
From:                                 Havis, Sean <sean.havis@barratthomes.co.uk>
Sent:                                  22 April 2026 14:59:30 UTC+01:00
To:                                      "Steven King" <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject:                             RE: *EXTERNAL:Land at Hurst Farm, Hurstwood Lane, Haywards Heath - 
DM/26/0682
Attachments:                   BDWSC24849_Dormouse Tech Note_DR.pdf, BDWSC24849_Reptile Mitigation 
Strategy.pdf, Document 63 - Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment.pdf

Hi Steven, 
 
Apologies, the reference to the PEA is incorrect but please find attached the Dormouse 
and Reptile note alongside the BNG Assessment completed by RSK during the Outline 
Planning Permission.
 
I hope this is all acceptable but please let me know if any further information is 
required. 
 
Many thanks, 
Sean 
 
Seán Havis 
Senior Planning Manager 
 
Barratt Redrow Southern Counties 
Email: sean.havis@barratthomes.co.uk 
Phone Number: 01483 547419 
 
Barratt Redrow Southern Counties | Compton House | The Guildway | Old Portsmouth Road | Guildford | 
Surrey | GU3 1LR
 
From: Steven King <Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 April 2026 10:09
To: Havis, Sean <sean.havis@barratthomes.co.uk>
Subject: *EXTERNAL:Land at Hurst Farm, Hurstwood Lane, Haywards Heath - DM/26/0682
 
Hi Sean Page 4 of the attached Planning Statement submitted with the above application refers to the following documents: ◼ Preliminary Ecological Assessment, prepared by ACD Environmental. o Dormouse Technical Note, prepared by ACD Environmental. 

Hi Sean 
 
Page 4 of the attached Planning Statement submitted with the above application refers to the 
following documents: 
 
◼ Preliminary Ecological Assessment, prepared by ACD Environmental.
o Dormouse Technical Note, prepared by ACD Environmental. 
o Reptile Mitigation Strategy, prepared by ACD Environmental. 
o Biodiversity Net Gain Report, prepared by RSK. 
 
 
I can't see these documents on the file. I have checked with our Service Support Team and they 
cannot find the documents either. Were they submitted with the application? 

mailto:sean.havis@barratthomes.co.uk


 
Thanks 
 
Steve 
 
Steven King, BSc (Hons) Dip TP, MRTPI 
Team Leader, Major Development 
Mid Sussex District Council 
01444 477556 
 
Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk 
www.midsussex.gov.uk 
 

Working together for a better Mid Sussex
 
The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is 
legally exempt from disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole 
or part of this email to a third party making a request for information about the subject 
matter of this email. This email and any attachments may contain confidential 
information and is intended only to be seen and used by the named addressees. If you 
are not the named addressee, any use, disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of 
this email and its attachments is unauthorised. If you have received this email in error 
please notify the sender immediately by email or by calling +44 (0) 1444 458 166 and 
remove this email and its attachments from your system. The views expressed within 
this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or policies of Mid Sussex 
District Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of transmitting software 
viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before accessing this 
email and any attachments. Except where required by law, we shall not be responsible 
for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and 
any attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and 
any attachments. 
The sender of this e-mail is a member of the Barratt Redrow plc group of companies, the 
ultimate parent of which is Barratt Redrow plc (company number 00604574). Barratt Redrow plc 
is registered in England and Wales with its registered office at Barratt House, Cartwright Way, 
Forest Business Park, Bardon Hill, Coalville, Leicestershire LE67 1UF, together with its 
principal subsidiaries BDW Trading Limited (03018173), and Wilson Bowden Developments 
Limited (00948402). Its other principal subsidiaries, Redrow Limited (02877315) and Redrow 
Homes Limited (01990710) have their registered address at Redrow House, St Davids Park, 
Flintshire, CH5 3RX. Barratt Homes, Barratt London, David Wilson Homes and Redrow are 
trading names of BDW Trading Limited. This e-mail message is meant only for use by the 
intended addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you have 

mailto:Steven.King@midsussex.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.com%2Fv3%2F__http%3A%2Fwww.midsussex.gov.uk%2F__%3B!!CbnuSKVWDws!xW1BEAOMtgBEnrmey5imx5sMPEiEWHcDzOGbnA0a7AKaVnckLt-h3Vl8tlG_GVBMC-35b1RIGUctudRp6Tq7-u-SGmLWAKny2iOqrxw%24&data=05%7C02%7CSteven.King%40midsussex.gov.uk%7C8736b9ad751c4512f4a608dea07770c8%7C248de4f9d13548cca4c8babd7e9e8703%7C0%7C0%7C639124632618367888%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iJls4ZQChPJqJMlRTWvrMWNvDE%2F%2BedG%2FzbIk0fdeil0%3D&reserved=0


received this message in error please notify us and remove it from your system. Please note: 
Internet e-mail is not secure. By communicating with us by e-mail, you accept this security risk 
and authorise us to communicate with you in the same format. Barratt Redrow does not accept 
liability for any corruption, interception, amendment, tampering or viruses occurring to this 
message in transit or for any message sent by its employees which is not in compliance with its 
corporate policy. Barratt Redrow may monitor emails sent or received and also the content of 
email for lawful business purposes and in accordance with applicable data protection legislation. 
Our email communication is subject to contract and not intended to create legal relations 
between the sender and the recipient. This email message has been swept by Barratt Redrow 
systems for the presence of computer viruses. 
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LAND AT HURSTWOOD FARM, HAYWARDS HEATH 


DORMOUSE TECHNICAL NOTE – 3rd OCTOBER 2025 
 


1. INTRODUCTION 


 


1.1. This report provides the results of the dormouse presence/absence surveys carried out on a parcel of 


land known as Land at Hurstwood Farm, Haywards Heath (OS grid reference: TQ 34095 22447) 


hereafter referred to as ‘the Application Site’. 


1.2. The Application Site is located to the south-east of the town of Haywards Heath, West Sussex. The 


Application Site lies on either side of Hurstwood Lane and falls under both the Mid Sussex District and 


Lewes District. 


1.3. The Application Site occupies an area of approximately 32.4 hectares (ha) and comprises 


predominantly other neutral grassland, modified grassland, lowland mixed deciduous woodland, other 


broadleaved woodland, other woodland, mixed scrub and various networks of native hedgerows.  


1.4. The Application Site was previously subject to dormouse surveys in 2014 by ECOSA. The surveys 


concluded the absence of hazel dormice along with the habitats on site being assessed as sub-optimal, 


with a lack of woodland extent and connectivity. 


1.5. It was concluded that the habitats were sufficiently similar to the 2014 surveys in 2016 and 2021, from 


update walkover surveys by Ecological Planning & Research Ltd (EPR) and RSK Biocensus.  


1.6. Given the time that has elapsed since the previous surveys were undertaken, and due to new records 


of dormice in the local area, it was recommended that updated dormouse presence/absence surveys 


be carried out within the Application Site. These update surveys were carried out between July and 


September 2025 by Benjamin Prego, Consultant Ecologist at ACD Environmental Ltd.   


