
DISCLOSURE MATERIALS 

Certified B Corporations must complete a Disclosure Questionnaire to identify potentially sensitive issues related to 
the company (e.g. historical fines, sanctions, material litigation, or sensitive industry practices).   

This component does not affect the company's score on the B Impact Assessment. If the company answers 
affirmatively to any items in the Disclosure Questionnaire and B Lab deems them to be material, the company must: 

1) Be transparent about the disclosure issues identified on the company’s public B Impact Report
2) Describe how the company has addressed this issue.
3) Demonstrate that management systems are in place to avoid similar issues from arising in the future.

In all cases, the Standards Advisory council reserves the right to refuse certification if the company is ultimately 
deemed not to uphold the spirit of the community.  

In addition to the voluntary indication of sensitive issues in the Disclosure Questionnaire, companies pursuing 
Certification also are subject to background checks by B Lab staff. Background checks include a review of public 
records, news sources, and search engines for company names, brands, executives/founders, and other relevant 
topics. 

Sensitive issues identified through background checks may or may not be within the scope of questions in the 
Disclosure Questionnaire, but undergo the same review process and are subject to the same possible review by the 
Standards Advisory Council, including ineligibility for B Corp Certification, required remediation, or disclosure. 

This document contains a copy of the company’s completed Disclosure Questionnaire and related disclosure 
documentation provided by the company.   



DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Company Name: Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited 
Date Submitted:  08/18/2022

Industries & Products Yes No 
Please indicate if the company is involved in production of or trade in any the 
following. Select Yes for all options that apply. 
Animal Products or Services √ 
Biodiversity Impacts √ 
Chemicals √ 
Company Explanation Of Disclosure Item Flags √ 
Disclosure Alcohol 

Disclosure Firearms Weapons √ 
Disclosure Mining 

Disclosure Pornography √ 
Disclosure Tobacco √ 
Energy and Emissions Intensive Industries √ 
Fossil fuels 

Gambling √ 
Genetically Modified Organisms √ 
Illegal Products or Subject to Phase Out √ 
Industries at Risk of Human Rights Violations √ 
Monoculture Agriculture √ 
Nuclear Power or Hazardous Materials √ 
Payday, Short Term, or High Interest Lending √ 
Water Intensive Industries 

Tax Advisory Services

Supply Chain Disclosures Yes No 
Please indicate if any of the following statements are true regarding your 
company's significant suppliers. 
Business in Conflict Zones √ 
Child or Forced Labor √ 
Negative Environmental Impact √ 
Negative Social Impact √ 
Other √ 

Outcomes & Penalties True False 
Please indicate if the company has had any formal complaint to a regulatory 
agency or been assessed any fine or sanction in the past five years for any of 
the following practices or policies. Check all that apply. 
Anti-Competitive Behavior √ 
Breaches of Confidential Information √ 
Bribery, Fraud, or Corruption √ 
Company Explanation Of Disclosure Item Flags √ 
Company has filed for bankruptcy √ 
Consumer Protection √ 
Financial Reporting, Taxes, Investments, or Loans √ 
Hazardous Discharges Into Air/Land/Water (Past 5 Yrs) √ 
Labor Issues √ 
Large Scale Land Conversion, Acquisition, or Relocation √ 
Litigation or Arbitration √ 
On-Site Fatality √ 
Penalties Assessed For Environmental Issues √ 
Political Contributions or International Affairs √ 
Recalls √ 
Significant Layoffs 

Violation of Indigenous Peoples Rights √ 
Other √ 

Practices True False 
Please indicate if the following statements are true regarding whether or not the 
company engages in the following practices. Check all that apply. If the 
statement is true, select "Yes." If false, select "No.” 
Animal Testing √ 
Company/Suppliers Employ Under Age 15 (Or Other 
ILO Minimum Age) √ 
Company Explanation Of Disclosure Item Flags √ 
Company prohibits freedom of association/collective 
bargaining √ 
Company workers are prisoners √ 
Conduct Business in Conflict Zones √ 
Confirmation of Right to Work √ 
Does not transparently report corporate financials to 
government √ 
Employs Individuals on Zero-Hour Contracts 

