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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Bioscan (UK) Ltd was appointed by Mr Michael Parker on behalf of Little Chalfont Community 
Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council to provide an independent review of the ecological 
information submitted to Buckinghamshire Council (Chiltern Area) in support of outline planning 
application PL/21/4632/OA, for land between Lodge Lane and Burtons Lane, in Little Chalfont, 
Buckinghamshire, HP8 4AJ.  

1.1.2 The description of the application is:  

“Outline application for the demolition of all existing buildings and the erection of residential 
dwellings including affordable housing, custom build (Use Class C3), retirement homes and care 
home (Use Class C2), new vehicular access point off Burtons Lane, improvements to existing 
Lodge Lane access including works to Lodge Lane and Church Grove, new pedestrian and cycle 
access at Oakington Avenue including construction of new pedestrian and cycle bridge and 
associated highway works, a local centre including a community building (Use Classes E(a)(b)(e), 
F2(b)), land safeguarded for educational use (Use Classes E(f) and F1(a)), public open space and 
associated infrastructure (matters to be considered at this stage: Burtons Lane and Lodge Lane 
access).”1.  

1.1.3 The application site is approximately 30ha in size, and is dominated by a former golf course. The 
central grid reference is TQ000972. Figure 1 below provides an extract of a plan provided with 
the planning application identifying the application boundary (red line). 

Figure 1. Application boundary (as provided with the planning application). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 Available via: 
https://pa.chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=R3JPUKESL0Z00   

https://pa.chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=R3JPUKESL0Z00
https://pa.chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=R3JPUKESL0Z00
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1.2 Submitted information  

1.2.1 The planning application submission documents included an Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) Environmental Statement (ES) chapter on ecology, with supporting technical appendices 
comprising ecology reports prepared by a number of ecological consultancies. These reports, 
their authors, year of publication, and reference number (where this has been provided), 
comprise the following: 

- Environmental Statement – ES Chapter 12 - Ecology (Waterman I&E, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.1 - Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Waterman Infrastructure & Environment 

Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.2 - Update Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Waterman I&E, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.3 - Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) (Waterman I&E, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.4 - National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey Report (Griffin Ecology Ltd, 

2019) 
- Appendix 12.5 - National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey Report (Griffin Ecology Ltd, 

2021) 
- Appendix 12.6 - Hedgerow Assessment Report (Ecology and Land Management, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.7 - Hedgerow Assessment Report (Ecology and Land Management, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.8 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Buildings 

(report reference ASW/BBL/001/23/2019) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.9 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Buildings 

(report reference ASW/BBL/062/25/2021) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.10 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Trees 

(Sylvatica Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.11 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Trees 

(Sylvatica Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.12 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Railway 

Bridge (report reference ASW/BBL/026/23/2019) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.13 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Railway 

Bridge (report reference ASW/BBL/014/25/2021) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.14 - Bat Surveys – Emergence Surveys on Buildings (report reference 

ASW/SHP/037/23/2019) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.15 - Bat Surveys – Emergence Surveys on Buildings (report reference 

ASW/BDBL/065/25/2021) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.16 - Bat Surveys – Transect surveys, static surveys, emergence/re-entry surveys 

and trapping surveys (Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.17 - Bat Surveys – Activity and Static Detector Surveys (Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 

2021) 
- Appendix 12.18 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – 13 and 15 

Oakington Avenue & Trees Along Lodge Lane (Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.19 - Breeding Bird Survey Report (report reference ASW/BBL/039/23/2019) 

(ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.20 - Breeding Bird Survey Report (report reference ASW/BBL/088/25/2021) 

(ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.21 - Dormouse Survey Report (Don MacPherson, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.22 - Dormouse Survey Report (Don MacPherson, 2021) 
- Appendix 12.23 - Badger Survey Report (report reference ASW/BBL/025/23/2019) (ASW 

Ecology Ltd, 2019) [CONFIDENTIAL]  
- Appendix 12.24 - Little Chalfont Technical Note – Badger Survey (report reference 

WIE15569-101-TN-5-1-4-BS) (Waterman I&E, 2020) [CONFIDENTIAL] 
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- Appendix 12.25 - Badger Survey Report (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021) [CONFIDENTIAL]  
- Appendix 12.26 - Reptile and Terrestrial Amphibian Report (report reference 

ASW/BBL/034/23/2019) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019) 
- Appendix 12.27 - Reptile and Terrestrial Amphibian Report (report reference 

ASW/BBL/036/25/2021) (ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021)  
- Appendix 12.28 - Great Crested Newt eDNA Report (ADAS, 2021)  
- Appendix 12.29 - Little Chalfont: A Preliminary Invertebrate Assessment (Richard A. Jones, 

2019) 
- Appendix 12.30 - Little Chalfont: A Follow-up Invertebrate Assessment (Richard A. Jones, 

2021) 
 

1.2.2 The veracity of the above reports, and the robustness of the data and suitability of the surveys 
undertaken, have been the focus of this review. Conclusions are offered on whether the 
submitted ecological information provides an adequate level of detail on ecological matters 
sufficient for the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to discharge its duties to have regard to all 
relevant material considerations, and its statutory duties in relation to protected and ‘Priority’ 
habitats and species.    
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Review of submitted documents 

2.1.1 The relevant documents submitted with the planning application were given a ‘high-level’ 
review by Bioscan, with particular attention focused on the supporting technical ecology reports 
(as listed above in paragraph 1.2.1).  

2.1.2 Each of the ecology reports was reviewed and assessed for its adequacy, including in respect of 
any limitations to the survey methodology, the validity of the stated results, and robustness of 
the related assessments. This is set out at Chapter 3 of this report (below). 

2.1.3 Statutory consultees’ comments on the project’s Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
scoping report2 (including specifically those from Buckinghamshire Council’s ecologist) were also 
reviewed.   

2.2 Data search 

2.2.1 Independently of the above, a desk-based data trawl exercise was conducted using readily 
available information sources. This included the on-line ‘MAGIC’ database managed by Natural 
England3, in order to source data relating to statutory designations, important habitats, agri-
environment schemes and European protected species licences.  

2.2.2 Further background information of relevance was searched for on the NBN Atlas4.  

 

  

 
2 Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Limited (July 2021). Area South East of Little Chalfont: Request for a Scoping Opinion. 
3 MAGIC (Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside) website. Sourced from: 
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx 
4 National Biodiversity Network (NBN). NBN Atlas. Via: https://nbnatlas.org/  

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
https://nbnatlas.org/
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3 CRITIQUE/COMMENTS ON THE ECOLOGY REPORTING 

3.1 Document review process 

3.1.1 The following provides a list of the reports that have been subject to review, and identifies where 
they appear to fall short of accepted industry-standards or where additional information is likely 
to be required in order for the LPA to come to an informed planning decision. In view of the 
large number of reports, and to keep this report as succinct as possible (and to avoid repetition), 
and to aid in cross-comparison with the original reports, the comments are numbered, and 
where reports have been updated, the most recent version has been commented on. 

3.1.2 As a general point, some documents have been issued as low-resolution copies which are not 
text-searchable. In the interests of transparency and accessibility to all, it is recommended that 
the Applicant provides higher resolution text-searchable versions of all documents. 

3.2 Appendix 12.1 and 12.2 - Update Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) – Waterman, 2019 
and 2021 

1) Appendix 12.1, Section 3, paragraphs 3.47-3.48, and the top line of Table 8 (reproduced 
below), appear to present the sum total of all the preliminary survey and assessment work 
for great crested newt. For clarity, the Applicant should provide a map showing the 
locations of the four identified off-site waterbodies, and confirm which of these was 
subject to eDNA sampling (noting that the ES chapter on ecology references not four, but 
five ponds; and also states that “Due to a change in survey area in August/September 2021 
distances of ponds do not correlate to what has previously been stated within the PEA 
reports.”). Further comments on the survey and assessment work for great crested newt 
are presented below under the heading of ‘Appendix 12.28’. 

