfish were identified within 2km of the site. However, there were 

no suitable habitats for these species or otter on site and the site’s isolation from any watercourses (closest 

0.9km northwest) limited its accessibility for these species. As such it is considered highly unlikely that these 

species would persist on the site, as such they will not be considered any further within the context of this 

report.  

 Badgers & other protected/Priority Species 

 No evidence of badger (Meles meles) activity was identified on site including setts, latrines or other field 

signs, although the habitats on site including the amenity grassland and garden did provide some, albeit 
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limited, foraging opportunities for badgers. During an updated site visit in July 2020, evidence of burrowing 

activity was identified within the site (Figure 5). However, the burrows were blind and were of insufficient size 

and shape to be considered representative of badgers.  

Figure 5: Blind burrows identified within the site 

 

 The habitats on site provided opportunities for hedgehogs (Erinaceus europaeus) including the hedgerows 

and compost piles (TN1). Hedgehogs are a Priority Species under the NERC Act (2006) and therefore are a 

material consideration of planning. Furthermore, the desk study identified records for both hedgehogs and 

badgers within 2km of the site demonstrating that there is scope for presence. 

 Due to the small size of the site and the limited ecological value of the habitats present, the site is not 

considered to provide suitable opportunities for any other legally protected or notable/Priority species.      

4.5 Habitat Connectivity Analysis and Closest Relevant Records  

 A review of online resources and desk study data was undertaken to assess the site with respect to its 

connectivity to the wider environment, particularly along linear features (rivers, railways, canals etc.) and any 

designated or protected sites. The figure below highlights the site and any such habitat connectivity. This 

assessment enables the evaluation of a particular proposal in context of the wider environment with regard 

to the site itself and any species which may utilise the site. 

 As the figure below shows, connectivity between the site and the surrounding landscape for amphibians and 

reptiles was poor. The habitats immediately surrounding the site were typical of an urban landscape and 

included short-mown amenity grassland, hardstanding roads and pavements, with high kerbs, walls, fences 

and busy roads. Ilkeston Road in particular has a drainage kerb system which are known amphibian barriers 

/entrapment owing to the way in which they collect surface water. This lies directly adjacent to the site and 

P1 and it is suspect the surface water drains locally to P1 itself. All of these represent barriers to dispersal 

for these species.  
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 The scattered trees provided connectivity for bird and bat species between the site and the parkland and 

woodland habitats to the north, and the residential gardens surrounding the site are likely to provide 

connectivity for species such as badgers and hedgehogs.  
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5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION (CUMULATIVE AND/OR IN ISOLATION) 

5.1 Planning Application Search 

 A search was conducted of planning applications within the vicinity of the proposed developments, using the 

County Council Planning Enquiry. The search was limited to the five year period preceding the date of issue 

of this report (due to the typical five-year lifetime of planning permission). Excluding retention applications 

(i.e. typically local-scale residential or commercial developments where an impact has already occurred), and 

withdrawn and refused applications, the following applications were identified as having the greatest 

potential to act in-combination with one or more of the proposed developments: 

▪ Planning ref 14/00677/OUT – Retirement and specialist care community comprising 31x 2-bed 

bungalows, 33 assisted-care units and 31x 1-bed flats with specialist care/ancillary communal 

facilities.  

▪ Field Farm Estate, Ilkeston Road Stapleford (20/00116/FUL) - 132 dwellings and associated 

infrastructure including flood attenuation, play area and open space. Also outline permission for up to 

200 additional dwellings, local centre including retail, financial and professional services, 

restaurants/cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways (A1-A5).  

▪ Planning ref 20/00352/OUT – Outline application for construction of large-scale residential 

development with all matters reserved (excluding access). 

 Mitigation has been proposed in the ecological assessments for the above residential developments, notably 

including the use of phasing. This development will result in a significant loss of arable farmland and a likely 

increase in artificial light levels within the vicinity. An assessment of likely impacts on bats recommends bat-

sensitive lighting strategies for the Fields Farm development in Stapleford (approximately 620m northwest). 