Facilities located in sensitive ecosystems √ 
ID Cards Withheld or Penalties for Resignation √ 
No formal Registration Under Domestic Regulations √ 
No signed employment contracts for all workers √ 
Overtime For Hourly Workers Is Compulsory √ 
Payslips not provided to show wage calculation and 
deductions √ 
Sale of Data √ 
Tax Reduction Through Corporate Shells √ 
Workers cannot leave site during non-working hours √ 
Workers not Provided Clean Drinking Water or Toilets √ 
Workers paid below minimum wage √ 
Workers Under Bond √ 
Other √

√ 

√
√ 

√

√ 

√

√ 



B Corp Certification - Disclosure Questionnaire Documentation

PROVIDED BY: Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited UPDATED AS OF: 08/18/2022

DISCLOSURE 
QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORY

Environmentally Intensive Industries

TOPIC Biodiversity Impact and Monoculture Agriculture

SUMMARY OF ISSUE As a vineyard and winery, Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited operates in an industry in which biodiversity impact and 
monoculture agriculture are material environmental issues.

SIZE/SCOPE OF ISSUE  
(e.g. $ financial implication, # 
of individuals affected)

Approximately 9.87ha, 54.2% of the land under the company's control is cultivated as vineyard while the rest of the 
uncultivated land managed by Ridgeview Estate Winery are Ditchling Common site (6.7ha) and Ansty,  (1.63ha) which the 
site is vines and headland only, as hedges are outside of the boundary. 

IMPACT ON STAKEHOLDERS The biggest actual or potential negative impact of the industry on biodiversity is the inappropriate use of pesticides in 
the vineyard which could affect wildlife, soils and human health.

IMPLEMENTED MGT
PRACTICES

"Farming grapes is a perennial crop and they aren’t rotated however the soil health is monitored for nutritional and organic 
matter content. Due to the long term nature of the company's vineyards, the company is focused on maintaining and enriching 
their soils to support long term health. The vine canopy is well managed which helps to reduce disease risk and improves 
spray efficacy. Ridgeview only use permitted pesticides published annually by WineGB in “The Green Book” which are 
effective and the book gives guidance on using pesticides to reduce the risk of disease resistance. Also any fertilisers are 
applied according to recommendations by a qualified agronomist.
Ridgeview vineyards follow best practice on cultivation and farming to create farm biodiversity by conducting earthworm 
counts annually and monitor their soil health every three years. Due to the Estate being in the South Downs National Park, 
Ridgeview Estate Winery are lucky to be located within a Dark Skies area which by nature the night-time ecology isn’t 
impacted as operation of winemaking & running of the business are done in the day except during havesting which requires 
night work, the lighting which is needed for Health & Safety reasons is fully complaint with the Dark Skies Initiative 
requirements.

To enhance biodiversity of their farms, Ridgeview in collaboration with the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA), the 
company have commissioned a Woodland Management Plan (WMP) to ensure they are monitoring and maintaining the 
estate as below:-

• Ridgeview reduce pesticide usage is by using a recycling tunnel sprayer, which they have had in use since 2000. They 
record the amount recycled and it ranges from 80% early season to around 20% when spraying full canopy.
• A program of woodland edge shrub and ground flora seeding is recommended to increase species diversity along the 
footpath ride
• Management will seek to identify opportunities to further increase the structural diversity within the wood through increasing 
species diversity along woodland edges together with the creation of glades and rides. The ideal structure of woodland edges, 
rides and glades. Two areas have been identified to create a glade and woodland ride to allow some light onto the woodland 
floor to allow smaller native plants to thrive.
• Ditches should be managed to increase habitat diversity and be kept clear of litter and invasive species. Cyclical 
management of bankside and marginal vegetation will be carried out to maintain openness and create a valuable linear 
element.
• Removal of cut timber stacking of logs to form habitat piles with brash wood chipped and used on footpath and woodland 
edges.
• Alongside the ECIA, they will be planning a new woodland edge and wildflowers to further support the biodiversity found. 
• An annual tree survey is conducted for health and safety reasons.
• There is a pond which was created as a surface water attenuation pond. The water is aerated using a fountain which 
maintains water quality."