 
 

2) Appendix 12.1, Section 3, paragraphs 3.1-3.5 (page 15): Although it is acknowledged that 
the LPA may choose to redact information relating to badgers for reasons of animal 
welfare, that information should not be restricted by the Applicant who has a duty to 
provide this information to the LPA. General information regarding the badger sett should 
therefore be provided for completeness (e.g. is the sett still present and active? What is 
its status?)  
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3) Appendix 12.2, Section 3: The Applicant has made comments about the condition of 
various habitats which appear to correspond with the technical documents supporting 
the now superseded DEFRA Biodiversity Metric 2.0 5 6. The Applicant should assess each 
habitat against the current technical note7, and revise the condition information used to 
inform the BNG report (Appendix 12.3) accordingly.   

 

3.3 Appendix 12.3 - Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report – Waterman, 2021 

1) Significantly greater clarity and transparency would be afforded to the LPA if the 
populated Metric 3.0 calculation tool were to be provided in full by the Applicant. In the 
absence of that information, the following comments are made in relation to the details 
provided within (or omitted from) the BNG report. 

2) Paragraph 2.5: It would appear that c.20 trees are proposed to be removed from the 
margins of Lodge Lane, and therefore, more refined habitat categorisation (or re-
categorisation) should be carried out (rather than identifying this area as ‘Urban- 
developed land; sealed surface’). 

3) Paragraph 3.9, Table 4: For Hedgerow H4, the distinctiveness category for this hedgerow 
appears to be incorrect. It should be placed in the ‘High’ category (this high distinctiveness 
is also stated in the ES (paragraph 12.49)). Entering this ‘High’ value gives a greater unit 
score (12.75 as opposed to the stated 11.37).  

4) As stated within the review of the 2021 PEA at 3.2 above, it would appear that an old and 
now outdated technical note document has been used to assess the condition of each 
habitat on the site (with this information then used in the Applicant’s BNG calculation). 
The criteria that should be used for Metric 3.0 is provided in ‘Biodiversity Metric 3.0: 
Auditing and accounting for biodiversity – User Guide’ (2021). Consequently, there are 
likely to be significant flaws in the Applicant’s BNG calculations.  

5) In order to verify the Applicant’s BNG calculation, Bioscan entered the parameters as 
provided within BNG report into a blank Biodiversity Metric 3.0 spreadsheet. However, 
despite the same figures being entered, the resulting net % change score did not match 
that provided within the report by a significant margin (and this is without factoring in the 
errors outlined above (items 2 to 4). Bioscan calculated that the percentage change was 
a large negative figure (-30.83%); significantly different to that provided in the Applicant’s 
report (+25.21%). As the full Metric calculations were not provided by the Applicant it was 
not possible to determine where the discrepancies had occurred to result in such a 
significant difference. Table 1 below provides the result of Bioscan’s Metric calculation 
based on the habitat areas and hedgerows lengths provided in the Applicant’s report. 

 
Table 1. Results of Bioscan re-running of the metric calculation based on the areas of habitat in 
the Applicant’s BNG report. 

 
5 E.g. by reference to bare ground being less than 10% 
6 Natural England (July 2019). Biodiversity Metric 2.0: Auditing and accounting for biodiversity - Technical Supplement 
7 Natural England (July 2021). Biodiversity Metric 3.0: Auditing and accounting for biodiversity - User Guide 

Habitat units -30.83%

Hedgerow units 20.41%

River units 0.00%

On-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 92.99

Hedgerow units 13.70

River units 0.00

On-site net % change
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

134.45

Hedgerow units 11.37

River units 0.00

On-site baseline
Habitat units
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6) As the raw tables from the Biodiversity Metric Excel file were not provided by the 

Applicant in the report (which thus reduces the transparency of the Applicant’s BNG 
process), Bioscan attempted to work out where this significant discrepancy in the 
calculation arose. By carefully reviewing the numbers and habitats, it was eventually 
determined that the error appears to lie in the Applicant’s calculations. By process of 
elimination, the error appears to be the result of the Applicant double-counting the 
6.17ha of proposed ‘Other neutral grassland’ (which is stated in the ‘Site Habitat Creation’ 
table of the Metric). If this area and habitat is also included within the ‘Site Habitat 
Enhancement’ table, then the resulting figure is near identical to that provided by the 
Applicant. Table 2 below provides the result of the BNG calculation if the 6.17ha of ‘Other 
neutral grassland’ is erroneously included in both the Habitat Creation and Habitat 
Enhancement tables in the metric. 

 
Table 2. Results of Bioscan re-running of the metric calculation based on counting the area of 
‘Other neutral grassland’ in both the Habitat Creation and Habitat Enhancement tables. 

 
7) Double-counting areas of proposed habitat will artificially inflate the percentage change 

of biodiversity net gain on a site (and results in the following error message being raised 
in the BNG calculator tool: “Check Areas – Area of development footprint and habitat 
creation exceeds the area of habitats lost”). To highlight, habitats proposed at the 
completion of a development can only be entered into the post-construction calculations 
once (either into the retained, enhanced or created categories). They should not be 
entered twice.  

8) In an attempt to understand the likely BNG score for the site, Bioscan re-ran the Metric 
calculation based on: (a) placing the area of ‘Other neutral grassland’ into the metric once; 
and (b) entering the correct habitat distinctiveness for Hedgerow H4. In respect of the 
former point, it is considered more likely that the ‘Other neutral grassland’ would be an 
enhancement (by converting the existing modified grassland) rather than removing the 
existing grassland and then creating new neutral grassland. Consequently, Bioscan 
removed the area and habitat of the proposed ‘Other neutral grassland’ in the Habitat 
Creation table, and placed it into the Habitat Enhancement table. Table 3 below provides 
the result of the re-running of the calculation.  
 
 
 

Habitat units 25.22%

Hedgerow units 20.41%

River units 0.00%

On-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 168.35

Hedgerow units 13.70

River units 0.00

On-site net % change
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

134.45

Hedgerow units 11.37

River units 0.00

On-site baseline
Habitat units
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Table 3. Results of Bioscan re-running of the metric calculation based on only counting the area 
of ‘Other neutral grassland’ once in the metric (in the Habitat Enhancement table), and using 
the correct habitat distinctiveness for Hedgerow H4.  

 
9) Table 3 above indicates that the likely actual percentage biodiversity net change on the 

site is minus 24.75%, with the hedgerow percentage change reducing to plus 10.63%.  
10) Further to the above, reviewing some of the condition parameters in the BNG report, it 

would appear that some elements in the Applicant’s BNG report have been underplayed 
(in respect of the existing habitats), whilst other elements the opposite has occurred (in 
respect of the proposed habitats). The following are examples of where this appears to 
have occurred: 

i. As outlined above (item 5), the condition scores for the habitats are likely to be 
incorrect, and based on: (a) a review of the relevant 3.0 Metric User Guide; (b) 
the 2019 and 2021 PEAs; (c) the hedgerow reports (2019 and 2021); and (d) the 
site photographs, that the grassland would more likely meet the ‘Moderate’ 
condition score. 

ii. Paragraph 4.9 states that the proposed Priority ‘Lowland Meadow’ (High 
distinctiveness habitat) “would be expected to achieve an assumed ‘Good’ 
condition score in 15 years.” However, it is difficult to envisage that the Applicant 
would be able to deliver this Priority habitat on the site, and even if this were 
achievable, that it would reach a ‘Good’ score when it is likely to be the main dog-
walking area for the residents of the development. It is considered that a more 
pragmatic and realistic habitat would be ‘other neutral grassland’ with a realistic 
condition score of, at best, ‘Fairly Good’.  Nevertheless, for the purposes of re-
running the calculation (see below), ‘Lowland Meadow’ has been retained within 
the Metric, but with a condition of ‘Fairly Good’.   