1.7. Benjamin has several years’ experience carrying out a wide range of surveys including UK Habitat 


Classification Surveys and Phase 2 surveys for protected species and is highly competent undertaking 


Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessments. Benjamin is a Qualifying Member of the Chartered Institute 


of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) and holds a Natural England Class Licence for 


great crested newts Triturus cristatus.  



mailto:mail@acdenv.co.uk
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2. METHODOLOGY 


 


2.1. The Application Site was subject to dormouse presence/absence surveys. The purpose of this survey 


is to search for any evidence of dormice. These surveys were carried out in accordance with Natural 


England survey guidelines1.  


2.2. A total of 52 dormouse survey tubes were installed throughout the Application Site on 1st July 2025, at 


distances of 15-20m apart in areas of suitable habitat such as hedgerows and scrub. The approximate 


locations of the tubes are shown in Appendix 1. 


2.3. Survey tubes are made from stiff, double-walled black plastic sheets or similar material, 25cm long with 


a 5cm x 5cm cross-section. A thin plywood tray is inserted into the tube with a short projection at one 


end and an end block at the other which seals the tube. The tubes are then tied in a suitable location 


along a sturdy horizontal branch in vegetation, positioned between 0.5m to 3m above ground level. 


Dormice are known to readily use these tubes to build their nests. 


2.4. Nest tubes were checked for the presence of hazel dormice, nests or feeding remains on one visit per 


month from July to September 2025. 


2.5. A nut search was also conducted throughout the course of the dormouse surveys within the Application 


Site. This involved collecting approximately 100 opened hazel nuts across the site and inspecting them 


to determine which species opened them. 


Limitations  


2.6. There were no limitations associated with the dormouse surveys.  


  


 
1 Natural England (2025). Hazel or common dormice: surveys and mitigation for development projects [online]. Available from: 


https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazel-or-common-dormice-surveys-and-mitigation-for-development-projects 
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3. RESULTS 


 


3.1. The results of the hazel dormouse surveys are shown below in Table 1.  


Table 1: Hazel dormouse survey results 


Date of Survey Hazel Dormouse 


Found 


Other 


Evidence/Species 


Found  


Location  


29th July 2025 None None - 


27th August 2025 None None - 


26th September 2025 None Possible wood mouse 


nest 


Food/nut stores 


Tube 18 – E of Site 


Tubes 26 & 46 – E/NE 


of Site 


 


3.2. No hazel dormice, or evidence of dormice, was recorded within the nest tubes distributed throughout 


the Application Site during the surveys. Additionally, no hazel nuts were found within the Application 


Site that had been opened by dormice. 


3.3. A small pile of loose leaves was identified in a tube within the hedgerow along the eastern boundary of 


the western parcel of the Application Site. The lack of structure and composition of the leaves indicates 


that this was likely an old wood mouse Apodemus sylvaticus or yellow-necked mouse Apodemus 


flavicollis nest. Additionally, two food/nut stores were identified in the nest tubes which are also likely 


to be attributable to wood mouse or yellow-necked mouse. Photographs of these findings can be found 


in Appendix 2.  
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4. CONCLUSIONS 


4.1. Updated dormouse presence/absence surveys were carried out on within the Application Site between 


July and September 2025.  


4.2. No hazel dormice, or evidence of their presence, was identified during the surveys. 


4.3. Therefore, it was concluded that dormice are likely absent from the Application Site. However, given 


the confirmed presence of dormice in the surrounding area, it is recommended that any clearance of 


scrub or hedgerow habitat on-site should be carried out sensitively in a two-phased approach. 


4.4. The vegetation will first be cut to 300mm during the winter months when dormice are hibernating. The 


vegetation will then be left and then cut to ground-level in April/May once dormice have emerged from 


hibernation. This will ensure that no dormice are harmed during the clearance works. 


4.5. If any dormice are found during the clearance works, then all works must cease immediately, and an 


ecologist should be contacted to provide advice on how to proceed. 


 


Benjamin Prego 


ACD Environmental  


3rd October 2025



mailto:mail@acdenv.co.uk
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APPENDIX 1: DORMOUSE SURVEY RESULTS 


 


 


  







  


 


APPENDIX 2: FOOD/NUT STORES 


 


 


 


 


 


Photograph 1: Evidence of a suspected old wood mouse nest  Photograph 2: Evidence of wood mouse foraging/a nut store.  
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


1.1. ACD Environmental Ltd have been commissioned to produce a Reptile Mitigation Strategy for a 


parcel of land known as Hurstwood Farm, Haywards Heath, West Sussex, hereafter referred to as 


‘the Application Site’. This report has been produced to address Condition 6 of Mid Sussex District 


Council and Condition 5 of Lewes District Council’s planning conditions pursuant to Outline 


Planning Permission for the erection of up to 375 properties, a two-form entry primary school, burial 


ground, allotments, open space with associated infrastructure, landscaping, and parking areas, with 


all rights reserved except access.  


1.2. The Application Site was previously subject to reptile surveys in 2014 by ECOSA and in 2016 by 


Ecological Planning & Research Ltd (EPR). 


1.3. The reptile surveys in 2016 recorded a peak count of 21 adult slow worms Anguis fragilis, four 


juvenile slow worms, two adult common lizards Zootoca vivipara, and one adult grass snake Natrix 


helvetica. This confirmed that the Application Site supports an exceptional breeding population of 


slow worms, and a low population of common lizards and grass snakes.  


1.4. As such, a translocation programme will be required prior to any ground works and construction to 


avoid significant impacts and physical harm to the population of breeding slow worms and other 


reptiles that are present. 


1.5. This document contains details of the methodology for the capture and relocation of reptiles to the 


‘receptor’ area and measures to prevent harm, including exclusion of reptiles from the construction 


areas prior to and during development. 


1.6. This document also contains ongoing management prescriptions for the receptor area, to ensure the 


assigned reptile habitat is protected and maintained in perpetuity. 


1.7. Implementing all practices, techniques, and prescriptions in this document will help to ensure that 


there will be no significant impacts on the population of reptiles, and the development will be in 


conformity with relevant legislation and planning policy. 
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2 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 


2.1. ACD Environmental Ltd was instructed by Barratt David Wilson Homes Southern Counties to 


produce a Reptile Mitigation Strategy for a parcel of land known as Hurstwood Farm, Haywards 


Heath, West Sussex.  


2.2. This report has been produced to address Condition 6 of Mid Sussex District Council and Condition 


5 of Lewes District Council’s planning conditions pursuant to Outline Planning Permission for the 


erection of up to 375 properties, a two-form entry primary school, burial ground, allotments, open 


space with associated infrastructure, landscaping, and parking areas, with all rights reserved except 


access. 


