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Report title Extended Phase 1 Ecological Assessment and Phase 2 Surveys — Land at
Little Meadow, Yapton, West Sussex BN18 0JY

Client Ann Taylor

Report status Draft

Survey date 25" June 2020, June 2020 — Present

Written by Izabel Phillips Date 3" August 2020
Disclaimers

This report has been prepared by Phillips Ecology for the sole use of the client named above. Survey work, assessment, and
report writing have been undertaken with all reasonable skill and care, and unless otherwise explicitly stated, is appropriate only
for the work, scheme, or project brief provided by the client and intended purposes. The report may not be relied upon by any
other party without the express agreement of the client and Phillips Ecology. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made

as to the professional advice included in this report.

Where data, drawings, plans or other technical information has been provided to Phillips Ecology for the purposes of preparation
of this report, either by the client, their agents or other parties (including but not limited to biological data sets, laboratory results,
and mapping), it has been assumed that the information is correct. No responsibility can be accepted by Phillips Ecology for

inaccuracies in such data supplied by other parties.

No part of this report may be copied or duplicated without the express permission of Phillips Ecology and the client. Where field
investigations have been carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to achieve the stated objectives of

the work, under standard limitations of access to third party land and other limitations as described in the report.

Itis the client’s responsibility to note and comply as necessary with any recommendations made in this report, planning conditions
derived from these, and any relevant licensing regimes. Phillips Ecology bears no responsibility for any failure to note and comply
with legal requirements for works carried out by or in behalf of the client at the above site and for the project this report has been

produced to support.
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This extended phase 1 ecological assessment and phase 2 surveys report has been prepared in
order to support a planning application for the proposed residential development on land at Little
Meadow, Yapton, West Sussex BN18 0JY.

An extended phase 1 ecological assessment of the application site was undertaken on the 25"
June 2020 by Izabel Phillips and Katy Goddard of Phillips Ecology.

The survey area comprised the entire site within the application boundary which included the
existing field boundary features. A data search extended to a 2km radius for statutory designated
sites, protected species, priority species and a 1km radius for priority habitats.

The site was considered to support opportunities for protected and priority species including
dormice, breeding birds, great crested newts and reptiles.

Further survey work in accordance with Natural England’s standing advice was required to confirm
the presence/absence of reptiles, great crested newts and dormice to ascertain the potential
impact of the proposal and finalise any necessary mitigation.

A reptile refugia survey was commenced in June 2020. The survey has so far confirmed that the
site supports common lizard and slow-worm. Survey work is currently on-going with a further five
surveys required to confirm the population size of the identified species and confirm the
presence/absence of further species.

The proposed development will result in the loss of reptile habitat. As such, a mitigation strategy
has been designed to ensure that reptiles are not killed or injured as a result of the construction
and operational phases of the development.

A dormouse presence/absence survey was commenced in June 2020. Dormice have not been
recorded to-date, however, survey work up until early November is required to confirm the absence
of dormice on site.

A great crested newt eDNA survey of the on-site pond was undertaken in accordance with Biggs
et al (2014) during June 2020. The survey has conclusively shown great crested newts to be
absent from the on-site pond.

With the implementation of construction and operational mitigation and avoidance measures,
impacts on other protected species will be avoided.

Provided the recommendations set out in section 15 are followed, the planning authority can be
confident that the development would accord with relevant planning policy, legislation and
caselaw.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Report purpose

This report has been prepared in order to present the extended phase 1 ecological assessment
and phase 2 surveys undertaken for the proposed residential development on land at Little
Meadow, Yapton, West Sussex BN18 0JY.

Description of proposal

The current proposals comprise the construction of 81 residential units and associated
infrastructure, amenity space and an enlarged employment area within the application site. The
proposal will require the construction of a new site access from Bilsham Road though an
existing hedgerow.

Report context

Critchley Architecture and Design (CAAD) Ltd have prepared an outline planning application
on behalf of Ann Taylor (the Applicant) for the construction of 81 residential units on land to the
east of the Old Chicken Farm. The planning authority, Arun District Council, have requested
that the planning application is accompanied by ecological survey and assessment work.
Phillips Ecology have been instructed by the Applicant to undertake this assessment.