11) Taking the Metric calculation as used to produce Table 3 above (i.e. taking into account 
the probable miscalculations by the Applicant), but based on the two revised condition 
assessments (as outlined in points i and ii above) then the resulting score would be a 
negative figure of -38.89% for the habitat units, and +9.27% for the hedgerow units. It 
should be noted, that the Metric calculation has been based on the post-intervention 
habitats being created/enhanced at the point of construction even though this is 
considered unlikely (if any habitats to be created/enhanced were to be delayed after the 
time of construction then the figure in habitat units would be further reduced). Table 4 
provides these results as provided by the Metric. 

12) It should be noted that all the above calculations have been made in the absence of the 
full tables used by the Applicant. If these were to be made available, then Bioscan would 
be able to verify the results of the Metric calculations. 
 

On-site baseline
Habitat units 134.45

Hedgerow units 12.75

River units 0.00

On-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 101.17

Hedgerow units 14.11

River units 0.00

On-site net % change
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units -24.75%

Hedgerow units 10.63%

River units 0.00%
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Table 4. Results of Bioscan re-running of the metric calculation based on more pragmatic and 
realistic condition parameters.  

 

3.4 Appendix 12.4 and 12.5 - National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey Report – Griffin 
Ecology Ltd, 2019 & 2021 

1) As the site was visited twice by an experienced botanist, it is regrettable that the NVC 
survey focussed entirely on the woodland, and the grassland (the habitat that will be most 
extensively impacted by the development) was not subject to such a survey or any other 
detailed botanical survey effort, particularly as the intensive management regime of the 
golf course appears to have reduced (and thus potentially allowing plant species of 
interest that were previously suppressed to become evident). Indeed the 2019 hedgerow 
report states that field scabious, hoary plantain and tormentil were found on the site (the 
two former species are indicators of calcareous grassland, whilst the latter is an acid 
grassland indicator species). The comments that follow this relate solely to the 
woodlands. 

2) A map identifying the on-site woodlands would have been helpful in the 2021 report, 
particularly given some ambiguity in the text. For example, Section 4, Second Paragraph: 
references to “Quarry pit W3” which appears to be a typo for ‘W2’; however, clarification 
from the Applicant is required to confirm. 

3) Section 4, Paragraph 5: A review of MAGIC indicates that all of the wooded areas on the 
site appear to have been identified as occurring on the Priority Habitat Inventory 
‘Deciduous Woodland’ by Natural England. See Figure 2 below. 
 
Figure 2. Areas identified by MAGIC as occurring on the Priority Habitat Inventory 
‘Deciduous Woodland’ habitat (in green) 

 

Habitat units -38.89%

Hedgerow units 9.27%

River units 0.00%

On-site post-intervention
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

Habitat units 98.42

Hedgerow units 13.94

River units 0.00

On-site net % change
(Including habitat retention, creation & enhancement)

161.06

Hedgerow units 12.75

River units 0.00

On-site baseline
Habitat units



   

E2096R1/V1 10 

 

4) By reference to Figure 1 above, all wooded areas may potentially meet the definition for 
a Deciduous Woodland Priority Habitat type, and the Applicant should therefore clarify 
how the conclusion that only W1, W2 and W5 would qualify was reached, by specific 
reference to the relevant Priority habitat definition/s.  

 

3.5 Appendix 12.8 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Buildings 
(Clubhouse and Stores)- ASW/BBL/001/23/2019 – ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019 

1) The 2019 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal was undertaken in the same month as the bat 
building inspection undertaken as part of this report. The former report stated that the 
Clubhouse was assessed to be of ‘Moderate’ bat roost suitability, whilst the latter stated 
it was ‘Low’. Greater clarity is required from the Applicant to understand how the 
surveyors came to these differing assessments. 
 

3.6 Appendix 12.9 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Buildings 
(Clubhouse and Stores)- ASW/BBL/062/25/2021 – ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021 

1) The 2019 bat inspection report noted that the structure known as ‘Stores’ was assessed 
to be of ‘Moderate’ bat roosting potential; however, in this 2021 report it is assessed as 
‘Low’. Further information from the Applicant is required to understand why this structure 
has been downgraded. 

2) It is unclear which structures were surveyed on the dates provided in the report. 
Clarification is also required from the Applicant regarding which structure was surveyed 
during each visit.  

3) The 2019 Homestead Farm bat report (Appendix 12.4) stated under limitations that the 
roof voids of the Farmhouse were not accessed/inspected. It is not clear from the 2021 
report whether these voids were accessed and inspected in 2021 (no mention of lack of 
access is made in the constraints section in this report). This is of particular relevance 
given the presence of bat roosts in this structure. 

 

3.7 Appendix 12.10 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Trees – 
Sylvatica Ecology Ltd, 2019 

1) For robustness and transparency, the Applicant should provide bat roost assessment 
information for all trees on the site, and which of these are proposed to be removed.  

2) In Table 2 it states that pipistrelle droppings were found in one tree, but it is unclear which 
pipistrelle species was present, and how this identification was reached. To provide the 
LPA with reassurance that the droppings do not belong to a rarer species with potentially 
similar looking droppings (e.g. whiskered, Alcathoe or Brandt’s bat) these droppings 
should be subject to DNA analysis to confirm the species present.  
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3.8 Appendix 12.11 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Trees – 
Sylvatica Ecology Ltd, 2021 

1) Under section 2.1 it states that: “All of the trees within the redline boundary of the site 
were previously checked for the potential to support roosting bats…”. It is unclear where 
the information on this assessment is presented.  

2) It is noted from aerial photographs that an area of what appears to be mature trees is 
located in the north-western corner of the site (near to the bridge over the railway line). 
The Applicant should confirm whether these trees were assessed for their bat roosting 
potential and/or if they were subject to an aerial/climbed inspection.  

3) Further, confirmation is required from the Applicant to understand if the trees adjacent 
to Lodge Lane were subject to an aerial tree climbing exercise. 

4) Based on aerial photographs, there appear to be mature trees between the residential 
properties and the railway line, and between the railway line and the site boundary. It is 
unclear whether these trees have been assessed for their bat roost suitability. The 
Applicant should provide such information. 
 

3.9 Appendix 12.12 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Railway 
Bridge - ASW/BBL/026/23/2019 – ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019 

1) The Applicant should confirm how the existing railway bridge will be affected by the 
development. 

2) Section 5.1: This section states: “It would be possible to assess if any bats are emerging 
from the bridge structure during the Spring to Autumn months including any bat 
swarming behaviour during late Summer to the Autumn.” Given that there were 
opportunities to carry out such surveys between 2019 and 2021, justification is required 
from the Applicant why these surveys were not undertaken.  

 

3.10 Appendix 12.13 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – Railway 
Bridge - ASW/BBL/014/25/2021 – ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021 

1) Section 4.1: This states that “that the bridge still has no obvious bat roosting potential.” 
The Applicant should clarify this statement given that the structure could not be 
accessed in its entirety, and in the absence of emergence/re-entry bat survey results.  

2) It is difficult to ascertain how the overall bat roosting grading of the railway bridge was 
given as ‘NIL’ given that the bridge could not be fully accessed and assessed (“This 
assessment was though again very much restricted by the lack of access to the interior 
of the stated bridge and to the northern side, so had to be undertaken from the 
application side of the railway fenceline.”). Due to the lack of access, it would have been 
expected that dusk emergence and/or dawn re-entry bat surveys would have been 
conducted to gain further information on the possible use of the bridge by bats. 
Therefore, it is considered that a more appropriate bat roosting grading would be 
‘Precautionary moderate’ or similar. 