2.3. These conditions state:  


“No development shall take place until a Reptile Mitigation Strategy addressing the mitigation and 


translocation of reptiles has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 


The Reptile Mitigation Strategy shall include the following.  


a) Purpose and conservation objectives for the proposed works.  


b) Review of site potential and constraints.  


c) Detailed design(s) and/or working method(s) to achieve stated objectives.  


d) Extent and location/area of proposed works on appropriate scale maps and plans.  


e) Type and source of materials to be used where appropriate, e.g., native species of local 


provenance.  


f) Timetable for implementation demonstrating that works are aligned with the proposed phasing of 


development.  


g) Persons responsible for implementing the works.  


h) Details of initial aftercare and long-term maintenance of the Receptor area(s).  


i) Details for monitoring and remedial measures.  


j) Details for disposal of any wastes arising from works.  


The Reptile Mitigation Strategy shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and 


all features shall be retained in that manner thereafter.” 
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Site Description 


2.4. The Application Site comprises approximately 32.4ha of land. The Ordnance Survey Grid Reference 


for the approximate centre of the site is: TQ 34095 22447. 


2.5. The Application Site is located to the south-east of the town of Haywards Heath, West Sussex. The 


Application Site lies on either side of Hurstwood Lane and falls under both the Mid Sussex District 


and Lewes District. The approximate boundary of the Application Site is shown in Image 1 below.  


Image 1: Approximate boundary of the Application Site. Source: Google Earth.  


 


Surveys 


2.6. The Application Site was subject to a habitat appraisal in November 2012 and subsequent reptile 


surveys between May - October 2014 by ECOSA.  


2.7. Following this, update reptile surveys were carried out between May - June 2016 by EPR. Full details 


including methodology can be found in the Reptile Survey Report and Mitigation produced by EPR1. 


 
1 Ecological Planning & Research Ltd. (April 2017) Reptile Survey Report and Mitigation. PDF. 







REPTILE MITIGATION STRATEGY 
Land at Hurstwood Farm, Haywards Heath 


7 


 


Aims 


2.8. The aims of this Reptile Mitigation Strategy are as follows: 


• Propose a methodology for the safe capture and translocation of reptiles to the receptor area. 


• Confirm the suitability of the proposed receptor area to support the population of reptiles. 


• Propose habitat enhancements to ensure that the receptor area is capable of supporting 


viable reptile populations. 


• Propose management prescriptions for the management of the site in perpetuity. 


Relevant legislation 


2.9. All species of reptiles are protected against killing and injury under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 


1981 (as amended). 


2.10. Common species of reptile including slow worm, common lizard, and grass snake are listed as 


Species of Principal Importance under Section 41 of the Natural Environment & Rural Communities 


(NERC) Act 2006. 


Competence 


2.11. This report has been written by Benjamin Prego, Consultant Ecologist at ACD Environmental Ltd. 


Benjamin has several years’ experience in the ecology sector carrying out a wide range of surveys, 


including UK Habitat Classification Surveys and Phase 2 Surveys for protected surveys, and 


producing high-level reports such as EcIAs, LEMPs and CEMPs. Benjamin is a Qualifying Member 


of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) and holds a Natural 


England Class Licence for great crested newts Triturus cristatus. 


2.12. A Technical Review of this report has been undertaken in line with ACD Environmental Ltd’s Quality 


Assurance procedures. The review was carried out by John Constable CMLI and Managing Director 


of ACD Environmental. John has over 28 years of experience within the industry, overseeing more 


than 10,000 projects. 
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3 RESULTS AND EVALUATION 


3.1. The Application Site was considered suitable to support reptile species due to the presence of long-


sward vegetation localised predominantly around the boundaries of the grassland areas and along 


the edges of the woodlands. As such reptile presence/absence surveys were carried out in 2014 and 


were updated in 2016 which involved deploying artificial refugia across the site in suitable reptile 


habitat followed by seven subsequent checks.  


3.2. The reptile presence/absence surveys in 2016 confirmed the presence of reptiles on-site including 


a peak count of 21 adult slow worms and four juveniles, and a peak count of two common lizards 


and one grass snake. According to reptile population size class interpretation2, this indicates that the 


Application Site supports an exceptional breeding population of slow worms, and low populations of 


common lizard and grass snake. 


3.3. Without appropriate mitigation there is potential for reptiles to be harmed during the site clearance 


works and construction phase, and for suitable habitat to be fragmented or lost. 


3.4. Therefore, a full trapping and translocation exercise is required prior to any ground clearance and 


the commencement of works in order to safeguard the exceptional breeding population of slow 


worms identified within the Application Site, as well as any other reptiles that are present. 


 
2 Froglife (1999). Reptile survey - An introduction to planning, conducting and interpreting surveys for snake and lizard 
conservation. Froglife advice sheet 10: http://www.froglife.org/advice/sheets/htm. 



http://www.froglife.org/advice/sheets/htm
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4 REPTILE MITIGATION STRATEGY 


4.1. The Reptile Mitigation Strategy will involve installing reptile fencing around the perimeter of the areas 


with identified reptile populations. These areas will then be subject to a trapping and translocation 


exercise, involving the safe capture and release of reptiles to a suitable receptor area on-site. A 


suitable receptor area has been identified in the eastern section of the Application Site (see 


Appendix 1).  


Receptor Site 


4.2. An area of grassland in the eastern parcel of the site has been selected as a suitable reptile receptor 


site. This area is considered to provide suitable reptile habitat given the presence of longer sward 


vegetation along the boundaries of the grassland for foraging and refuge, with suitable basking areas 


in the form of existing deadwood within glades and clearings in the grassland. 


4.3. Moreover, the proposed reptile receptor area will provide connectivity to habitats beyond the site 


boundary, including the adjacent parcels of woodland to the north and south, and will prevent 


fragmentation of local reptile populations. 


4.4. The breeding population of slow worms identified within the Application Site is considered 


exceptional, according to the relevant guidance, and slow worms are known to live at high densities 


often within limited home range sizes. The on-site receptor area is approximately 5.5ha and is 


therefore considered a sufficient size to support the population of reptiles identified in previous 


surveys, particularly with sustained connectivity to off-site habitats.   


4.5. As such, and with reference to Best Practice Guidelines3, it is considered that this on-site receptor 


area is appropriate for the translocation of the reptile population within the Application Site. 


Pre-translocation 


4.6. Hibernacula in the form of log piles will be set up in the allocated receptor area within the site 


boundary. This will provide refuge for reptiles released during the translocation before they disperse 


into the surrounding habitats. In addition, the grassland habitats within the receptor area will be left 


unmanaged during the translocation period in order to allow the vegetation to grow long. 


4.7. Log piles should be situated in sunny locations and constructed using timber and branches from 


pruned and/or coppiced and/or pollarded trees. 