Scope of assessment

An extended phase 1 ecological assessment was carried out on the 25" June 2020. The survey
comprised a field survey and desktop study in order to identify notable or protected sites,
habitats or species potentially affected by the proposal under consideration. This survey was
followed by further species-specific surveys in the form of reptile presence/absence surveys,
dormouse presence/absence surveys and a great crested newt eDNA survey of the on-site
pond.

Survey area

The survey area comprised the approximate 5.56ha site. A data search extended to a 2km
radius for statutory designated sites and protected species and a 1km radius for priority
habitats.

Limitations

Limitations which are specific to each phase of the assessment are given in the relevant
sections, below.

W



21

22

23

2.31

232

N
T o oy

R B N

N

{

[
I IATS ARV
CA R W A

Methodology

A desk-based assessment was undertaken by Phillips Ecology on the 18th June 2020
with Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) and Sussex
Biodiversity Records Centre (SxBRC). The MAGIC database was consulted for records
of statutory designated sites for the application site and a 4km radius and priority habitats
for the site and a 1km radius, whilst SXBRC was consulted for records of locally
designated sites, protected species and priority species within the application site and a
2km radius.

Limitations

The data search results are bound by the following statement contained within MAGICs
general disclaimer: “The materials contained on this website are of a general,
informational, nature. We have used reasonable endeavours to ensure the accuracy and
completeness of the contents of the pages on this site but the information does not
constitute advice and must not be relied on as such” and by the following statement
contained within SxBRCs Terms and Conditions: “All recipients of data provided by the
Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre should be aware of, and agree to, the following:
SxBRC takes data validation very seriously, but cannot be held responsible for the
accuracy of data included in search reports. Any record is specific to the date of recording
and does not imply the continuance of the species at that site. The lack of species or
habitat information for a geographically defined area does not necessarily imply a low
biodiversity value for that area; it may simply be unrecorded..”

Results

Statutory designated sites

One statutory designated site is located within a 4km radius of the application site. This
comprises Climping Beach Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which is located 3.6km
south-east of the application site. The site comprises a stretch of coast with a vegetated
shingle beach, behind which is a sand dune system. The intertidal zone supports
important populations of wintering birds and the numbers of wintering sanderling, in
particular, are of European significance. The application site is located outside the impact
risk zone for Climping Beach SSSI.

County Wildlife Sites and Ancient woodlands

Two local designated sites are located within a 2km radius of the application site. These
are detailed in table 1, below. No ancient woodlands are present within a 2km radius of
the application site.

-

-
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Methodology

A field survey was carried out on the 25" June 2020 by Izabel Phillips (bat licence ref:
2015-11750-CLS-CLS, dormouse licence ref; 2016-19512-CLS-CLS, GCN licence ref:
2015-16928-CLS-CLS). During the survey all broad habitat types were identified and a
list was compiled of characteristic plant species within each habitat type. These habitats
are described below in accordance with Phase 1 habitat terminology.

Limitations

The habitat survey was carried out during June which is during the optimal period for
recording vascular plant species. Therefore, it was possible to identify vegetation to
effectively classify habitat types in accordance with Phase 1 habitat terminology and no
limitations were encountered.

Existing records

The data search revealed that priority habitats associated with the nearby coastal
landscape are the most prevalent priority habitats within a 2km radius of the site.
Woodland cover is limited within the 2km data search area with only several small blocks
of priority woodland were recorded within 2km of the site. Arable farmland which is
interspersed by mature hedgerows and residential properties is the dominant habitat
within the wider landscape beyond the residential area of Bilsham.

Results

The following Phase 1 habitat types were recorded within the survey site. The locations
of the recorded habitats are shown in Map 1.

Improved grassland

The majority of the application site comprises two improved grassland fields which are
cultivated for horse grazing and silage and/or hay production (Figure 1). The grassland is
dominated by false-ocat grass Arrhenatherum elatius, Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus,
perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne, cock's-foot Dactylis glomerata and sweet vernal-
grass Anthoxanthum odoratum. Herb species including creeping buttercup Ranunculus
repens, common ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris and white clover Trifolium repens were
recorded amongst the grasses. Patches of oxeye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, field
bindweed Convolvulus arvensis, common fleabane Pulicaria dysenterica and common
knapweed Cenfaurea nigra were recorded close to the boundary hedgerows which are
set apart from the horse-grazed pasture.