3) Given the lack of suitable survey information, the Applicant should demonstrate that 
the level of bat mitigation is appropriate.  
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3.11 Appendix 12.14 - Bat Surveys – Emergence Surveys on Buildings - ASW/SHP/037/23/2019 – 
ASW Ecology Ltd, 2019  

1) Section 2.1: The Bat Conservation Trust’s Survey Guidelines8 state that for a building 
with moderate bat roost suitability (as has been assessed to be the case for some of the 
structures) that: “One dusk emergence and a separate dawn re-entry survey” should be 
conducted to be confident that no bat roosts are present. Justification is required from 
the Applicant to understand why only emergence surveys were undertaken (it should 
be highlighted that surveys undertaken in 2021 did encounter bat roosts within one of 
the buildings).   

2) Section 4.1: This states that “Bats were clearly roosting at some distance at either 
buildings or trees at Homestead Farm”. It is unclear from this sentence whether bat 
roosts were noted away from this part of the site, or if instead the inference is that no 
roosting was encountered on the site at all during these surveys.  

3) It is unclear which structures were surveyed during each visit. The Applicant should 
provide a plan showing these structures, the location of the surveyors and each 
surveyor’s coverage of the structures, to aid in understanding whether the surveys were 
sufficiently comprehensive and robust. 

4) Section 3.1: For robustness, the Applicant should provide further information regarding 
the survey timings (e.g. when did the survey visits commence and end?) 

5) Based on the photographs the bat roosting potential of the House (Building 1) appears 
to be downplayed in the report. Based on the age of the building, the presence of 
hanging tiles, the presence of gaps under the ridge tiles, and its location adjacent to 
suitable bat foraging areas, it would be expected that the structure is of at least 
moderate suitability (rather than the assessed ‘Low’ in the report). In fact, the 2019 PEA 
states that this structure is of ‘High’ bat roost suitability. Furthermore, the report is 
unclear on the comprehensiveness of the internal bat inspection. The report states that: 
“There was no access permission into the remaining roof voids at the main house but 
many of the lofts have been already converted it was noted.” The Applicant should 
confirm whether there are any roof voids suitable to be utilised by roosting bats, and if 
so, why were these not inspected. 

6) Section 4.1: This states that: “The bat roosting potential of the nine buildings at 
Homestead Farm were identified as being between Nil to Moderate/High”; however, no 
mention of ‘High’ is made in the table provided at section 3.2. The Applicant should 
confirm which structure is assessed as ‘Moderate/High’. 

 

3.12 Appendix 12.15 - Bat Surveys – Emergence Surveys on Buildings - ASW/BDBL/065/25/2021 – 
ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021  

1) Section 2.1: As stated above, the BCT survey guidelines state that for a building with 
moderate roost suitability: “One dusk emergence and a separate dawn re-entry survey” 
should be carried out to have confidence that no bat roosts are present. Justification is 
required from the Applicant to understand why the surveys do not accord with the 
industry-standard survey guidelines.  

2) Section 3.1: The Applicant should provide further information regarding the survey 
timings to aid the LPA in understanding whether the surveys meet the timing 
requirements as provided in the BCT guidelines (e.g. the timings of the commencement 
and completion of the survey visits). 

 
8 Collins, J. (ed.) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edn). The Bat Conservation Trust, 

London. 
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3) Greater transparency from the Applicant is required to understand which structures 
were surveyed on which dates. Furthermore, a plan showing the structures and the 
location of the surveyors, and their coverage, would aid in understanding whether the 
surveys were sufficiently comprehensive to comply with best practice guidance.  

 

3.13 Appendix 12.16 - Bat Surveys – Transect surveys, static surveys, emergence/re-entry surveys 
and trapping surveys– Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 2019 

1) Section 3.2.5: This section states: “Barbastelles were encountered in the woodland at 
the eastern end of the site in April, in the woodland in the centre of the site in May and 
along the woodland edge in the western part of the site in August. It is likely that the 
sites woodland is of low significance for this species.” Justification from the Applicant is 
required to understand how it was assessed that the woodland on the site is of low 
significance for barbastelle.  

2) Section 2.3.4: Additional justification is required from the Applicant to understand why 
the one bat trapping survey was considered suitable/acceptable, especially given the 
known barbastelle use of the site and the possibility of the presence of Bechstein’s bat. 
Indeed, the BCT survey guidelines state in respect of this latter species: “To determine 
the presence/likely absence of Bechstein’s bat on a site, the lure and net/harp trap 
method should be used and trapping surveys conducted for a minimum of six trap nights 
over the active bat season”.  

3) Justification is required to understand why Stonydean Wood was not covered by the 
transect surveys given the significant indirect impacts that are likely to occur. 
Conversely, it is noted that there is a lack of coverage of the more open aspects of the 
site during the static detector survey element (e.g. almost the entire north-western 
quarter of the site was not covered, and this is where a large proportion of the housing 
is proposed).  

 

3.14 Appendix 12.17 - Bat Surveys – Activity and Static Detector Surveys – Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 
2021  

1) Section 2.3.1: Although the woodland habitats are not proposed for development, 
impacts on these features (such as lighting) would nonetheless likely arise as a 
consequence of the development. Therefore, the entirety of the site should be 
considered for its bat foraging habitat. Indeed the 2019 PEA states: “The scattered trees, 
scrub, tall ruderal, hedgerows and woodlands and semi-improved grassland offer 
potential for commuting and foraging bats. Given the extent of this habitat, lack of 
artificial lighting and the connectivity with suitable habitats in the surrounding areas, 
the Site is assessed to be of high foraging and commuting value for bats.” (Our 
emphasis). In accordance with the BCT survey guidelines, a site of high value for bats 
requires two surveys a month to be undertaken (which is also the recommendation in 
the 2019 PEA). Greater justification is required from the Applicant to understand the 
rationale behind the level of transect survey work undertaken on the site (particularly 
given the high numbers of barbastelle records for the site).  

2) Section 2.3.1: The BCT survey guidelines states that the recommended start and end 
times for bat activity surveys are as follows: “Start time- ‘Sunset’, End time- ‘2-3 hours’.” 
With a footnote for ‘Sunset’ stating “Adjust to earlier if in darker habitats such as 
woodland…”. Reviewing the timings of the surveys in the report the surveys commenced 
around sunset, but were concluded around 90 minutes after sunset. The report stated 
that the length of the surveys (one and half hours) ‘was considered adequate as the 
majority of woodland bats emerge early.’ Given the statement in the BCT survey 
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guidelines, justification is required to understand why the surveys were not commenced 
earlier then sunset given the potential for early-emergence from roosts under the 
canopy cover of the on-site woodlands, and why each survey visit was curtailed prior to 
that recommended in the BCT survey guidelines.  

3) Section 2.3.1: Given that there were two surveyors on the site during each survey visit, 
and that the survey could have been continued until two hours after sunset (as per the 
BCT survey guidelines), it would have been expected that the transects would have 
included: (a) more comprehensive coverage of Stonydean Wood at the centre of the site 
(especially given the likely significant indirect impacts on this feature as a result of the 
development, and the presence of barbastelle bats); (b) greater coverage of the 
hedgerow linking Stonydean Wood to the woodland to the south-east (with this habitat 
link proposed to be removed according to the masterplan); and (c) greater coverage of 
Lodge Lane (a tree-lined road where c.20 trees are proposed to be removed). 
Justification from the Applicant is required to understand why these significant habitat 
features were not subject to greater survey coverage. 