These projects will also result in increases to noise and lighting pollution during the construction phase of 

these projects, with impacts to bats and other protected species which could act in-combination with the 

proposed development to elevate impact significance. 

 Given the potential presence of several large-scale residential developments within the vicinity of the current 

application, there is potential for impacts on roosting bats arising from this development to act in combination 

with the above developments on local bat populations. However, the proposals are relatively small scale and 

the site is located within a brightly lit urban environment, with the existing on-site habitats of extremely limited 

biodiversity value and an abundance of better quality habitat for bats and other protected species in the 

vicinity in the form of woodland, parkland and grassland. The bat roost on site is of low conservation 

significance (common pipistrelle day roost used by solitary bats only) and it is anticipated that impacts to 

both individuals and the local bat population can be reduced to negligible as a result of this development 

with appropriate timing of work and suitable mitigation measures, in spite of the presence of large-scale 

development occurring in the surrounding area. As such it is considered that impacts to the local bat 

population as a result of this development acting in combination with other developments remains negligible. 

5.2 Statutory and Non-Statutory Designated Sites 

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 The nearest statutory designated site was Stapleford Hill Woodland LNR, located approximately 210m east 

of the site. Given the small scale of the proposals and the distance of the LNR, it is anticipated that the 

impacts of any small increase in local residents as a result of the development on the nearby statutory 

designated site would likely be negligible.  
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 The proposals were located within the Impact Risk Zone for the Attenborough Gravel Pits SSSI 3.7km 

southeast and Robbinetts SSSI 3.7km north. However, the development is not a type which met a threshold 

in respect of either site for further impact assessment and consultation with the LPA.  

 The nearest non-statutorily designated sites was Bramcote Hills LWS, approximately 360m northeast, 

designated for its importance to the White-letter hairstreak (Satyrium w-album), which is a Species of 

Principal Importance for Nottinghamshire. Due to the small scale of the site and its context within an already 

urbanised landscape, it is not anticipated that the impact of a residential development of this scale would 

have a significant impact on such a site. Whilst threats to the nearby designated sites are considered 

limited/negligible as a result of the proposed some precautionary measures are detailed below to protect the 

integrity of these designated sites.  

 Mitigation  

 As a precaution, any public footpaths that lead away from the development site towards Bramcote Hills LWS 

should be signposted detailing the location of the LWS and detailing important information pertaining to the 

site (e.g. appropriate disposal of litter, proper utilisation of footpaths, keeping dogs on leads) to reduce  

potential trampling pressures.  

 Further Survey 

 No further surveys are required to assess the impacts of the proposals on local statutory and non-statutory 

designated sites. 

5.3 Habitats 

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 The existing habitats on site were of inherently low biodiversity value and poor distinctiveness, comprising 

entirely short-mown amenity grassland and a residential garden features, which were of limited botanical 

interest and poor species diversity. The value of the scattered trees and garden boundary hedgerows were 

notable mainly for their potential to support a range of protected/Priority species rather than for their 

botanical value.  

 None of the hedgerows were considered ‘ecologically important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) as 

garden boundary hedgerows are exempt.  All of the hedgerows on site forming the garden boundaries 

comprised less than 80% native species (primarily non-native garden privet) and as such do not qualify as 

Habitats of Principal Importance (HPI) under the NERC Act (2006). The hedgerows will be removed under the 

current proposals and this will likely result in a reduction of opportunities for protected species on site such 

as nesting birds and hedgehogs. Measures to compensate for this are outlined in Section 6. 

 No protected or Priority plant species were observed on site, and all plant species encountered were common, 

widespread and characteristic of the common habitat types they represent. The table below summarises the 

habitat types identified on site and the potential impacts as a result of the proposals and their ecological 

significance.  
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 The existing habitats at the site were calculated as having a Baseline Biodiversity Score of 2.22 habitat units 

and 0.60 hedgerow units. This inherently low score is attributed to the low distinctiveness of the existing 

habitats at the site which as discussed above primarily comprised amenity grassland and residential garden. 