-

-
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Figure 1 — imp
northern site boundary horses

3.4.2 Intact hedgerows

Three intact hedgerows are located within the site (H2, H3 and H7). The hedgerows are
dominated by dense blackthorn Prunus spinosa, with hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, ash
Fraxinus excelsior, goat willow Salix caprea, dog rose Rosa canina and bramble Rubus
fruticosus. The hedgerow field layers are dominated by suckering blackthorn which
extends into the grassland and creates a scalloped, graded edge.

B
Figure 3 — hedgerow 2 Figure 4 — hedgerow 7

3.4.3 Defunct hedgerows

Five defunct hedgerows are located within the site (H1, H4, H5, H6 and H8). The defunct
hedgerows comprise a mix of native species hedgerows and non-native species-poor
hedgerows as follows:

- H1 comprises a line of recently planted native species saplings. The saplings are
protected by rabbit guards.

- H4 comprises a garden privet Ligustrum ovalifolium hedgerow which has been
planted within the existing commercial area.

- H5 comprises a line of early maturity leylandii trees which border the site
entrance.

- HB6 comprises a defunct and gappy native species hedgerow which borders the
adjacent residential properties.

10
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- HB8 comprises a short length of willow dominated gappy hedgerow.

. \\ i* N

Figure 5 — hedgerow 1

3.44 Scrub
An area of native species scrub is located adjacent to the pond within the west of the site.
The scrub as established from the adjacent hedgerows and has succeeded from
grassland. The scrub supports a range of native species including hawthorn, elder
Sambucus nigra, hazel Corylus avellana and ash.

R
R
= =

Figure 6 — scrub within the west of the site

3.45 Standing water
A single pond is located within the application site. The pond is very shallow and is
dominated by bulrush Typha latifolia and common duckweed Lemna minor.
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The scope of works, data search and habitat assessment have informed the scope of the

protected and notable species assessment. On this basis, the following protected and
priority species have been considered further within this report:

Bats (foraging and commuting)

Hedgehogs

Hazel dormice

Badgers

Breeding birds

Reptiles

Amphibians

Invertebrates

The surveyed site has been assessed for its potential to support the above-named
protected species based upon the criteria in Table 2.

Table 2 Protected species grading criteria

Grading Justification

criteria

Negligible

Low Minimal suitable habitat present or, if present, highly degraded/fragmented.
Minimal linkage to suitable habitat beyond site. Presence of species unlikely.

Moderate

High p p - Y/
range/close to known occurrence. Excellent connectivity to optimal habitat. No
justification for discounting presence of species.

Confirmed

presence

-
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5.2

5.3

Methodology

An assessment was made of the site’s suitability to support foraging and commuting bats
in accordance with the Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) Bat Surveys for Professional
Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edition).

No structures are present within the site and the proposal will not result in any trees being
felled, therefore, the survey did not comprise a detailed inspection of potential roost
structures/trees.

Limitations
Limitations were not encountered during the course of the survey.
Assessment methodology

The site’s suitability for supporting commuting and foraging bats will be assessed against
the guidelines within Table 3 which have been adapted from the BCT Good Practice
Guidelines.

Table 3 Suitability assessment guidelines

Suitability Description of Foraging/Commuting Habitats

Negligible

Low Habitat that could be used by small numbers of commuting bats such as a gappy
hedgerow or un-vegetated stream, but isolated i.e. not very well connected to the
surrounding landscape by other habitats.

Suitable but isolated habitat that could be used by small numbers of foraging bats
such as a lone tree (not parkland situation) or a patch of scrub.

Moderate

High

» high-quality p
that is likely to be used regularly by commuting bats such as river valleys,

streams, hedgerows, lines of tree and woodland edge.

High quality habitat that Is well connected to the wider landscape that is likely to
be used regularly by foraging bats such as broadleaved woodland, tree-lined
watercourses and grazed parkland.

Site is close to and connected to known roosts.

13
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5.4

55

5.6

6.2

6.3

Existing records

The data search revealed a number of bat records within a 2km radius of the application
site. Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus
pygmaeus, Nathusius' pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii, brown long-eared Plecotus auritus,
Leisler's Nyctalus leisleri, noctule Nyctalus noctule, Natterer's Myostis natterer,
whiskered Myotis mystacinus Brandt's Myotis brandtii, Daubenton’s Myotis daubentonii,
and barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus bats have all been recorded within the search
radius. Therefore, it is expected that the species detailed above will both forage and roost
within 2km of the application site.