4) Section 2.3.2: For a site of moderate suitability habitat for bats, the BCT survey 
guidelines state in respect of transect surveys: “One survey visit per month (April to 
October) in appropriate weather conditions for bats. At least one of the surveys should 
comprise dusk and pre-dawn (or dusk to dawn) within one 24-hour period.” No pre-dawn 
bat surveys appear to have been undertaken, therefore justification is required to 
understand why the BCT survey guidelines were again not followed (pre-dawn surveys 
can also be very useful in recording bat roosting/swarming). 

5) Section 2.3.2: In this section it is stated: “Calls were analysed and identified to species 
using Anabat Insight software and BatSound v4.40”. Additional information is required 
to understand how the calls were analysed- manually or using the AutoID function in 
Anabat Insight. If the latter, it calls into question the results obtained as AutoID is not 
always reliable. Details should also be provided in respect of potential limitations of the 
survey equipment used, particularly with regards the ability of the bat detectors to pick 
up calls from quieter bat species (e.g. Myotis sp. bats and barbastelle). 

6) Section 3.2.3: It is notable that relatively high numbers of barbastelle were recorded on 
the site. The report appears to downplay the site’s importance for this Annex II species. 
Section 3.2.3 states that: “The majority of the encounters occurred quite late after sunset 
(5-6 hours), which is around 2 hours before sunrise in July, indicating that bats are not 
roosting within these areas but are passing through and/or foraging”. However, a study 
undertaken in southern England in 20129 found that the mean time of final return to day 
roosts for barbastelles was highly variable but they returned consistently well before 
sunrise (194 ± 59.1 minutes). These timings would meet the stated timings in the report 
and therefore it is considered that barbastelle roosts on the site cannot be ruled out. It 
would be useful for the Applicant to provide a graph (as per Figure 30) of the frequency 
of the barbastelle calls relative to sunrise to aid in providing further information on the 
potential for roosting by this species on the site. Use of an analysis tool such as that 
provided by the ‘Ecobat’10 service may also be beneficial; as this tool offers a 
standardised means of analysis that could assist in identifying where the timing of 
first/last bat calls could indicate the presence of a nearby roost.  

7) In respect of the automated bat detectors, it is surprising that Stonydean Wood did not 
receive greater survey coverage, given the known usage of the site by barbastelle and 

 
9 Zeale, M.R.K., Davidson-Watts, I. & Jones, G. (2012) Home Range Use and Habitat Selection by Barbastelle Bats (Barbastella 

barbastellus): Implications for Conservation. Journal of Mammalogy, 93 (4):1110-1118. 
10 The Mammal Society (2017). Ecobat tool. Available from: http://www.ecobat.org.uk/. Ecobat is a web-based 
tool supporting evidence-based decision-making by offering a standardised method of interpreting bat activity data. 

http://www.ecobat.org.uk/
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the potential for impacts (e.g. lighting from the development) to arise (albeit indirectly) 
as a result of the proposals.  

8) No assessment of the importance of bat assemblage on the site has been provided in 
this report. It is therefore recommended that the Applicant provides such an assessment 
(e.g. using the methodology suggested by Wray et al.11 or emerging best practice 
guidance published by CIEEM12). Although the ES states that the site is of local value for 
all foraging and commuting bats (except barbastelle), no rationale or assessment has 
been provided to understand how this valuation was reached.  

9) Section 4.2: Given the presence of species sensitive to lighting (e.g. barbastelle) it is 
recommended that an outline lighting scheme is provided with the application in order 
that the potential impacts of the scheme on light-sensitive bat species can be adequately 
assessed.  

10) Section 4.2: The Applicant refers to measures to improve foraging opportunities for bats 
in this section of the report. An illustrated plan should be provided to demonstrate how 
these will be incorporated within the scheme. 

 

3.15 Appendix 12.18 - Bat Surveys – Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (PRA) Report – 13 and 15 
Oakington Avenue & Trees Along Lodge Lane - Ridgeway Ecology Ltd, 2021  

1) In the BCT guidelines it states that “Where […] evidence of bats is found during a 
preliminary roost assessment, then further surveys (such as […] roost characterisation 
surveys) are likely to be necessary if impacts on the roosting habitat are predicted”. The 
guidelines go onto state “Roost characterisation surveys include emergence/re-entry 
surveys. They also include the collection of information about the physical characteristics 
of the roost and surrounding area. The aim of these surveys is to […] ascertain the 
features and characteristics of the roost (for example size, perching points, aspect, 
orientation, temperature, humidity, lighting) and the surrounding area (for example 
proximity of vegetation to exit points, availability of foraging areas locally) that are 
important. All of this information can then be used to assess the potential impacts of the 
proposed developments activity and design suitable mitigation and monitoring 
strategies. For example, information on roost characteristics may be required to inform 
the construction of a like-for-like replacement roost where the original roost will be lost. 
This information is essential when applying for planning permission or an EPS licence .” 
However, no emergence/re-entry surveys have been undertaken of 13 and 15 
Oakington Avenue, and therefore a robust assessment of the status of the roosts cannot 
be made.  

2) Consequently, it cannot be fully ascertained if the stated mitigation is appropriate for 
the bat roosting status of these structures, and whether it would be sufficient for the 
Favourable Conservation Status of the relevant species to be maintained. Nevertheless, 
reviewing the Bat Mitigation Guidelines13 in respect of the level of mitigation required, 
it states that for ‘Maternity sites of common species’ (as has been reported), the 
mitigation/ compensation required is: “Timing constraints. More or less like-for-like 
replacement. Bats not to be left without a roost and must be given time to find the 
replacement. Monitoring for 2 years preferred”. Based on the stated mitigation in the 
report, it is questionable that the measures stated provide like-for-like replacement (i.e. 
under hanging tiles). Further, no indications on timings are provided to offer the LPA 
reassurance that the bats would not be left without a roost at any point in the 

 
11 Wray, S., Wells, D., Long, E. and Mitchell-Jones, T. (2010). Valuing Bats in Ecological Impact Assessment. In Practice. CIEEM. 
12 CIEEM (June 2021). Bat Mitigation Guidelines: A guide to impacts assessment, mitigation and compensation for developments 
affecting bats. Beta version.    
13 Mitchell-Jones, A.J. (2004). Bat Mitigation Guidelines. English Nature, Peterborough.  
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programme. Finally, it is uncertain how the Applicant will ensure the long-term retention 
of the replacement bat roosting features, especially as the new roosts appear to be 
proposed on private dwelling houses.  

3) Due to the absence of roost characterisation surveys, it is difficult to understand how 
the planning application would meet Paragraph 99 of Circular 06/2005 which states: “ It 
is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they 
may be affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning 
permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been 
addressed in making the decision. The need to ensure ecological surveys are carried out 
should therefore only be left to coverage under planning conditions in exceptional 
circumstances, with the result that the surveys are carried out after planning permission 
has been granted.”  

4) It is noted that the report states that the site could be registered under the Bat Low 
Impact Class Licence (BLICL) scheme; however, this scheme cannot be applied in this 
situation as it does not cover the destruction of maternity roosts. 

 

3.16 Appendix (12.19 and) 12.20 - Breeding Bird Survey Report – ASW/BBL/088/25/2021 - ASW 
Ecology Ltd, 2021  

1) Given the presence of potentially suitable habitat on the site, and given the relatively 
high number of survey visits conducted, it would have been prudent for the Applicant 
to have carried out at least one dusk survey to understand if the site is used by 
crepuscular bird species such as barn owl. 

2) Section 2.2: This section states that the “survey was [..] undertaken to determine 
breeding bird status and the number of active territories at the application site.” 
However, the report does not readily supply the breeding status of each species, or the 
number of active territories. In order to aid in coming to an informed assessment of the 
breeding birds on the site, the Applicant should provide a simple table providing each 
species, the assessed number of territories and their breeding status, along with the 
conservation status/Species of Principal Importance14 status.   