 
3 HGBI (1998) Evaluating local mitigation/translocation programmes: Maintaining Best Practice and lawful standards. HGBI 
advisory notes for Amphibian and Reptile Groups (ARGs). Available at: https://www.arguk.org/downloads-in-
pages/resources/scientific-and-technical-reports/4-evaluating-local-mitigation-translocation-best-practice-and-lawful-


standards/file.  



https://www.arguk.org/downloads-in-pages/resources/scientific-and-technical-reports/4-evaluating-local-mitigation-translocation-best-practice-and-lawful-standards/file

https://www.arguk.org/downloads-in-pages/resources/scientific-and-technical-reports/4-evaluating-local-mitigation-translocation-best-practice-and-lawful-standards/file

https://www.arguk.org/downloads-in-pages/resources/scientific-and-technical-reports/4-evaluating-local-mitigation-translocation-best-practice-and-lawful-standards/file
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4.8. The log piles should not be moved and will be remain in-situ during the construction and operational 


phases of the development. New materials can be added every 1-2 years as necessary to maintain 


the piles. 


4.9. In order to reduce the risk of public disturbance, piles should be placed in discreet locations, such 


as within areas of long grass along the boundaries of the receptor area. Installing log piles within 


existing vegetation will also provide cover immediately surrounding, or adjacent to, the pile. However, 


due to the high levels of public access on-site, the materials can be either partially buried in the 


ground or anchored with wire or secured with wire stapled to the larger logs. 


Translocation Exercise 


Reptile fencing 


4.10. A reptile exclusion zone using semi-permanent HDPE reptile fencing will be installed around the 


Application Site boundaries within areas where reptile populations were identified. This fencing will 


prevent reptiles from re-accessing the Application Site during construction works. 


4.11. The reptile receptor area will be fenced along the development boundary only, i.e., in a manner that 


protects the area from construction but will ensure surrounding reptile habitats are not fragmented. 


Please refer to the Reptile Mitigation Plan in Appendix 1 for the approximate location of the reptile 


fencing. 


4.12. The reptile fencing will be set out according to Figure 1 below, being approximately 600mm above 


ground and 250mm below ground, with a 250mm topfold/overhang on the receptor area side of the 


fence. 2000-gauge plastic is recommended. The installation of this fencing should be carried out 


under the supervision of a suitably qualified ecologist. 
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Figure 1: Reptile-proof fencing design4  


4.13. The state of the fencing will be inspected daily during the construction phase, and any breaches will 


be fixed immediately. 


4.14. The reptile fencing must remain in place for the duration of construction and must not be removed 


until all construction works have been completed. This will protect reptiles from harm and, once 


removed, will allow them to re-colonise suitable areas within the Application Site. 


Capture and Relocation 


4.15. Once the reptile fence has been established the reptile ‘trapping’ phase will involve placing sections 


of artificial reptile refugia which will comprise of 50cm2 sheets of bitumen felt. Artificial refugia are 


best placed at high densities (to maximise capture rate) and positioned in locations which will be 


attractive to reptiles (e.g. sun traps). 


4.16. Given the identification of an exceptional population of slow worms on-site, a minimum of 60 days of 


trapping is required. However, a significant proportion of the reptiles identified on-site during the 


surveys were found within the proposed receptor area and, as such, will not be impacted by the 


 
4 Highways Agency (2005). Nature Conservation Advice in Relation to Amphibians. Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 


Volume 10, Section 4, Part 7, Highways Agency 
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works and will not require translocation. Therefore, it is recommended that if, after 30 days of 


trapping, there are five clear days where no reptiles are found, trapping will cease, and a destructive 


search can then take place.  


4.17. In order to find reptiles while they are basking, it is generally best to search when the air temperatures 


are between 9 - 18˚C. On cooler days, bright sunshine is a good sign, while hazy or intermittent sun 


gives the best results at the warmer end of the scale. Rainy or windy conditions are usually 


unsuitable. The sequence of weather conditions is significant.  


4.18. Reptiles can be captured in their active season between April and September/early October, but the 


most profitable season is spring, particularly April. Summer can produce intermittent trapping results 


because it can become too hot to trap, and reptiles may be reluctant to emerge above ground during 


such conditions. September is also a good month, but more neonates (new-borns) are likely to be 


present, which can prolong trapping. 


4.19. Reptile trapping will be carried out by experienced ecologists and reptiles will be transported in safe 


accommodation (terrariums or buckets lined with vegetation/ substrate) to the receptor area, and 


released at created hibernacula points and in suitable weather, as soon as possible following 


capture. 


4.20. Habitat manipulation will be carried out during the latter stages of trapping to increase the rate of 


captures. This will involve reducing the amount of suitable vegetation cover by strimming and 


mowing areas of rough grass. ‘Islands’ of rank vegetation can be left, and it is around here that the 


remaining reptiles will be concentrated, thus rendering the reptiles easier to catch. 


4.21. Once five clear days of zero captures have been achieved in suitable weather conditions, trapping 


will cease, and a destructive search will take place. 


Destructive Search 


4.22. Following the translocation phase, the vegetation within the translocation areas will be subject to a 


destructive search under the supervision of a suitably qualified ecologist. The remaining tussocky 


grassland habitat within the western section of the Application Site is considered to be sub-optimal 


for reptiles, with few reptiles likely to be present, however, as a precaution these areas will also be 


subject to a destructive search to ensure that no reptiles are harmed during the construction phase. 


4.23. The destructive search will begin with the careful removal of any features which may provide refuge 


for reptiles, such as brash piles. Such features will be sensitively cleared by hand or by appropriate 


machinery and thoroughly searched to ensure no reptiles are present. Vegetation will be thoroughly 


searched by a suitably qualified ecologist for the presence of reptiles prior to removal, following 
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which, systematic stripping will take place with the use of an excavator with a toothed bucket. Firstly, 


the top few centimetres of the ground will be removed, to expose reptiles sheltering in crevices just 


below the surface. 


4.24. Ecologists would be positioned to catch reptiles as they are disturbed. Following this, larger and 


deeper excavations will be made, concentrating on areas which afford shelter to reptiles, such as 


tree stumps, debris and grass tussocks. Particular care will be taken when emptying the bucket in 


case any reptiles are dug up with the soil. 


4.25. Given that slow worms spend large amounts of time underground, habitat manipulation can be less 


effective at sites containing buried material and other debris, therefore it is likely that reptiles 


(particularly slow worms which are largely subterranean) will also be found during the destructive 


search. Even when carried out using experienced contractors and ecologists, destructive searches 


may kill or injure a small percentage of animals and the lawfulness of this method requires careful 


interpretation. Hence why the destructive search is typically carried out after other methods (i.e. 


trapping) have been used. 


4.26. After the destructive search is complete it is recommended that the construction phase is 


commenced shortly afterwards before vegetation has a chance to regrow and the habitat becomes 


suitable for reptiles once again. 


4.27. The reptile fencing will be checked on a weekly basis following the translocation and destructive 


search, and during the course of the development by the Site Manager. If any damage occurs, the 


fencing must be repaired immediately. 
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5 HABITAT MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING 


5.1. The reptile receptor area will be enhanced in the final stages of the construction phase to provide a 


high biodiversity value and ensure its favourable status to reptiles is maintained. This may include 


overseeding with a tussocky grass seed mixture and planting scrub along the boundaries between 


the woodland and the grassland to provide foraging and refuge opportunities.  