To facilitate the development, areas of amenity grassland in the west of the site will be lost to accommodate 

construction of new dwellings and associated gardens. Two hedges, H4 and H5, will also be removed to 

facilitate this.  

 Proposed Landscaping Biodiversity Score 

 The proposed habitat creation measures include the following: creation of new vegetated residential gardens, 

creation of new species-rich areas of grassland by re-seeding remaining areas of amenity grassland, planting 

new hedgerows around new garden boundaries to compensate for the loss of H4 and H5, utilising native 

species (as recommended in section 7, below). Additionally, planting of 5x new native trees on-site will 

compensate for the loss of 3x existing trees at the site. 

 With the aforementioned measures and appropriate management of the aforementioned habitats to 

maximise their biodiversity benefits, the net change in habitat units score was an increase of 0.03 units, 

bringing the total score for habitats to 2.25 units post-intervention. The net change in hedgerow units score 

was an increase of 0.06 units bringing the total score for hedgerows to 0.66 units post-intervention.  

 As the biodiversity unit score for the site is anticipated to rise with the proposed landscaping scheme, there 

would be a biodiversity net gain of 1.4% for habitats and 9.82% for hedgerows at the site, compliant with the 

requirements of the NPPF 2019.  

Figure 7: Results from Defra Biodiversity Metric 2.0 
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5.5 Amphibians  

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 As P1 and the surrounding terrestrial habitats were considered highly unlikely to support a viable population 

of GCN, no impacts to GCN at the population or individual level are anticipated as a result of the proposed 

development of the site. There is however a residual risk that amphibians more tolerant of poor-quality ponds 

being present on site such as common toad, and as such a precautionary approach to clearance of high-risk 

areas of the site (such as hedgerows) is recommended.  

 Mitigation 

 In light of the above conclusion that GCN are highly unlikely to be present on site, further survey to confirm 

presence/likely absence of GCN in P1 is deemed disproportionate and is not recommended. There is a 

residual risk of transient individuals occupying the site however and therefore an extremely low residual risk 

of killing/injuring GCN and common toad during the clearance of high-risk areas of the site, such as compost 

piles, introduced shrub and hedgerows, and as such a Precautionary Method of Works document is 

recommended for construction phase of the project. This would include toolbox talk and methodologies for 

dismantling of the aforementioned high-risk areas by hand under supervision by an experienced and licensed 

ecologist at appropriate time of the year/weather conditions, covering open excavations at the end of each 

day and avoidance of creation of rubble piles at ground level. Provided this can be adhered to, it is not 

anticipated that any further mitigation for GCN will be necessary for this site. It is recommended that suitable 

mitigation measures during construction should be included in a Construction Ecological Management Plan 

for the site as a condition of planning. 

 If in the extremely unlikely event that GCN are found, they should not be moved, works would need to stop 

and RammSanderson be contacted if they are not already on site to devise an appropriate methodology to 

proceed which would likely involve an application to Natural England for a Low Impact Class Licence. 

 Further Survey 

 No further surveys are recommended for GCN in relation to the development of this site, and application for 

an EPSL for GCN is not deemed necessary. 

5.6 Bats 

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 The nocturnal surveys identified the presence of a common pipistrelle day roost beneath an area of lifted 

flashing on the south-facing elevation of B1. B1 is to be retained under the proposals, however it is likely that 

remediation work will be required to restore the building to habitable conditions and this work has the 

potential to result in the killing/injuring of any bats present and the permanent or temporary destruction or 

damage of the existing bat roost. As such, a bat mitigation licence must be in place prior to the 

commencement of any renovation or demolition of this structure. The site is considered to be used by solitary 

bats on a transitional basis. Common pipistrelle are common in both a local and national context and as such 

is considered to be a roost of low conservation significance in accordance with the Bat Mitigation Guidelines 

(EN, 2004). All of the trees on site were assessed as having ‘negligible’ potential to support roosting bats, 

and as such their potential removal will not impact on roosting bats. 