Results

The site supports intact hedgerows which are well connected to further intact hedgerows
and small woodland blocks. Hedgerows, which are linear habitat corridors within the
landscape, are favoured by bats for commuting and foraging. The range of woody species
recorded within the hedgerows will support an abundance of invertebrates and provide a
sheltered environment for foraging bats.

Assessment

When considered in view of the criteria set out in Table 3, the site is considered to support
moderate suitability for foraging and commuting bats. This assessment is based on the
presence of continuous hedgerow habitat which is well connected to the wider landscape.

In the context of the wider landscape, the habitats within the application site are
considered unexceptional for foraging and commuting bats. They are, nevertheless,
suitable for commuting and foraging bats and it is highly likely that bats will commute and
forage through the site as a component of their wider foraging range.

Methodology

The survey involved a detailed investigation of the site to identify evidence of badger
residence, foraging or territorial activity. This includes badger setts, latrine sites, dung
piles, well-used trails, prints and hairs. Particular emphasis was placed on locating badger
setts, paths and signs of territorial activity such as dung piles and latrines.

Limitations

The dense blackthorn which forms the majority of the hedgerow habitat within the site
could obscure evidence of badger activity. Nevertheless, it is likely that any frequently
used, well-worn pathways which are indicative of nearby setts would have been evident.

Existing records

Badger records are not provided by the SXBRC data search at the request of the local
badger groups.

14

-

-

W



6.4

6.5

7.1

7.2

7.3

Results

No evidence of badger activity was recorded during the survey. However, the permanent
grassland is optimal foraging habitat for badgers. No evidence of a badger sett was
recorded within the application site, however, suitable habitat for the formation of a sett is
present.

Assessment

Badger setts are considered to be absent from the site, however, there is considered to
be high potential for badgers to utilise foraging opportunities within and surrounding the
site such as the permanent grassland.

Methodology

An assessment was made of the suitability of habitat on site to support hazel dormice.
Key habitats are woodland, scrub and hedgerows, particularly where these offer dense
vegetation within which to nest/hibernate and key resources such as hazel nuts,
fruiting/nectar-rich plants (e.g. hawthorn, bramble) to provide a continuum of food
resources throughout the active season and honeysuckle Lonicera periclymenum (for
nesting material). Landscape-scale habitat linkages such as hedgerows are fundamental
for dormouse presence where small scale or sub-optimal habitats are recorded within a
site.

Following the extended phase 1 ecological survey, a phase 2 presence/absence
dormouse survey was undertaken. The presence/absence survey comprised the
installation of 75 nest tubes within suitable dormouse habitat within the site. The nest
tubes were subsequently surveyed for evidence of dormouse activity.

In accordance with survey guidance (The Dormouse Conservation Handbook and
Standing Advice for Protected Species), surveys will be undertaken between July and
November in order to meet the minimum survey requirement (20 total survey points
derived from monthly surveys which are weighted accordingly to reflect the suitability of
the survey period). However, if dormouse presence is determined prior to November, the
survey duration will be truncated as sufficient information will have been collected to
inform a European Protected Species (EPS) Licence application (the nest tubes are only
used for determining presence / likely absence and do not qualify population sizes).

Limitations

Limitations were not encountered during the course of the survey.

Existing records

No records of dormice are present within a 2km radius of the application site.

15

-

-

W



7.4

7.5

8.2

8.3

Results

The intact hedgerows within the site are considered to support suitable habitat for
dormice. They support a rich diversity of food plant species including blackthorn,
hawthorn, dog-rose and bramble, and opportunities for nesting and hibernation. These
features are directly connected to the surrounding woodland and hedgerow network. A
single dormouse tube inspection has been carried out to date. The date and result of the
survey are given in table 4, below.

Table 4 Dormouse survey results

Survey Date Comments

Survey tube deployment

Tube inspection 1 | 23/07/2019 Negative
Tube inspection 2
Tube inspection 3

Tube inspection 4

Assessment

The application site supports suitable habitat for dormice and surveys are currently on-
going.

Methodology

The site was assessed for its suitability to support hedgehogs based on the presence of
favoured habitats such as woodland edges, hedgerows, grassland and suburban habitats.

Hedgehogs are most abundant within gardens, parks and amenity land close to or within
human settlements. They are generally scarce in areas of coniferous woodland, marshes
and moorland, probably because of a lack of suitable sites and materials for the
construction of winter nests (Morris, 2006). Any evidence of hedgehog activity such as
prints or droppings would be recorded.