5.2. Following completion of the construction phase, the reptile receptor area will be managed for the 


purpose of providing suitable reptile habitat, including foraging and hibernation resources. An 


overview of suggested enhancement and management measures are provided below. Full details 


will be provided within a Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy to ensure the Application Site is 


appropriately managed and reptiles will be safeguarded in perpetuity. 


5.3. The new networks of footpaths to be created within the open space areas in the Application Site, 


particularly in the proposed receptor site, will be designed to be diverted away from sensitive reptile 


habitat and managed by mowing to discourage people from straying from the path into the 


surrounding rough grassland and scrub habitat. Fencing will be installed where necessary to 


incorporate a suitable buffer from reptile habitat to prevent access by people and dogs. 


Grassland 


5.4. The designated receptor area in the eastern extent of the Application Site will be overseed with a 


tussocky grass seed mixture such as Emorsgate EG10 Tussock Grass Mixture. EG10 is a 100% 


grass seed mixture, comprising tussocky grasses such as cock’s foot Dactylis glomerata, slender-


creeping red fescue Festuca rubra ssp rubra, and meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis. Once 


established, this grassland will require little or no maintenance. 


5.5. Established tussocky grasslands will be cut on a rotation of no less than three years (i.e. one third 


of the grassland is cut each year) to control scrub development whilst maintaining a diverse tussocky 


structure. 


5.6. Pockets of grassland will be left uncut to create longer stands of vegetation to ensure refuges are 


always available. 


5.7. Where grassland meets scrub/woodland, 1m margins of uncut grass will be left to create a buffer 


zone and retain wildlife corridors. 


5.8. Tussocky grassland cutting will be undertaken sensitively with use of hand tools (e.g., 


strimming/brush-cutting) to a minimum height of 150mm. 


5.9. Any vegetation cutting or removal should be carried out between September-October, on dry days 
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when temperatures are above 10°C as reptiles will be active and can move out of harm’s way. 


Scrub 


5.10. Patches of native scrub can be planted along the margins of the receptor area to act as a natural 


wildlife buffer between the grassland and the adjacent woodland.  


5.11. The native scrub patches will be cut to form ‘scallops’ along the south facing edges to provide a 


diverse range of habitat niches and increase the number of sheltered basking spots; this is 


particularly valuable during bouts of hot weather. Moreover, the presence of scrub will provide refugia 


overnight and sometimes during winter, as well as creating windbreaks and pockets of warm 


microhabitat favoured by reptiles (Edgar et al. 2010)5. 


5.12. Management of scrub will be necessary to maintain mid-successional stage habitats. Therefore, 


pruning and cutting of small sections of scrub should be undertaken on a long rotation e.g. every 5-


7 years. Sunny, south-facing aspects favoured by reptiles should be prioritised for management with 


most shading scrub removed from such areas. No more than 20% of scrub should be 


removed/coppiced at any one time.  


5.13. This rotational cutting regime will increase the age ranges within the scrub and give diversity in 


structure. 


Hibernacula  


5.14. A total of three permanent hibernacula will be created in the receptor area to ensure there is suitable 


hibernating habitat for reptiles in the construction and operational phase of the Application (as shown 


in Figure 2). 


5.15. Reptile hibernacula will be created utilising a mounded, or ‘above-ground’ design as opposed to the 


traditional subterranean design, to reduce the risk of flooding. 


5.16. Above-ground hibernacula will comprise a minimum area of 1500 x 1500mm. The hibernacula will 


be constructed from piled up rocks, logs, dead wood and other suitable rubble. Soil can be loosely 


filled between layers during construction, following which the hibernacula will be capped with a layer 


of topsoil, turf or moss approximately 50-100mm thick. The addition of a geotextile membrane 


beneath the capping layer may be used to prevent soil, or other loose material, from collapsing into 


the voids below. Small gaps must be left for reptiles to enter and exit the finished hibernaculum. 


 
5 Edgar, P., Foster, J. and Baker, J. (2010). Reptile Habitat Management Handbook. Amphibian and Reptile Conservation, 
Bournemouth. 
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Figure 2: Reptile hibernaculum building diagram4. 


5.17. The hibernacula will be allowed to colonise with ruderal species, which will provide valuable habitats 


for invertebrates. 


5.18. The hibernacula should be completed prior to the first season of hibernation following completion of 


the construction works. 


5.19. Within the reptile hibernaculum areas, only strimming is permitted. Pockets of grassland will be left 


uncut to maintain a mosaic of basking habitat and cover, which will ensure suitable reptile habitat is 


always available. 


5.20. The vegetation within the immediate vicinity should be cut back to avoid the hibernacula becoming 


densely shaded. Mowing should be carried out during the reptile active period which runs between 


April-early October, taking care not to create large areas of short grassland within the immediate 


vicinity of the hibernacula. 


Post-translocation monitoring 


5.21. The reptile population will be monitored by carrying out an early spring survey in year two, year four, 


and year six post-translocation, i.e., a total of three surveys spread across three separate years. 


5.22. Detailed methods for reptile monitoring surveys will be in accordance with the relevant published 
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guidelines. 


5.23. Following each survey, a short report will be produced relating to management objectives, and to 


monitor the condition of the habitats to determine whether management prescriptions need to be 


adjusted to reach the desired outcomes (i.e., uneven-aged swards of tussocky grassland). A copy 


of the monitoring report will be sent to the Local Planning Authority and Local Wildlife Trust. 


5.24. The receptor area will be managed in perpetuity for the conservation of reptiles, by way of a suitable 


legal agreement. 
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6 SCHEDULE OF WORKS 


6.1. The work schedule for monitoring, maintenance and management activities are set out within Table 


1. The works schedule below may be subject to changes in timings subject to the construction phase 


schedule. In the instance that any changes in timings are required, the Developer and/or the 


appointed management company is to contact an ecologist at ACD Environmental Ltd to confirm 


agreement to any amendments.  


6.2. The colour coding within Table 1 is as follows:  


 Optimal months 


 Sub-optimal months (may be acceptable if appropriate measures are undertaken) 


 Unsuitable months  


 


6.3. Where ECoW presence is required, it is demonstrated with the following symbol:  


 
Supervision required for reptiles 
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Table 1: Work schedule for translocation, supervised clearance, maintenance and monitoring. 
 


Action  J F M A M J J A S O N D 


PRE-CONSTRUCTION 


Installation of log piles to act as hibernacula within the proposed receptor 
site. 


            


Installation of reptile fencing under supervision of a suitably qualified 
ecologist.  


  
        


  


Safe capture and translocation of reptile species to the designated 
receptor site. 


   
       


  


Destructive search of reptile habitat including tussocky grassland under 
supervision of a suitably qualified ecologist. 


   
       


  


THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION PHASE 


Checks to be carried out each day to include a check of any exposed 
excavations/pipes to ensure no reptiles have become trapped overnight. 


            


Weekly check of all reptile fencing and any damage to be repaired 
immediately.  