 The scattered trees and garden habitats on site provided opportunities for foraging and commuting bats and 

low numbers of common species were observed utilising the site during the nocturnal surveys. Artificial light 

spill from adjacent street lighting reduced the suitability of this habitat for bats and given the presence of 
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more suitable habitat in Bramcote Hills Park north of the site, it is considered likely that the habitats on site 

are likely to be utilised only on an opportunistic basis by individual bats rather than constituting an important 

foraging resource for bats in the context of the local area. In consideration of the factors discussed above it 

is considered unlikely that the proposed redevelopment of the site will have a significant impact upon the 

local bat population.  

 It is likely that development of the site will result in some increase in artificial lighting at the site. Many UK 

bat species actively avoid lit areas and therefore increased lighting would affect local bats’ ability to use the 

site in a number of ways. Direct bright lighting of a roost can cause bats to desert a roost or become entombed 

within it (BCT and ILP, 2018). UK species of bats prey on insects, many of which are attracted to artificial light 

sources, especially those with an ultraviolet/blue spectral component and this may act as a ‘sink’ reducing 

the availability of insect prey in nearby habitats (BCT, ILP 2018).  

 Mitigation 

 If unavoidable impacts to roosting bats during construction work are anticipated, then a Protected Species 

Licence should be sought from Natural England. This document, once approved, would contain detailed 

mitigation measures to minimise the risk of killing or injuring any bats during the demolition phase of the 

works. This would likely include timing the works to avoid sensitive times of the year for bats and soft-stripping 

of the roof of B1 under supervision by a bat-licenced ecologist. Provision of a compensatory roost must be 

provided at the site post-development to maintain the favourable conservation status of the bat species 

identified and of the roost itself. More details on the likely nature of mitigation and compensation measures 

relating to roosting bats can be found in the previous report issued by RammSanderson (RSE_3439_01_V1). 

 It is recommended that construction works are to be undertaken in daylight hours only with no night hours 

work permitted to minimise the impact of increased artificial lighting during the construction phase on local 

bat populations. Post-completion, lighting on site should follow the guidance set out in Bats and Lighting in 

the UK (BCT and ILP, 2018). Site lighting proposals must therefore consider the following: 

▪ Avoid lighting where possible;  

▪ Install lamps at the lowest permissible density;  

▪ Position lamps to direct light downwards and avoid upward spill onto any features with bat roost 

potential, or adjacent habitats with potential to be utilised by bats such as trees and hedgerows;  

▪ LED lighting with no UV component is recommended; 

▪ Use of lights with a warm colour temperature – 3000K or 2700K have less impact on bats; 

▪ Light sources that peak higher than 550nm also reduce impacts to bats, and; 

▪ Use of motion-sensors, timers and dimmers to avoid lighting areas of the site all night. 

 It is recommended that suitable mitigation measures during construction should be included in a 

Construction Ecological Management Plan for the site as a condition of planning. 

 Further Surveys 

 No further survey work is considered necessary to inform likely impacts to bat species at this stage. 

5.7 Birds 

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 Due to its small size and the generally limited quality of habitats present, the site was not considered suitable 

to support any Schedule 1 bird species, however the scattered trees, hedgerows and garden habitats had 

potential to be utilised by nesting bird species and are likely to support a range of common species during 
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the nesting season. Mitigation measures to avoid impacts to nesting birds during construction are outlined 

below.  

 Mitigation 

 Any tree management, demolition of buildings or vegetation clearance should take place outside the bird 

nesting season (generally considered between March and September inclusive) in accordance with the 

general protection afforded to wild birds under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  If this 

is not possible, the trees, hedgerows or buildings should be carefully checked by an ecologist prior to 

removal/demolition. Where active nests are found, working restrictions would be put in place until follow up 

survey can demonstrate that all chicks have fledged and the nest is no longer active. 

 It is recommended that suitable mitigation measures during construction should be included in a 

Construction Ecological Management Plan for the site as a condition of planning. 