Limitations

Low detections rates are associated with evidence of hedgehog activity; therefore,
absence of evidence does not confirm the absence of hedgehogs. For this reason, the
assessment of the likely presence/absence of hedgehogs has largely been informed by
the species’ local distribution and the habitats within the site and local area.

Existing records

33 records of hedgehog are present witliﬂg a 2km radius of the site.

-
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8.4

8.5

-

Results

The hedgerow understorey habitat and grassland within the site has the potential to
support foraging hedgehog although no direct evidence was noted.

Assessment

There is considered to be high potential for hedgehog to occur on site.

Methodology

An assessment was made of the site’s suitability to support reptile populations. Key
habitat features include: tussocky/patchy grassland, scrub edge, linear watercourses,
ponds, compost heaps, brash piles and rubble/soil heaps. Linkage to suitable habitat
within the surrounding landscape will increase the potential for reptiles to occur, although
populations can occur within isolated/fragmented habitats even within urban areas.

Following the extended phase 1 ecological survey, a phase 2 reptile survey was
undertaken. The phase 2 reptile surveys involved the distribution of reptile refugia across
the site in suitable areas of habitat. A total of 68 refugia were distributed evenly through
the margins of the site to confirm the presence/absence, numbers and distribution of
reptile species on site. The refugia were then inspected on suitable weather conditions
during July and August 2020. Five further visits are scheduled for September. The refugia
warm more rapidly than the surrounding environment and reptiles use them to
thermoregulate. Inspection of refugia is most effectively carried out in marginal weather
conditions such as cold but sunny weather or hazy and somewhat overcast conditions, as
this will maximise the thermal value of the refugia for basking reptiles. Inspections are
generally ineffective in cold, wet conditions or in very hot sunny weather. Whilst on site,
surveyors slowly and quietly walked around the site in order to visually search for animals
basking in the open. The dates and weather conditions of the reptile refugia surveys are
given in table 5, below.

Table 5 Reptile survey dates and weather conditions

Survey Date Precipitation Temperature Wind Cloud
Cover

Refugia
deployment

Refugia | 07/07/2020 Nil 17.0°C 11 mph 20%cc
inspection 1

Refugia
inspection 2
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9.2

9.3

9.4

Refugia
inspection 3

Refugia
inspection 4

Refugia
inspection 5

Refugia
inspection 6

Refugia
inspection 7

Limitations

TBC

TBC

July is not considered to be within the optimal period for reptile surveys due to the high
temperatures that are typical of this month. However, this was not reflected by July 2020
when consistently suitable weather conditions for reptile surveys were encountered.

Existing records

Common lizard Zootoca vivipara, slow-worm Anguis fragilis and grass snake Natrix
helvetica have been recorded within the 2km search radius.

Results

Table 6 presents the total counts of the phase 2 reptile refugia survey visits which have
been undertaken to date.

Survey Date

Table 6 Reptile survey summary of results

Slow-worm Common Grass snake

Lizard

inspection 1

inspection

inspection 3

inspection

inspection 5

R

=

Refugia ‘

Refugi

Refugia

Refugi

Refugia A
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Survey Date Slow-worm Common Grass snake
Lizard

Refugia
inspection 6

Refugia
inspection 7

Total Adult Peak Counts

Assessment

The application site supports suitable habitat for reptiles and surveys are currently on-
going.
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Methodology

Great crested newts are only present in their breeding ponds during the spring and early
summer — for the rest of the year, they will be dispersed across the surrounding area,
generally in grassland, scrub, woodland and hedgerows, although they may be found in
gardens and brownfield sites. They can travel some distance from their breeding ponds,
and as a general rule, developments within 250m of such a pond may have the potential
to have an impact on GCN, although to a certain extent, this does depend on any
intervening habitat or barriers to dispersal.

An assessment was made of any waterbodies and terrestrial habitat within the site for
their suitability to support populations of amphibians. Suitable waterbodies will generally
be characterised by the presence of good quality water, diverse macrophyte cover and an
absence of fish. For the European-protected great crested newt, each waterbody is
normally assessed using the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) system (Oldham et al., 2000)
and assigned a grading score between zero (poor suitability) and 1 (excellent suitability).

Further to the HSI survey, an eDNA survey was undertaken of the garden pond. The field
water sample was collected from the on-site pond at on the 30" June 2020.