3) Section 2.2:  The section states: “The main constraint to the bird survey is that this 
investigation could not be undertaken during the Winter or the Autumn period, due to 
the commissioning of this new study.” Given that the first breeding bird survey was 
undertaken in 2019, there has been ample scope to undertake such surveys during the 
subsequent winter and autumn periods, and this does not adequately explain why the 
application is data deficient in this respect.  

4) Section 3: Given the habitats present, along with the site’s location, the number of 
individuals recorded for some species is considered to be lower than would be expected 
(e.g. three singing male wrens and one singing song thrush in May).  

5) It is notable that this report does not provide an assessment of the breeding birds of the 
site. Greater information is required in order to aid in coming to an informed assessment 
regarding the potential impacts of the proposals onto breeding birds. It would be 
prudent for the Applicant to provide information regarding whether there are areas of 
the site that are more species diverse or support Birds of Conservation Concern species 
or Species of Principal Importance15 and whether they areas been retained as part of the 
scheme.) Further, although the ES states that the site is of less than local value for birds 
(except red kite), no rationale or assessment has been provided to understand how this 
valuation was reached. 

 
14 Further to Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006). 
15 Further to Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006). 
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3.17 Appendix (12.21 and) 12.22 - Dormouse Survey Report - Don MacPherson, 2021 

1) The 2021 report (and the 2019 document) does not contain sufficient detail to permit 
the LPA to determine whether the surveys were undertaken in accordance with 
industry-standard guidelines (in this case the Dormouse Conservation Handbook16). 
Specifically, the following information is required before an informed assessment of 
these surveys can be undertaken:  
i) A map of the locations of the nest tubes to understand where these were distributed 

across the site. 
ii) The number of nest tubes deployed. 
iii) The dates of each survey visit. 
iv) The date of tube deployment; and  
v) The date of tube collection (it is noted that the 2021 report states that the survey 

was complete in September, but no date is provided. This month is typically fruitful 
in finding dormice. If the tubes were not deployed for the entire month, the month 
should not be included within the index of probability score.) 

 

3.18 Appendix 12.23, 12.24 and 12.25 – Badger Survey Reports 

1) These reports have not been included within the supporting documents for this planning 
application as available for on the Buckinghamshire Council website, and therefore no 
review of these documents has been conducted.  

2) However, it is noted that the PEA (Appendix 12.1, paragraph 3.5, page 15) describes 
potential setts that could not be accessed for survey, and given that the PEA also 
(paragraph 5.14) refers to a badger ‘hibernation season’ (in respect of a species that 
does not hibernate), it is recommended that caution be exercised in any review of these 
confidential documents.  

 

3.19 Appendix (12.26 and) 12.27 - Reptile and Terrestrial Amphibian Report - 
ASW/BBL/036/25/2021 – ASW Ecology Ltd, 2021  

1) The 2021 report (and the 2019 document) does not contain sufficient detail to permit 
the LPA to determine whether surveys were undertaken in accordance with industry-
standard guidelines. Specifically, the following information is required before an 
informed assessment can be undertaken:  

i. The date of refugia deployment to understand the number of days the refugia 
were left to bed in. 

ii. The start and end time of each survey visit, and the start and end temperatures. 
iii. A map of the locations of each refugia to understand their distribution across the 

site. 
iv. The density of refugia (per hectare) across the site 

2) It is considered that it would have been prudent to have undertaken some of the visits 
during the afternoon in order to capture different parts of the day (rather than just 
morning visits). 

3) The stated temperatures, which include surveys undertaken even at 8oC, are below the 
range suitable for surveying for reptiles. Although reptiles were found during some of 
these surveys, it is reasonable to expect that they would have been found in greater 
numbers during more suitable weather conditions. 

 
16 Bright, P., Morris, P. and Mitchell-Jones, T. (2006). The Dormouse Conservation Handbook, 2nd Edition. English Nature, 

Peterborough. 
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4) As stated in the report, the site is becoming more suitable for reptiles, and therefore 
depending on when the works commence an update survey is likely to be required to 
ensure the receptor site/s is sufficient to accommodate more reptiles. 

5) Very little information is provided regarding the reptile receptor site/s. The Applicant 
should provide sufficient information to enable the LPA to assess whether this is 
deliverable on the site (or off-site), the condition of the habitats, and to confirm whether 
there is a reptile population already present within the identified receptor/s.  

 

3.20 Appendix 12.28 - Great Crested Newt Survey Report – ADAS, 2021 

1) The top line of Appendix 12.1 Table 8 (reproduced at 3.2 above states a requirement 
for: “Further assessment in the form of environmental DNA (eDNA) analysis of each pond 
(pending access)” but this eDNA survey information appears to be missing for four of 
the five ponds identified. 

2) The Appendix 12.28 survey report comprises a generic two-page lab print-out describing 
the results of eDNA analysis for one (unidentified) pond, with no contextual information. 
However, by reference to baseline survey information embedded in the ES chapter itself 
(as reproduced below), it is assumed that the eDNA result relates to pond P5 alone. For 
clarity, the Applicant should provide a map showing the locations of the five identified 
off-site waterbodies and confirm which of these was subject to eDNA sampling, 
especially in view of the stated limitation that “Due to a change in survey area in 
August/September 2021 distances of ponds do not correlate to what has previously been 
stated within the PEA reports.” 

 

3) The limitations section of the ES states that “All four of these ponds could not be 
surveyed due to access restrictions in 2019 and 2021” and the assessment is therefore 
data deficient in respect of great crested newt. Government planning practice 
guidance17 states that “The presence of a protected species is a material consideration 
when a planning authority is considering a development proposal that, if carried out, 
would be likely to result in harm to the species or its habitat… It is essential that the 
presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by 
the proposed development, is established before the planning permission is granted, 
otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making 
the decision.” 

4) Whilst it is acknowledged that sometimes access cannot always be secured to off-site 
land, in those situations it is best practice to undertake an assessment as far as possible 
based on the information available, and application of the precautionary principle. This 
may include: (a) undertaking a more comprehensive desk study, with reference to data 
freely available via the NBN Atlas and survey information such as that presented within 
the MAGIC extract at Figure 3 below, (b) preparing a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) 
assessment based upon information gleaned about off-site ponds as viewed from roads, 
public rights of way and aerial photographs, (c) supplying written evidence that access 
permission has been refused for every year in which surveys were attempted, and (d) 
making a ‘worst case’ assessment by application of the precautionary principle.  

 
17 ODPM, (16 August 2005). Government Circular: Biodiversity & Geological Conservation – Statutory obligations and their impact 
within the planning system. Paragraphs 98-99.  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/7692/147570.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/7692/147570.pdf
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5) By reference to the extract at Figure 3 below, great crested newts have been found in 
numerous ponds over multiple years at the nearby Chorleywood golf course. Whilst 
these ponds are more than 500m from the site and therefore outside of the scope of 
the Applicant’s current surveys, this data is nonetheless provided here to demonstrate 
that great crested newts are present locally, being apparently confirmed as present in 
almost all ponds that were subject to survey. It is therefore reasonable to expect that 
this species may be present in many other ponds locally, including those adjacent to the 
site. 
 

Figure 3. Extract from MAGIC showing numerous records for GCN on nearby Chorleywood golf course

 

6) By reference to ES paragraph 12.2 “The eDNA surveys were undertaken outside of the 
optimal survey period with the receipt date shown as the 5th of July 2021 within the 
survey results report (Appendix 12.28). The eDNA of GCN only lasts approximately 20 
days within a pond, therefore, water samples must be taken in the optimal season (mid-
April and late-June) to determine presence or absence and it is possible due to the timing 
of survey that presence of GCN could have been missed within this pond.” The Applicant 
therefore acknowledges that for the sole pond where the survey was undertaken, the 
timing renders the results unreliable. 