 Further Surveys 

 Due to the small size of the site and the low quality/limited conservation value of the habitats on site for bird 

species, further bird surveys are deemed disproportionate and are not recommended.  

5.8 Badgers & Other Protected/Priority Species 

 Assessment of Ecological Impacts 

 No evidence of badger activity was identified on site. The habitats on site presented some opportunities for 

foraging badgers however, as well as hedgehogs. Hedgehogs are a Species of Principal Importance under 

the NERC Act (2006) and as such their presence on site constitutes a material consideration of planning.   

 There is therefore a risk of these species passing through the site during the construction phase, and as such 

recommendations to minimise the risk of killing or injuring protected/priority species during the construction 

phase are outlined below.  

 Mitigation 

 Mitigation measures to minimise the risk of killing or injuring protected/priority species during the 

construction phase to implement include: 

▪ Cover open excavations at the end of each day 

▪ Cap off any open pipes at the end of each day; 

▪ Cover any open holes, or install mammal ladders or earth ramps in any open excavations at the end 

of each day to prevent animals from becoming trapped; 

▪ Keep all fuel and other harmful substances in a locked area; 

▪ Ensure any spillages are treated with spill kits; 

▪ Night work should be avoided where possible, and any flood lighting should face away from the Site 

boundaries; and 

▪ If any fresh sett digging is observed notify an ecologist immediately and leave a 20m buffer around the 

area until an assessment can be made. 

 Post development, measures to maintain connectivity for species such as hedgehogs should be made 

including using hedgerows as garden boundaries instead of fences, or if fences must be used leaving 

15x15cm gaps in garden fences to maintain connectivity at ground-level. 

 It is recommended that suitable mitigation measures during construction should be included in a 

Construction Ecological Management Plan for the site as a condition of planning. 
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 Further Surveys 

 It is recommended that an updated badger survey is undertaken at the site within 6 months of any proposed 

commencement of works to check for any evidence of new sett-digging by badgers, given its potential 

suitability for this species. 
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7 COMPENSATION & ENHANCEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1 Habitats 

 The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) now requires that all developments achieve an overall 

biodiversity net gain. As the habitats on site are generally of poor quality, low distinctiveness and limited 

ecological value (i.e. amenity grassland and residential garden) it is considered that the development of the 

site will not result in a significant reduction in biodiversity, and biodiversity gains at sites such as this can be 

made through localised enhancements such as those outlined below. Habitat creation and enhancement 

measures should be informed by a Landscape Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). It is recommended that 

a LEMP for the site is produced as a condition of planning. 

 Trees and hedgerows lost as a result of the development should be replaced with native species at a ratio of 

2:1, either on site as part of the development proposals or off-site where this is not possible. Where off-site 

compensatory planting is required, land under the Broxtowe Borough Council ownership should be utilised 

with site selection informed by RammSanderson to prevent degradation of any existing floristic features. 

 Tree species with biodiversity value include rowan (Sorbus aucuparia), holly (Ilex aquifolium), silver birch 

(Betula pendula), bird cherry (Prunus padus) and crab apple (Malus sp.). Species such as these will provide 

nesting opportunities for birds on site and during the autumn will provide foraging opportunities.  

 New garden boundaries should utilise hedgerows rather than fencing to maximise biodiversity gains on site. 

This will also provide opportunities and connectivity for hedgehogs, birds and bats on site. New hedgerows 

should utilise a diverse mix of native species and could include: 

▪ Holly 

▪ Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) 

▪ Wild privet (Ligustrum vulgare) 

▪ Beech (Fagus sylvatica) 

▪ Yew (Taxus baccata) 

▪ Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus) 

▪ Field maple (Acer campestre) 

▪ Hazel (Corylus avellana) 

▪ Bird cherry  

 Landscape/shrub planting should utilise plant species with benefits for wildlife where possible, ideally native 

species which provide value for pollinating insects. These could include: 

▪ Dogwood (Cornus sanguinea) 

▪ Spindle (Euonymus europaeus) 