The survey did not depart from Appendix 5: Technical advice note for field and laboratory
sampling of great crested newt (Triturus cristatus) environmental DNA of Biggs et al.
(2014) that accompanies Defra’s research project into eDNA (Biggs et al, 2014). Strict
adherence to this methodology is required by Natural England’s standing advice.

The water sample was processed in accordance with the protocol set out in Appendix 5
of Biggs et al. (2014) by Surescreen Scientific.

Limitations

The HSI for great crested newts is a measure of habitat suitability. In general, ponds with
high HSI scores are more likely to support great crested newts than those with low scores.
19
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10.4

However, in isolation, the system is not sufficiently precise to allow the conclusion that

any particular pond with a high score will support newts, or that any pond with a low score
will not do so (Oldham et al., 2000).

Existing records

Four great crested newt records are present within a 2km radius of the application site.
The records are located in Yapton, Bognor Regis and Elmer. The closest record is located
1.4km north of the application site.

Results

The application site supports a single pond. The pond is very shallow and is dominated
by bulrush and common duckweed. A HSI assessment for the pond is presented in Table
7.

Table 7 — HSI Assessment of the garden pond

_Pond Area 0.6 (300m2)

Fowl 0.67 (minor)

S10
Macrophytes 0.85 (95%)

The HSI assessment reveals that the pond supports good suitability for great crested
newts. Coupled with the presence of great crested newt records within 2km of the site,
there was considered to be high potential for great crested newts to utilise the on-site
pond. However, the eDNA survey has conclusively shown great crested newts to be
absent from the on-site pond.

Two further ponds are located within 500m of the application site. However, the ponds are
associated with residential properties and support high populations of water fowl. The
result is an absence of submerged vegetation (egg laying habitat) and poor water quality
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10.5

11.3

11.5

12.1

as a result of nutrients build-up. Overall, both ponds are considered to be wholly
unsuitable for great crested newt.

Assessment

The only pond with suitability for great crested newts (the on-site pond) has been
conclusively shown not to support great crested newts through eDNA testing. No further
water bodies with suitability for great crested newts are present within a 500m radius of
the application site. A such, there is considered to be negligible potential for great crested
newt to occur on site.
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Methodology

An assessment was made of the site’s suitability to support breeding bird species. Nesting
birds will utilise a broad range of habitats, including: built structures, trees, scrub, isolated
shrubs, dense herbaceous vegetation (terrestrial and aquatic) and open grassland. All
bird species and evidence of breeding activity (active or inactive) observed on site were
recorded.

Limitations

Limitations were not encountered during the course of the survey.

Existing records

A diverse list of bird species which reflect the diversity of habitats within 2km of the
application site have been revealed by the data search. This includes bird species such
as woodock Scolopax rusticola, nightingale Luscinia megarhynchos and kestrel Falco
tinnunculus.

Results

The following bird species were recorded within or close to the application site during the
course of the survey: chaffinch Fringilla coelebs, robin Erithacus rubecula, goldfinch
Carduelis carduelis, blue tit Cyanistes caeruleus, wren Troglodytes troglodytes, blackbird
Turdus merula and whitethroat Sylvia communis.

Assessment

The hedgerows are considered to support nesting opportunities for a range of species
including those recorded within or close to the site during the survey. The sward height of
the grassland is considered to be too low to provide suitable nesting opportunities for
ground nesting species such as skylark Alauda arvensis.
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Methodology

The presence of important invertebrate species or assemblages is generally dependant

upon distinct micro-habitats such as dead wood (standing, fallen, of all decay stages), sap
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12.3

12.4

12.5

runs, damp/wet soils, mixed sun/shade, bare/friable soils (e.g. exposed sand banks) and

a diversity of plant species. For aquatic invertebrates, important species/assemblages will
generally be associated with high-quality aquatic habitats such as ponds, rivers, streams
and ditches. Key factors will include water quality, substrate, waterbody morphology and
plant diversity.

An assessment of the site’s potential to support a diverse invertebrate assemblage and/or
specialist species is based loosely on the presence of habitat features described in Kirby
(2001). Where possible, a list of all invertebrate species encountered has been made.

Limitations

The survey was undertaken outside of the active season for many species of invertebrate,
therefore, the assessment relied upon the presence of suitable habitat and species
records.

Existing records

A diverse list of invertebrate species which reflect the diversity of habitats within 2km of
the application site have been revealed by the data search.