7) In summary, whilst the applicant stated that “suitable terrestrial habitat (including 
hibernation opportunities) is present on Site… with suitable terrestrial connectivity with 
no significant barriers to dispersal existing between off-site ponds and the Site”, four out 
of five ponds have been completely omitted from any form of survey, the eDNA 
sampling undertaken for a single pond is unreliable due to the July survey date, no 
Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) assessment has been undertaken for any pond, and no 
surveys have been undertaken using conventional/traditional methods18. As such, any 
conclusions drawn in respect of great crested newt cannot be considered robust or 
reliable.  
 

 
18 Noting that egg-searching and netting could readily be undertaken alongside eDNA sampling visits. 
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3.21 Environmental Statement - Chapter 12 - Ecology - Waterman, 2021  

1) Paragraph 12.5 states: “After the assessments detailed in this Environmental Statement 
(ES) were carried out, the red line boundary for the purposes of the planning application 
was extended slightly to include a series of highways improvements works along Lodge 
Lane and Church Grove, as well as improvements to the junction between Oakington 
Avenue and Amersham Way/Road.” Due to the apparent significant amount of tree 
removal along Lodge Lane (c.20 trees), the possibility of impacts on dormice and bats 
cannot be ruled out (especially as this area was not surveyed). 

2) Paragraph 12.92: This states: “No bat swarming, or hibernation surveys have been 
carried out on Site to date and it is not known whether there are any structures/ buildings 
suitable for these types of roosts located within the Site”. Given the bat survey work 
undertaken on the site, it is unclear why such surveys have not been carried out, if they 
have been identified as potentially necessary.  

3) Paragraph 12.93: This states: “Although only half of the survey effort was carried out for 
advanced survey techniques in 2019. Due to the findings from the single nights survey, it 
was considered by the surveyor that no update surveys using these techniques would be 
carried out in 2021.” Clarification as to how this assessment was reached should be 
provided, with an explanation as to why a reduced survey effort was applied in 2019 and 
in 2021. Due to the number of barbastelle records noted on the site, plus the possibility 
of Bechstein’s bat, it would be reasonable to expect that more survey effort should have 
been employed, rather than instead falling short of the best practice standards.  

4) Paragraph 12.1 [Note: at this point the paragraph numbering in the Ecology Chapter of 
the ES changes/has been reformatted, and consequently some paragraph numbers 
appear twice]. This paragraph states: “Due to a change in survey area in 
August/September 2021 distances of ponds do not correlate to what has previously been 
stated within the PEA reports.” The Applicant should provide the revised distances for 
avoidance of doubt. 

5) Paragraph 12.1 and 12.2: More clarity is needed here; on the one hand the text states 
that the four waterbodies could not be surveyed due to access restrictions in 2021, but 
paragraph 12.2 states “eDNA surveys were undertaken” in 2021 [emphasis to highlight 
that ‘surveys’ is stated as plural]. Further, it is unclear which waterbodies were surveyed, 
and if any were surveyed, it would be useful for Habitat Suitability Index information to 
be provided. Finally, four waterbodies are referred to in this paragraph, whilst Paragraph 
12.131 mentions five waterbodies. Refer also to comments made at 3.20 above in 
respect of Appendix 12.28. 

6) Paragraph 12.20: The hedgerow survey identified field scabious, hoary plantain and 
tormentil with this possibly indicating that the site is of higher ecological interest than 
has been stated in this paragraph. 

7) Paragraph 12.32-12.44: No information regarding whether these woodlands meet the 
relevant Priority habitat criteria (e.g. “Broadleaved, Mixed & Yew Woodland”) has been 
provided. It should be noted that MAGIC identifies nearly all of the wooded areas on the 
site as the Priority Habitat ‘Deciduous Woodland’. As these wooded areas have been 
identified as Priority Habitat, they would also be Habitats of Principal Importance (HPI)19. 
Consequently, in order for the LPA to fully discharge its biodiversity duty in respect of 
this habitat, further information from the Applicant is required. 

8) Paragraph 12.45-12.52: As part of a robust assessment, the Applicant should assess 
whether any of the site’s hedgerows meet the criteria for the Priority Habitat 
‘Hedgerows’. 

 
19 Further to Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006). 
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9) Paragraph 12.60- Table 12.4: Although it is noted that the table states that the status of 
B1 (the former Clubhouse) has been reduced from Moderate to Low; the 2019 PEA 
report states that this structure is of ‘Moderate Potential’ with the 2021 PEA report 
stating: “The building B1-B14 are still present on Site and have not deteriorated or 
changed significantly to result in a change in bat roosting potential”. Therefore, 
justification and confirmation is required regarding the bat roost suitability of this 
structure. Also, for transparency and ease of reference, it would have been prudent for 
the Applicant to have included reference to the common pipistrelle roost recorded 
within B6. 

10) Paragraph 12.84: Justification is required as to why the BCT survey guidelines were not 
followed, and why only emergence surveys were undertaken. It is not clear whether 
additional bat roosts may have been found if guidance-compliant surveys had been 
undertaken. 

11) Paragraph 12.93: A study undertaken in southern England in 2012 found that the mean 
time of final return to day roosts for barbastelles was highly variable but they returned 
consistently well before sunrise (194 ± 59.1 minutes, or around three hours plus or 
minus an hour). These timings would meet the stated timings in the report and therefore 
it is considered that barbastelle roosts on the site cannot be ruled out. 

12) Paragraph 12.96: The Applicant should provide information regarding the value of the 
site for bats (e.g. using the methodology suggested by Wray et al.20 or emerging 
guidance from CIEEM21). 

13) Paragraph 12.131: Although this paragraph implies that Figure 12.1 of Appendix 12.2 
provides a map showing the location of the waterbodies near to the site, such a map 
does not appear to have been included. It is noted that P1 to P4 were not accessed and 
therefore no Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) could be carried out; however, P5 was 
accessed but no HSI information has been provided. Further, the weight that can be 
placed on the negative great crested newt eDNA result of P5 is reduced due to the 
sampling having been undertaken outside of the sampling window for this technique 
(which falls between mid-April to June)22.  

14) Paragraph 12.141: This paragraph states “Woodland habitat on Site is to be retained and 
so no significant adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed 
Development”. However, further information is required from the Applicant in respect 
of the likely impacts arising from roadkill due to hedgehogs having to cross the new 
roads to access the woodlands.  

15) Paragraph 12.145: ‘Bats- foraging and commuting’ are stated within Table 12.7; 
however, they are omitted from this paragraph. 

16) Paragraph 12.148- Table 12.8: Justification is required to understand how ‘Bats (foraging 
and commuting)’ are assessed as ‘Moderate’ when there is likely to be a reduction of 
feeding habitat due to increased lighting and disturbance at the site, and loss of 
commuting routes. 

17) Paragraph 12.155: Clarity is required to understand if the mitigation hierarchy has been 
followed e.g. can the removal of the buildings containing the maternity roosts be 
avoided?  

18) Paragraph 12.180: This states “The monitoring of barbastelle and red kite activity before, 
during and after construction at a frequency to be agreed with the Local Planning 

 
20 Wray, S., Wells, D., Long, E. and Mitchell-Jones, T. (2010). Valuing Bats in Ecological Impact Assessment. In Practice. CIEEM. 
21 CIEEM (June 2021). Bat Mitigation Guidelines: A guide to impacts assessment, mitigation and compensation for developments 

affecting bats. Beta version 
22 Biggs J, Ewald N, Valentini A, Gaboriaud C, Griffiths RA, Foster J, Wilkinson J, Arnett A, Williams P and Dunn F 2014. Analytical 
and methodological development for improved surveillance of the Great Crested Newt. Appendix 5. Technical advice note for 
field and laboratory sampling of great crested newt (Triturus cristatus) environmental DNA. Freshwater Habitats Trust, Oxford. 
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Authority”. However, the Applicant has not provided information about what would 
occur as a result of this monitoring. 