▪ Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) 

▪ Juniper (Juniperus communis) 

▪ Gorse (Ulex europaeus) 

▪ Field rose (Rosa arvensis) 

▪ Broom (Cytisus scoparius) 

Non-native species with biodiversity benefits: 

▪ Rosemary (Salvia rosmarinus) 

▪ English lavender (Lavandula angustifolia) 

 Areas of grassland within the site outside of gardens should be re-seeded with a native species-rich seed mix 

and subject to specific management regime to maximise biodiversity benefits post-construction. Examples of 

appropriate seed mixes could include N14 “Flowering Lawn”, N3 “Spring Flowering Meadow” or N5 “Long-

season meadow mix” from Naturescapes. Low intensity management regimes would be informed by any 

eventual Landscape Ecological Management Plan for the site and would involve reducing the number of cuts 
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per season, removal of arisings from cutting to reduce the nutrient levels in the soil (which favours 

herbaceous species over grasses) and leaving the area to grow long at certain times of the year.  

7.2 Protected/Principal Species  

 Additional enhancements that should easily be met within the development scope include the incorporation 

of three bat boxes (to be complementary of the proposed bat mitigation/compensation measures required 

as part of an EPS licence if necessary), five bird boxes, one hedgehog box and two insect houses. Boxes can 

be incorporated into the design of new buildings, such as Swift Apus apus boxes which should be positioned 

at the eaves or on gable ends of new houses (CIEEM, 2019). Bat boxes can also be easily incorporated into 

new building designs and are available in a range of styles which provide a discrete finish and require little 

or no maintenance post-completion. Incorporated bat boxes should be placed on southwest or southeast 

facing aspects close to the eaves of any new buildings.  

 Bat and bird boxes can also be affixed to retained mature trees, or directly to new buildings within the 

development and should be positioned at a minimum height of 4 metres from ground-level. Bat boxes should 

be fixed on a south-facing aspect and away from any sources of artificial light.  

 Hedgehog/ insect boxes could be placed within newly planted hedgerows or areas of new landscape shrub 

planting. If fences are used in part for garden boundaries these should leave a gap of 15x15cm to facilitate 

continued connectivity for hedgehogs at ground-level. 
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9 LEGISLATION AND PLANNING POLICY 

9.1 General & Regionally Specific Policies 

i. Articles of British legislation, policy guidance and both Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) and the NERC 

Act 2006 are referred to throughout this report.  Their context and application is explained in the relevant 

sections of this report.  The relevant articles of legislation are:  

▪ The National Planning Policy Framework (2019); 

▪ ODPM Circular 06/2005 (retained as Technical Guidance on NPPF 2019); 

▪ Local planning policies (Broxtowe Borough Council’s Aligned Core Strategy, adopted 2014); 

▪ The Conservation of Habitats & Species (EU Exit) Regulations (as amended) 2019; 

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

▪ EC Council Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds 79/409/EEC; 

▪ National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949; 

▪ The Protection of Badgers Act 1992; 

▪ The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000; 

▪ The Hedgerow Regulations 1997; 

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

▪ Local Biodiversity Action Plan for Nottinghamshire 

 Specifically, Policy 16 of the Aligned Core Strategy (2014) States: 

“where new development has an adverse impact on Green Infrastructure corridors or 

assets, alternative scheme designs that have no or little impact should be considered 

before mitigation is provided” 

 Policy 17 states: 

“Development on or affecting other, non-designated sites or wildlife corridors with 

biodiversity value will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there is an 

overriding need for the development and that adequate mitigation measures are put 

in place.” 