Results

The site supports a moderate diversity of terrestrial habitats including improved grassland
and hedgerow. The structural diversity, rather than the species diversity exhibited by these
features, improves upon the number of invertebrate niches available which benefits the
diversity of invertebrate species on site. However, it is considered that these habitats are
widespread and common. It is therefore probable that the site generally supports similarly
widespread and common terrestrial invertebrate species.

Assessment

It is probable that the site generally supports widespread and common terrestrial
invertebrate species.
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Relevant legislation and policy

Circular 06/2005 identifies that applicants should not be required to provide information
on protected species unless there is a reasonable likelihood that they will be present and
affected by the proposed development. The site is considered to support habitats with
suitability and potential for protected species and these may be affected by the proposed
development. Therefore, the proposal triggers ‘reasonable likelihood’ under the Circular.

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Habitats Directive, which is
transposed into UK law by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017
(commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations) may apply should protected species
be confirmed on site.

In the case that a European protected species (such as dormouse) is found to be present
and impacted by the proposal, the local planning authority will be required to engage with
the Habitat Regulations. Permission will be granted unless:

a) the development is likely to result in a breach of the EU Directive, and

b) is unlikely to be granted an EPS licence from Natural England to allow the development
to proceed under a derogation from the law (under licence).

When considering whether Natural England would not be unlikely to grant a licence for
the identified impact, the local planning authority must consider the three tests which are
set out in the Habitat Regulations:

1. the consented operation must be for ‘preserving public health or public safety or
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment’
(Regulation 53(2)(e));

2. there must be ‘no satisfactory alternative’ (Regulation 53(9)(a)); and

3. the action authorised ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population
of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range’
(Regulation 53(9)(b)).

Case-law (Morge vs. Hampshire County Council) has clarified that planning authorities
are able to grant permission for developments that would cause a breach of the
Regulations is likely (i.e. in the case of this proposal, destruction of a bat roost), provided
that sufficient information is provided to give the planning authority assurance that the
relevant EPSM licence is not unlikely to be granted - i.e. planning authorities also have a
duty to assess planning applications against these tests.
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13.3

13.4

13.5

13.6

13.7

13.8

Designated sites

The proposed development will not result in the direct loss of any of the identified
designated sites. Nor will it result in the direct loss of any habitat that could be considered
functionally linked supporting habitat for the species for which the sites were designated.
The site is not located within the impact risk zone of the only SSSI located within a 4km
radius of the application site. Given the distance of the site from the identified statutory
and non-statutory designated sites and the lack of impact pathways, indirect impacts
through air or water quality and urban edge effects are not anticipated.

Habitats

The proposal will require the cutting back of intact hedgerow habitat which is a priority
habitat. The uncompensated, net loss of this habitat is likely to be contrary to Policy ENV
DM5 — Development and biodiversity of the Arun Local Plan 2011 - 2031.

Bats

The application site is considered to support moderate suitability for foraging and
commuting bats. This suitability is associated with intact species-rich hedgerows. The
proposal to create a new site access from Bilsham Road will result in a reduction in
hedgerow habitat on site.

lllumination of the hedgerows would render them unsuitable for foraging and commuting
bats despite their retention, resulting in isolation/fragmentation effects.

Badgers

The site supports high suitability for badger. Therefore, impacts to badgers could occur
during construction if trenches are left open. Impacts on badgers associated with loss or
damage of setts or loss of foraging habitat are not anticipated.

Hazel dormouse

The proposal to create a new site access from Bilsham Road will result in a reduction in
suitable dormouse habitat. This has the potential to result in the loss of resting places and
the killing/injury of dormice in directly affected locations when the works are undertaken if
the surveys reveal that dormice are present.

Hedgehog

Impacts on hedgehogs are likely to be associated with the removal of foraging habitat
associated with the hedgerow understorey.

Reptiles

The proposal will result in the loss of habitat which supports common lizard and slow-
worm. Therefore, the construction phase of the proposed development has the potential
to result in killing or injury of reptiles which would be an offence under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).

24

-

-

W



August, although may extend longer depending on local conditions. The proposal will also
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Further surveys are required where there is a reasonable likelihood that a protected
species will be present and impacted by the proposed development. An assessment into
the requirement for further surveys is presented below, however in summary, all further
surveys considered necessary are in progress.