19) Paragraph 181: This paragraph states: “All woodland is to be retained as part of the 
Development and a 20m buffer zone around all woodland habitat...” However, the 2021 
bat activity report23 states “The buffers must be based on the level of likely importance 
of the woodland to bats and based on the results the following guide to the buffer is 
recommended: - Around the central area of woodland and the southern, eastern and 
western edges of the woodland a 30m buffer must be employed”. Justification is required 
to understand why the buffer has reduced. It is recommended that an outline Landscape 
Habitat Management Plan is produced to aid the LPA in understanding how the 
management of the site will occur. Further, it would appear, based on the Drainage 
Strategy, that some upgrading of the sewer pipework through Stonydean Wood (an area 
of ancient semi-natural woodland) would be required, and it is likely that this would 
detrimentally affect the woodland. The Drainage Strategy also appears to indicate that 
earthworks (possibly cut and fill) will be required adjacent to Stonydean Wood for the 
construction of the primary road. Clarification is required from the Applicant to aid the 
LPA in understanding the potential impacts from these works on the areas of ancient 
semi-natural woodland.  

20) Paragraph 12.186: As per Paragraph 99 of Circular 06/2005, protected species surveys 
should be carried out prior to the planning application being determined. This 
information is required to allow the LPA to come to an informed decision on the impacts 
of the proposals. The mitigation proposed here do not meet the Bat Mitigation 
Guidelines (i.e. provision of roosting opportunities prior to loss of roost). As there is a 
paucity of survey data, it cannot be ascertained for the mitigation proposed whether: 
(a) it is sufficient; (b) it offers a like-for-like replacement; and (c) whether bat boxes 
would be sufficiently protected from being blocked or removed by owners of the 
residential properties on which the boxes will be erected.  

21) Paragraph 12.190: The Applicant should provide evidence to demonstrate that the 
proposed 20m buffers along all woodland edges would remain dark. 

22) Paragraph 12.206: This paragraph states: “All captured reptiles would be carefully and 
humanely removed from the area and released in-situ into retained habitats either on 
Site or into adjacent habitats such as the railway corridor. All translocation work would 
be undertaken by experienced reptile ecologists.” Significantly more information is 
required in order for the LPA to be able to understand where the receptor site is to be 
located and whether management is proposed that would benefit the translocated 
reptiles. Further, the Applicant should demonstrate the long-term viability of the 
receptor site, and how the translocated reptiles would be protected from development 
if individuals are to be placed into off-site habitats (such as the adjoining railway 
corridor, if indeed this does not already have an attendant reptile population). 

23) Paragraph 12.212: It is considered that an outline LHMP should be produced for the 
outline application in order to ensure the key ecological receptors have been included 
and have been factored into the scheme.  

24) Paragraph 12.213: Significantly more information is required to permit the LPA to 
understand how the Applicant will ensure that the ancient woodland will not be 
detrimentally affected by the development. E.g. how will it be ensured that informal 
footpaths will not be created through the woodland. This information should be 
provided prior to the determination of the planning application. 

25) Paragraph 12.219: The Applicant should provide details regarding how the proposals will 
ensure that the Stonydean Wood will not become isolated from the surrounding 

 
23 Report reference: RE2022-122 
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woodlands. Additional ecological measures are likely to be required and these should 
be detailed in the chapter. 

26) Paragraph 12.221: An indicative/outline lighting strategy would aid the LPA in 
understanding the impacts of lighting onto the surrounding habitats (and consequently 
on some of the key ecological receptors such the ancient woodland and bats). 

27) Table 12.9 should be updated and revised based on the comments above.  
28) Paragraph 12.236: It is noted that monitoring for barbastelle would be undertaken, but 

there is no indication regarding what would occur if the monitoring identified that the 
barbastelle use of the site declined.   

29) Other general points are listed below:  
i. The Applicant has failed to mention that the site falls within a B-Lines corridor24. 

The proposed management plan for the site should identify how it will contribute 
to this corridor.  

ii. The woodlands on the site have been identified by MAGIC as falling within a ‘High 
Spatial Priority’ for ‘Woodland Improvement’ and for ‘Woodland Priority Habitat 
Network’. A review of the National Habitat Network map (via MAGIC) identifies 
that the woodlands on the site fall within the ‘Ancient Woodland’ and ‘Priority 
Habitat Inventory’ categories. The Applicant should highlight how the proposed 
management of the site will meet these identified areas. 

iii. The site has been identified by the Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust (BBOWT) 
on their Nature Recovery Network map25 as falling within a “recovery zone”. 
BBOWT defines recovery zones as: “buffers the core zone, and includes the best 
places to restore and create new habitats and improve connectivity across the 
landscape.” The Applicant should identify how the management plan for the site 
accords with this identified area. 

iv. The Applicant should provide further information regarding how the proposals 
accord or meet relevant national and local planning policies.  
 

  

 
24 Buglife states that “B-Lines are a series of ‘insect pathways’ running through our countryside and towns, along which we are 

restoring and creating a series of wildflower-rich habitat stepping stones. They link existing wildlife areas together, creating a 
network, like a railway, that will weave across the British landscape”.  
25 Accessed via: https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/f4fa3ae631854d129230ce8719c079b3  

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/f4fa3ae631854d129230ce8719c079b3
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4 CONCLUSIONS 
 

4.1.1 As noted in the introduction of this report, the above serves as a ‘high level’ review of the 
submitted ecological information; and once the relevant information has been provided then 
the ecology reports can be subject to further detailed examination. However, it should be noted 
that based on the information provided, a full and robust assessment of the submitted ecological 
documents cannot be made. 

4.1.2 Currently, it is considered that due to the paucity of detailed ecological information, and with 
many of the ecological surveys not appearing to meet industry-standard guidelines/guidance (as 
outlined above), that this has implications on the veracity of the impact assessment conclusions 
offered by the Applicant to the extent that it would be unsafe to apportion the conclusions made 
to any weight in planning determination.  

4.1.3 It should be noted that the presence of scarce and declining ‘Priority’ species and habitats is 
material to the discharge of the biodiversity duty imposed on public authorities by the NERC Act 
2006, and therefore the omissions outlined above are significant for the robustness of the 
determination process in a legal sense. There are also significant information gaps in relation to 
European protected species which fall short of the expectations enshrined in incumbent 
planning practice guidance and further go to the matter of legal robustness. These shortfalls are 
particularly acute in respect of bats. It is consequently recommended that the LPA request more 
detailed ecological information before a planning decision is made. 

4.1.4 The Bioscan review of the Biodiversity Net Gain report highlights that the net gain proclaimed 
by the Applicant appears to be incorrect, by some margin, and on the contrary, it appears that 
the proposals would result in a negative situation (i.e. a considerable loss of biodiversity, 
quantified as approaching -40%). Such a loss would be contrary to the Environment Act 2021, 
and local and national policy. In order to allow for these figures to be examined further, the 
Applicant should supply the raw spreadsheet calculations to allow for full transparency and 
public scrutiny, and before any determination of the application is considered.  

4.1.5 In conclusion, the ecological reports submitted may not accurately represent the ecological 
interest present on the application site and it is advised that extreme caution is applied in using 
it to inform decision making. The safeguards and mitigation proposals offered in the report are 
founded on an incomplete understanding and/or conveyance of the baseline position and 
cannot therefore be relied upon by decision makers as a means to avoid significant net loss of 
biodiversity. This is in contradiction to national and local planning policy. It is recommended that 
clarity be sought from the Applicant, including justification for deviations from industry standard 
survey methodologies, to enable a more robust impact assessment to be conducted. 

 



   

 

 