            


POST COMPLETION 


Year 1 


Creation of above-ground reptile hibernacula.             


Overseeding of grassland in the receptor site with a 
tussocky grass seed mixture. 


            


Creation of new scrub buffer between the grassland and 
adjacent woodland habitats within the receptor site.  


            


1-3 years 
Phased cut of the tussocky grassland within the receptor 
site on a rotation of every 3 years. 


            


Bi-annual 
until year 6 


Reptile population monitoring surveys to be undertaken by 
an ecologist every two years. Results used to feedback into 
the mitigation strategy as required and to rectify any issues.  


            


5-7 years Pruning/cutting of small sections of scrub.             
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7 CONCLUSIONS 


7.1. This Reptile Mitigation Strategy has been produced to fulfil Condition 6 of Mid Sussex District 


Council and Condition 5 of Lewes District Council’s planning conditions pursuant to Outline 


Planning Permission for the erection of up to 375 properties, a two-form entry primary school, burial 


ground, allotments, open space with associated infrastructure, landscaping, and parking areas, with 


all rights reserved except access. 


7.2. Reptiles will be protected for the duration of construction with installation of reptile fencing around 


the Application boundaries to prevent re-access into the construction zones as shown in Appendix 


1. 


7.3. The proposed receptor area is considered to be suitable to accommodate the translocated 


population of reptiles, and will be subject to enhancements and sympathetic, targeted, long-term 


management in accordance with this Reptile Mitigation Strategy and the Biodiversity Enhancement 


Strategy.  


7.4. With implementation of the measures outlined within this report, it is considered that there will be no 


significant impacts upon reptile populations, and the Application will be in conformity with relevant 


legislation and policy. 







 


 


APPENDIX 1: REPTILE MITIGATION PLAN 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


1. This assessment is a desk-based exercise carried out by RSK Biocensus for Homes England 


on 9 June 2023, to provide a baseline measure in biodiversity value at Hurst Farm, Haywards 


Heath (Ordnance Survey grid reference: TQ 338 223), using the Defra biodiversity metric 4.0.  


2. Proposed habitat changes arising from future development and ecological enhancements 


based on a proposed site layout plan (post-construction) provided by the client are evaluated 


against the baseline (pre-construction) ecology to demonstrate net change in biodiversity 


units. 


3. This report calculates ‘biodiversity units’ using the Defra biodiversity metric 4.0 and following 
the methods set out in Defra’s biodiversity metric 4.0 user guide. The calculations are based 


on the area (or length), distinctiveness, condition and strategic significance of habitats found 


on the site. 


4. The full biodiversity assessment calculation can be found in an accompanying Excel 


document 2485667 Hurst Farm Biodiversity Metric; however, screenshots of the main results 


tables are presented here in Appendix A and B.  


5. The condition assessment of baseline and post-development habitats are listed in Appendix 


C and D. This includes any deviation from standard guidance, assumptions and justifications 


for habitat classification and condition. 


6. The site was found to comprise a total of 11 habitat types with a baseline of 186.18 habitat 


area units (i.e. ‘biodiversity units’), 6.72 linear hedgerow biodiversity units and 0.52 


watercourse biodiversity units.  


7. Post-development plans include the retention and enhancement of habitats with a total of 


114.58 biodiversity area units, 6.09 hedgerow biodiversity units and 0.20 watercourse 


biodiversity units. 


8. The biodiversity assessment thus concludes that the current proposed development will 


result in a change of -69.34 biodiversity area units (i.e. a 37.94% net loss), -0.63 hedgerow 


biodiversity units (a 9.31% net loss) and -0.32 watercourse biodiversity units (a 61.54% net 


loss). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  


 Purpose of this report 


1.1.1 In February 2021, RSK Biocensus carried out a biodiversity assessment as part of an 


Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of land at Hurst Farm in connection with a new 


housing development and associated infrastructure.  


1.1.2 RSK Biocensus updated information relating to ecology at the site in a Preliminary 


Ecological Appraisal (PEA) based on field surveys carried out in June 2021. The work 


also involved a review of the previous Environmental Statement (ES) produced by 


Ecological Planning and Research Ltd. dated 2017. An update to the ES was 


subsequently produced by RSK in 2022.   


1.1.3 The field survey involved an ecologist with botanical expertise carrying out a site visit to 


map the habitat types present and establish the biodiversity baseline. Each habitat type 


was mapped using the standard habitat mapping convention UK Habitat Classification 


(Butcher et al., 2020) for the purposes of using the Defra metric. 


1.1.4 The baseline unit values were then measured against predicted post-development habitat 


changes to determine if the works will result in a loss or gain in biodiversity. 


1.1.5 Data from ecological surveys is typically valid for 18 months and so surveys were 


repeated in June 2023 to update the habitat mapping and inform the BNG assessment.   


 Landscape context 


1.2.1 Hurst Farm (termed the ‘site’ in this report) is located on the southern edge of the town of 


Haywards Heath in the Mid Sussex District of West Sussex, adjacent to urban areas 


north and west of the site. To the south and east, there is a semi-rural landscape 


including woodland and agricultural land (Figure 1). A small area to the north-west of the 


site comprises an ongoing housing development.  


1.2.2 The site comprises approximately 33 hectares of predominantly greenfield land with a net 


developable area of 17 hectares, divided into three areas separated by Hurstwood Lane 


running east to west and Hurstwood Grange running north to south. While most of the 


site is grassland, there are pockets of trees along boundaries and dense woodland to the 


north-east (Asylum Wood), south-east (edge of Hurst Wood) and west (Anscombe 


Wood). There are also several drainage ditches around the site, and ponds towards the 


west of the site. 


 Policy context 


1.3.1 The primary aim of Biodiversity Net Gain is to secure a measurable improvement in 


habitat for biodiversity, to minimise biodiversity losses and to help to restore ecological 


networks whilst streamlining development processes.  
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1.3.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes provisions for the delivery of 


biodiversity net gain. Additionally, there is a proposed 10% net gain requirement in the 


Environment Act, which is due to become mandatory in November 2023.  
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2.0 METHODS 


 Overview 


2.1.1 The biodiversity metric 4.0 is designed to quantify biodiversity to inform and improve 


planning, design, land management and decision-making (Natural England, 2023).  


2.1.2 This study has been carried out as a desk-based exercise, using the results of field 


surveys carried out at the site by RSK and an Illustrative Landscape Plan (Mar 2022) 


provided by the client . The primary documents consulted as part of this study include: 


• 2481825 – Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Report (RSK Biocensus, 2021) 


• Proposed Landscape plan provided by client  


2.1.3  A map of the pre-construction habitats from the ecological appraisal is presented in 


Figure 2.  


 


 Biodiversity Assessment Methods 


2.2.1 To calculate biodiversity units for the site and assess any changes arising from the 


proposed development this study uses methods set out the latest Biodiversity Metric 4.0 


user guide (Natural England, 2023).  