Bats

The affected areas of habitat within the site are considered to be unexceptional in the
context of the local area as a foraging or commuting resource. In addition, the proposal
will result in minimal loss of linear features within the site. Therefore, subject to the
avoidance measures proposed in section 15 in respect of lighting and protection and
enhancement of these linear features, further survey is considered unnecessary for
understanding impacts on foraging and commuting bats.

Badgers

Subject to the precautionary mitigation measures set out in Section 15, no further surveys
are considered necessary.

Hazel dormice

In order to determine the status of the species on site and the extent that they may be
affected by the proposed development as required by Circular 06/2005, further survey
work in accordance with Natural England standing advice was required.

In accordance with survey guidance (The Dormouse Conservation Handbook and
Standing Advice for Protected Species), further survey effort in the form of a presence /
absence survey comprising monthly visits undertaken during the dormouse active season
is currently on-going. No further surveys in respect of dormice are considered necessary.

Hedgehog

Subject to the precautionary mitigation measures set out in Section 15, no further surveys
are considered necessary.

Reptiles
In order to provide robust confirmation of the status of reptiles and the extent that they

may be affected by the proposed development as required by Circular 06/2005, further
survey work in accordance with Natural England standing advice was required.

In accordance with these guidelines, further survey effort in the form of a presence /
absence survey comprising seven visits undertaken during the reptile active season is
currently on-going. No further surveys in respect of reptiles are considered necessary.

Great Crested Newts

No further surveys are considered necessary in respect of great crested newts.
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15.3

15.4

Bats

In order to avoid impacts on foraging and commuting bats, the development layout should
protect or compensate for the areas which are likely to be the most important locations for
commuting and foraging bats within the site. Avoiding or compensating for impacts on
these areas will be achieved by incorporating measures in the proposed lighting and
landscape schemes. The areas prioritised for protection and compensation comprise the
linear vegetated boundaries which surround the site. The lighting strategy should ensure
that these areas are not illuminated. In addition, external lighting associated with the
development will need to be sensitively devised to reduce the deleterious impacts which
lighting could have. The following recommendations are made:

o External lighting within the development should be kept to a minimum; in quantity,
aspect and lux level;

¢ Where lighting is required, consideration should be given to the practicability of
using motion sensitive lighting, using low level bollard lighting (with minimal
upwards light spill) on pathways and using directional or hooded lighting that
illuminates only required areas; and

o Lighting should be selected that emits minimal ultra violet light and avoids white
and blue wavelengths of the light spectrum.

Hazel dormice

Further survey effort which is currently on-going is required to confirm the
presence/absence of dormice on site and inform any necessary mitigation strategy.

Hedgehogs

In order to avoid harm to hedgehogs during the construction works the following
precautionary measures will be employed:

¢ Any accumulations of brash will be dismantled by hand in a sensitive and careful
manner.

¢ No bonfires will be made or lit on site.

Reptiles

Further surveys are required to determine the exact design of mitigation to address any
identified impacts. However, based on the results of the initial surveys and the available
habitat on site, it is anticipated that the site will support low populations of common species
of reptile. Therefore, the mitigation strategy will seek to retain and create habitat on site
that is proportionate to the status of the recorded reptile populations.
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in hedgerow habitat.
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The delivery of biodiversity enhancement on development sites is promoted by the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Section 40 of the Natural Environment
and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.

Where opportunities exist it is best practice to provide enhancement features which
encourage greater biodiversity within development sites in accordance with the NPPF and
Local Planning Authority’'s responsibilities under the NERC Act.

Opportunities for enhancement which are proportionate to the scale of the development
include, for example, the erection of bird boxes or the incorporation of bat bricks or
specialist bat access tiles into buildings, native and locally appropriate planting to provide
habitat and food sources for species such as birds and invertebrates, wildflower areas,
creation of ponds and other habitat features such as habitat (log) piles. It is recommended
that an Ecological Enhancement Method Statement (EEMS) which sets out the design,
size, number and location of enhancement features is developed before the development
proceeds.

The extended phase 1 ecological assessment identified potential for a range of protected
species including breeding birds, reptiles and dormice. Therefore, further survey work in
accordance with Natural England standing advice was required in order to provide robust
confirmation of the status of protected species and the extent that they may be affected
by the proposed development as required by Circular 06/2005. Further survey work for
reptiles and dormice is currently on-going. This report and the proposed avoidance,
mitigation and enhancement measures will be updated with the results of the further
surveys as they become available.
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