 Furthermore, Policy 17 stipulates: 

“…seeking to ensure new development provides new biodiversity features, and 

improves existing biodiversity features wherever appropriate”  

 In relation to these proposals, relevant sections of the NPPF, 2019 are: 

“promote the conservation restoration and enhancement of priority habitats and 

ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species…identify and 

pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity (174b)” 

“minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity (170d)” 

“if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, 

adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission 

should be refused (175)” 

9.2 Bats and Great Crested Newts 

 Great crested newt and species of British bats are fully protected within UK Law under Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) through their inclusion in Schedule 5. Under the Act, they are protected 

from:  
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▪ Intentional or reckless killing, injury, taking;  

▪ Damage to or destruction of or, obstruction of access to any place of shelter, breeding or rest;  

▪ Disturbance of an animal occupying a structure or place;  

▪ Possession or control (live or dead animals); 

▪ Selling, bartering or exchange of these species, or parts of. 

 This law is reinforced by the UK’s transposition of the EU Habitats Regulations under The Conservation of 

Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019. These Regulations also prohibit: 

▪ the deliberate killing, injuring or taking of great crested newt or bats;  

▪ the deliberate disturbance of any great crested newt or bat species in such a way as to be significantly 

likely to affect:  

▪ their ability to survive, hibernate, migrate, breed, or rear or nurture their young; or  

▪ the local distribution or abundance of that species.  

▪ damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place; 

▪ the possession or transport of great crested newt or bats or any other part of.  

 Under certain circumstances a licence may be granted by Natural England to permit activities that would 

otherwise constitute an offence.  In relation to development, a scheme must have full planning permission 

before a licence application can be made. 

 In addition, seven British bat species are listed as Species of Principal Importance (SPI) under the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act, 2006.  These are barbastelle (Barbastellus barbastellus), 

Bechstein’s (Myotis bechsteinii), noctule (Nyctalus noctula), soprano pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus), 

brown long-eared (Plecotus auritus), greater horseshoe (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum) and lesser horseshoe 

(Rhinolophus hipposideros). 

 Under the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 the presence of any protected species is a material 

planning consideration.  The Framework states that impacts arising from development proposals must be 

avoided where possible or adequately mitigated/compensated for and that opportunities for ecological 

enhancement should be sought. 
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10.2 Biodiversity Impact Assessment 

 Outline Procedure  

 Biodiversity Impact Assessment of proposals was carried out in accordance with guidelines published by 

DEFRA5 and via the DEFRA Metric Calculation Tool 2.0. 

 The existing value of individual habitats on site is initially calculated by accurately mapping the proposed 

development site from information collected during a Biodiversity Scoping Assessment/Phase 1 Habitat 

Survey (see Appendix 2) and by dividing the land into individual habitat parcels; This part of the work is 

informed by JNCC habitat6 and UK habitats7 classification systems. The distinctiveness, condition, 

connectivity and strategic significance of these parcels is then assessed and together with the area of each 

habitat, a value is assigned. A summary of how habitat distinctiveness, condition assessment, connectivity 

and strategic significance is determined is detailed within DEFRA best practice literature as referenced below.  

 Calculation 

 Once the habitat types have been input into the Biodiversity Impact Assessment calculator, along with their 

area, distinctiveness, condition, connectivity and strategic significance an overall score in biodiversity units 

is calculated. This broadly is calculated as such: area / length (ha/km). 

 Compensation 

 Once the biodiversity value of existing on-site habitats has been quantified, the value of indicatively proposed 

habitats to achieve a net gain as part of development must be calculated. 

 This is calculated using the methodology applied above, taking into account the area/length of indicatively 

proposed habitats, their distinctiveness, condition, connectivity and strategic significance once this is 

established. A further two parameters are also taken into consideration at this stage. These are the time it 

will take to reach this target condition and the difficulty of creating/restoring each habitat type proposed. By 

using these parameters, the calculation takes into account that the time it takes for a habitat to establish 

may result in a loss of biodiversity for a period of time and also the risk of failure associated with any habitat 

creation/restoration. 

 

 
 

 

5 Crosher et al, 2019. The Biodiversity Metric 2.0: auditing and accounting for biodiversity value. User guide 

(Beta Version, July 2019). Natural England 
6 2016 JNCC. Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey.  
7 UK Habitat classification Working Group 2018. UK Habitat Classification-Habitat Definitions V1.0 