2.2.2 The biodiversity metric uses habitat area as its core measurement, except for linear 


features where it uses habitat length.1 Additionally, linear habitats are split into two types: 


hedgerows (which includes lines of trees) and watercourses. Therefore, a site can have 


three biodiversity unit values, one for habitat areas, one for hedgerow features, and one 


for watercourse features. They are assessed using the same metric but cannot be 


summed together.  


2.2.3 Habitat area is multiplied by several factors that indicate its quality: distinctiveness, 


condition and strategic location, this gives its biodiversity unit value. This can be used for 


existing and future created habitats.2 This is shown in Image 1. 


 
1 Linear features are assessed by length rather than area to avoid underestimating their value and therefore 
failing to ensure adequate compensation for any losses. 
2 Where future habitats are to be enhanced or newly created, the risk of failure is accounted for by applying 
multipliers for risk factors (difficulty, time to target condition, and off-site risk). 
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Habitat Distinctiveness 


2.2.4 Habitats are classified using the phase 1 habitat survey methodology (JNCC 2010) or the 


UK habitat classification system (Butcher et al., 2020).  


2.2.5 The metric pre-assigns each habitat type to a distinctiveness band according to its 


distinguishing features, i.e. species richness, rarity (at local, regional, national and 


international scales), and the degree to which it supports species rarely found in other 


habitats. 


Image 1 Biodiversity Metric Calculation (Natural England, 2023) 
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Habitat Condition  


2.2.6 Habitat condition measures the varying quality of similar habitats against what is 


perceived to be their optimal state. The biodiversity metric 4.0 technical Annex 1 and 2 


(Natural England, 2023a) contains condition sheets and guidance for all habitats to which 


the metric can apply. The condition sheets contain a habitat description, contextual 


information to aid the assessment, and the assessment criteria. The criteria describe 


what components need to be present for a habitat to be in good, moderate or poor 


condition. 


Strategic Significance 


2.2.7 Strategic significance works at a landscape scale, allowing additional value to be added 


to habitats in biodiversity restoration and enhancement target areas. Habitats or areas 


formally listed in local plans and strategies receive a 1.15 multiplier. A 1.1 multiplier can 


be applied to habitats not listed within formal plans but within informal national initiatives 


or deemed sufficiently connected by an ecologist. 


Difficulty of Creation and Restoration 


2.2.8 The risks associated with creating new or enhancing existing habitats, are known as 


difficulty factors; for example, where habitats fail to establish owing to natural changes in 


local conditions, incorrect management or for unknown reasons. The biodiversity metric 


4.0 contains default values for each habitat based on the average difficulty of creating or 


enhancing a habitat. Occasionally, under exceptional circumstances, these can be 


modified, but any deviation from the default value must be fully justified. 


Time to Target Condition 


2.2.9 There is often a lag between a habitat being removed and the new compensation 


habitats achieving their target condition. This gives reduced biodiversity value for a time. 


The biodiversity metric 4.0 preassigns the time to target condition based on good practice 


and typical conditions, and assigns a multiplier based on the number of years required to 


achieve it.  


2.2.10 The time to target condition can be advanced or delayed. This function can be used when 


habitats are created prior to development works starting or if the development will last 


multiple years so enhancements may not be put in until several years after the initial loss. 


Advancing or delaying the time to target condition can also be used on sites where local 


conditions or bespoke enhancements may take more or less time to achieve target 


condition. In these situations, the adjustments to the time to target condition must be 


justified. 


Off-site Risk 


2.2.11 Sometimes it is not possible to compensate adequately for loss of biodiversity within the 


site boundary, so off-site compensation is required. If the off-site compensation is a 


significant distance from the development site, then there will be a local loss of 


biodiversity and a multiplier is applied to any off-site compensation. The off-site risk 


multiplier can be avoided by using an approved off-site biodiversity units provider. 







 


 


 


 


Hurst Farm  6 


Biodiversity Assessment 


2485667 


3.0 RESULTS 


 Trading Summary Area Habitats 


3.1.1 Under the current proposals, trading satisfaction has not been met by the high 


distinctiveness habitat as the lowland deciduous will be not fully retained. To satisfy this 


trading rule an offset of another area of high distinctiveness woodland will be required.   


3.1.2 Under the current proposals, trading satisfaction has not been met by the medium 


distinctiveness habitat due to a large loss of other neutral which will not be replaced by 


another medium quality grassland or a higher quality habitat. 


3.1.3  Under the current proposals, trading satisfaction has not been met by the low 


distinctiveness habitat due to a lack of surplus units from the medium habitats. 


 Biodiversity Baseline  


3.2.1 The UKHab habitat survey map (Figure 2) has been used to identify 8 habitat areas, 3 


linear features (including 2 hedgerows and 1 line of trees) and 2 watercourses. These 


habitats have been input into the Defra Biodiversity Metric 4.0 calculator and indicate a 


total of 186.18 area units, 6.72 hedgerow units and 0.52 watercourse units. The results of 


the calculations are presented in Appendix A. It should be noted that these represent 


screenshots from the calculator; the full biodiversity assessment calculation can be found 


in the Excel document ‘2485667 Hurst Farm Biodiversity Metric 4.0 Calculation’. 


3.2.2 The condition assessments for each habitat are presented in Appendix C. Any 


justifications for deviations from the default methods for baseline habitats are presented. 


 Post-development Habitat Creation and Enhancement 


3.3.1 A combination of the Illustrative Landscape Plan (February 2022) and Land Use 


Parameters Plan (February 2022) been used to identify that, post-intervention, the site 


will comprise a total of 114.58 biodiversity area units, 6.09 hedgerow biodiversity units 


and 0.20 watercourse biodiversity units.  


3.3.2 The retained habitats include woodland, grassland, and hedgerows. The new habitat 


areas consist of: modified grassland; ponds; allotments; introduced shrub (used as an 


equivalent value placeholder for “surburban mosaic of nat/dev surfaces”, as this is not a 


habitat in the Metric); other mixed woodland; vegetated gardens; and developed sealed-


surface land. 


3.3.3 Details of the assumptions made to achieve the proposed conditions are found in 


Appendix D. 


 Change in Biodiversity Value 


3.4.1 Under the current proposals set out in the Illustrative Landscape Plan (February 2022) 


there will be a net loss of 69.34 biodiversity area units, 0.63 terrestrial linear biodiversity 
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units, and 0.32 watercourse biodiversity units. This is equivalent to -37.94%, -9.31%, and 


-61.54% respectively. This is shown in Table 1. 


Table 1. Change in Biodiversity Units Calculation 


 


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


3.4 Suggestions to Improve Biodiversity Gain 


3.4.2 The change in biodiversity value for the Hurst Farm site as set out in Table 1, above, 


indicates that more clearly needs to be done if 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) is to be 


achieved. Post development, there is currently an expected net loss of habitat value 


across habitat area, linear features, and watercourses. 


3.4.3 The best way to achieve this is always to reduce the amount of habitat being lost in the 


first place, if at all possible. If this is not achievable, then the next best alternative is to 


ensure that more habitat is created on-site, and to ensure that this represents enough 


Biodiversity Units to provide an overall 10% net gain. This will require modifications to the 


landscape drawings presented in Figure 3. 


3.4.4 If there is insufficient available area within the development boundary, it may be 


necessary to look to enhance areas offsite and/or through third parties. The final 


alternative would be to pay for off-site biodiversity offsetting (for example through RSK 


Wilding). However, due to the associated expenses, all opportunities to retain and/or 


create more habitat on-site should be considered first. One advantage of offsetting off-


site is that the liability for the long-term maintenance and management of the habitats is 


passed on. 


Post-development Biodiversity 
Area Units 


 
Baseline Biodiversity 
Area Units 


 
Change in Biodiversity 
Area Units 


116.84 - 186.18 = -69.34 


Post-development Biodiversity 
Hedgerow Units 


 Baseline Biodiversity 
Hedgerow Units 


 Change in Biodiversity 
Hedgerow Units 


6.09 - 6.72 = -0.63 


Post-development Biodiversity 
Watercourse Units 


 Baseline Biodiversity 
Watercourse Units 


 Change in Biodiversity 
Watercourse Units 


0.20 - 0.52 = -0.32 
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FIGURES 


Figure 1. Site Location Plan 


Figure 2. UK Habs Map (Existing Baseline Habitats) 


Figure 3. Proposed Development Habitats (based on landscaping plan provided by client)
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Figure 2:


Baseline UKHab Habitats
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Figure 3:


Proposed Development Habitats
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APPENDIX A – DEFRA METRIC TABLES- BASELINE 
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APPENDIX B – DEFRA METRIC TABLES – POST-


DEVELOPMENT 
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APPENDIX C – BASELINE DETAILED 


CONDITION ASSESSMENTS   


This appendix presents the condition assessments of the baseline habitats against the condition 


sheets in the biodiversity metric 4.0 technical supplement published by Natural England, (2023a). 


Any deviations from the published guidance are explained and justified. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 1 


Baseline Habitat Ref 2 


Baseline Habitat Ref 3 


UKHAB classification Heathland and shrub – Mixed Scrub 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 0.24 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Meeting assessment criteria for “Moderate” condition. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 4 


UKHAB classification Urban – Developed land; Sealed surface 


Distinctiveness Very Low Area / Length 0.73 ha 


Condition Result N/A 


Justification 


Hardstanding and buildings have no value in the biodiversity metric. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 5 


UKHAB classification Grassland – Other Neutral Grassland 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 18.96 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Seven habitat areas passed 4 out of 6 criteria, classifying habitat as “Moderate” condition. 


UKHAB classification Grassland – Modified Grassland 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 6.18 ha 


Condition Result Poor 


Justification 


Meeting assessment criteria for “Poor” condition. 


UKHAB classification Lakes – Ponds (non-priority habitat) 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 0.27 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Retained. 
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Baseline Habitat Ref 6 


UKHAB classification Woodland and Forest – Other woodland; mixed 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 1.68 ha 


Condition Result Poor 


Justification 


Mostly retained. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 7 


UKHAB classification Woodland and Forest – Lowland mixed deciduous woodland 


Distinctiveness High Area / Length 1.05 ha 


Condition Result Poor 


Justification 


Meeting assessment criteria for “Poor” condition. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 8 


UKHAB classification Woodland and Forest - Other woodland; broadleaved 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 0.42 ha 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Of the 7 parcels with woodland, 4 were assessed as good condition, while 3 were assessed as being in 


moderate condition. However, access to Woodland 5 was not possible at the time of survey. Based on thirteen 


assessment criteria. Retained. 


Baseline Habitat Ref 9 


Baseline Habitat Ref 10 


 


 


 


 


 


UKHAB classification Native hedgerow 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.49 km 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Meeting conditions for “Good”, based on 8 criteria. 


UKHAB classification Native hedgerow 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.3 km 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Meeting conditions for “Moderate”, based on 8 criteria. 
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Baseline Habitat Ref 11 


Baseline Habitat Ref 12 


 


 


UKHAB classification Line of trees 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.43 km 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Based on 5 assessment criteria. 


UKHAB classification Watercourses - Ditches 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 0.13 km 


Condition Result Moderate / Poor 


Justification 


Assessment based on 8 criteria, all of which need to be met to classify as “Good”. 
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APPENDIX D – POST-DEVELOPMENT 


DETAILED CONDITION ASSESSMENTS   


This appendix presents the assessment of the post-development habitats against the condition sheets 


in the biodiversity metric 4.0 technical supplement published by Natural England, (2023a). Any 


deviations from the published guidance are explained and justified. 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 1 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 2 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 3 


UKHAB classification Urban - Allotments 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.71 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Expected to reach target condition after 1 year, with low management. 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 4 


UKHAB classification Urban – Developed land; sealed surface 


Distinctiveness Very Low Area / Length 6.41 ha 


Condition Result N/A 


Justification 


Hardstanding and buildings have no value in the biodiversity metric. 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 5 


UKHAB classification Grassland – Modified grassland 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 2.68 ha 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Areas of wildflower grassland. It has been assumed that the grassland will be seeded and managed to 


achieve at least a moderate condition. 


UKHAB classification Lakes – Ponds (non-priority habitat) 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 0.54 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Creation of a network of ponds throughout site.  


UKHAB classification Urban – “Surburban mosaic of nat/dev surfaces” 
Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 1.28 ha 


Condition Result N/A 


Justification 


Hardstanding and buildings have no value in the biodiversity metric. 
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Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 6 


UKHAB classification Woodland and forest – Other woodland; mixed 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 2.26 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Plantation of native trees, expected to take 30 years to reach target condition, with appropriate management. 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 7 


UKHAB classification Urban – Vegetated garden 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 5.27 ha 


Condition Result N/A 


Justification 


It has been assumed that the gardens will be vegetated likely with lawn. This has a default poor condition. 


Proposed Habitat Creation Ref 8 


Proposed Habitat Enhancement Ref 1 


UKHAB classification Woodland and forest – Other woodland; mixed 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 1.68 ha 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Enhancement of “Poor” condition habitat to “Good” condition, delivering 13.31 Habitat units. 


Proposed Habitat Enhancement Ref 2 


UKHAB classification Grassland - Other neutral grassland 


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 4.16 ha 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Enhancement of “Moderate” condition habitat to “Good” condition, delivering 44.93 Habitat units. 


 


UKHAB classification Grassland – Modified  


Distinctiveness Medium Area / Length 2.28 ha 


Condition Result Moderate 


Justification 


Enhancement of “Poor” condition habitat to “Moderate” condition, delivering 7.75 Habitat units. 


 


UKHAB classification Native Hedgerow 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.05 km 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Planting of length of native, species-rich hedgerow which will attain “Good” condition with appropriate 


management. 
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UKHAB classification Native Hedgerow 


Distinctiveness Low Area / Length 0.3km 


Condition Result Good 


Justification 


Enhancement from “Moderate” to “Good” condition, delivering 1.76 Linear Habitat Units 
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