REPORT As attached

OTHER MANAGEMENT 
COMMENTS

"Ridgeview were certified in 2021 by Sustainable Wines Of Great Britian and the company has set this as their benchmark for 
continuous make improvement and while meeting the minimum standards and best practice guidelines set by Sustainable 
Wines Of Great Britian (SWGB):

• Manage vineyard canopies and yields optimally
• Reduce (and optimise) pesticide inputs
• Conserve the vineyard (and surrounding) environment and promote biodiversity
• Reduce vineyard energy input, greenhouse gas emissions and carbon footprint per Hectare

All their spray operators are fully trained and qualified in competence for applying plant protection products and also members 
of NRoSO which is a CPD scheme for sprayer operators."
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B Corp Certification - Disclosure Questionnaire Documentation

PROVIDED BY: Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited UPDATED AS OF: 08/18/2022

DISCLOSURE 
QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORY

Environmentally Intensive Industries

TOPIC Water Intensive Industries

SUMMARY OF ISSUE As a vineyard and winery, Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited operates in an industry that is water intensive. 
Aspects of the industry that make it water intensive include irrigation used in the cultivation of vines, water 
used in the winemaking process (e.g. for cleaning tanks and barrels), and water used in the bottling process.

SIZE/SCOPE OF ISSUE  
(e.g. $ financial implication, # 
of individuals affected)

Based on the reporting period 18/03/2021 - 18/03/2022 the company's blue water intensity is 2.6L per bottle. 
Their blue water consumption in total over this period was 795 m3 or 795,000 litres and production in the 
same period was 309,178 bottles. 

IMPACT ON STAKEHOLDERS Ridgeview is located at the end of a water main run. Dependent on the water levels, the provider will either 
provide Ridgeview's water supply from a source to the north or south of the local area. As they are at the end 
of a main run, the company are the last stakeholders on that run. If pressure is low locally, they will feel the 
most impact as the company is located at the end of the run. Whilst the provider guarantees a minimum of 
one bar pressure (from which all company's water needs on site are calculated) Ridgeview takes additional 
measures to ensure a consistent water supply on site to ensure key processes, hygiene, food safety and 
Health & Safety are preserved.

IMPLEMENTED MGT
PRACTICES

"The main goal of Ridgeview Estate Winery to manage water stress is to use as much recycled rainwater for 
plant watering and potential bore hole extraction.
Specific water reduction targets has been taken across the buildings, specifically in the Winemaking 
environment: They are in the process of calculating their green water usage as well, so they have a complete 
picture of what their total water footprint is.
• Record water usage trends to identify water intensive activities within the business.
• Record usage until April 2023 (one full season) and review results. This will lead to further targets / potential 
process changes being identified.
On the wider estate:
• Record all plant watering so that demand can be calculated and alternative methods/processes be designed 
to reduce impact on other requirements in the business.
• They currently try and reduce the impact that watering has on the business by planning a rotation of 
watering, rather than doing everything on the same day.
• Choosing to do the task at an opposite time when demand for water is high in other areas of the business.
• Water storage tanks in winery 2, with pump to ensure suitable pressure for company needs in production as 
recycled water cannot be used in production areas for food safety and hygiene reasons.
• Test small scale system which has been install end of April 2022."

OTHER MANAGEMENT 
COMMENTS

To achieve company’s goal in using recycled rainwater and to know the size of a rainwater capture system to 
invest in,  Ridgeview Estate Winery is collecting data over Spring / Summer 2022 as well as collate and 
analyse October 2022 data to establish trends, then determine what improvements can be made.
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B Corp Certification - Disclosure Questionnaire Documentation

PROVIDED BY: Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited UPDATED AS OF: 08/18/2022

DISCLOSURE 
QUESTIONNAIRE CATEGORY

Alcohol

TOPIC Company produce and serves alcohol products

SUMMARY OF ISSUE Ridgeview Estate Winery Limited is a vineyard/winery that earns a material amount of revenue from the sale 
of alcohol.

SIZE/SCOPE OF ISSUE  
(e.g. $ financial implication, # 
of individuals affected)

In the previous fiscal year, 72.2% of Ridgeview Estate Winery Company's revenue was earned from the sale 
of alcohol

IMPACT ON STAKEHOLDERS Alcohol may have negative impacts on the health and well-being of individuals and their communities.

IMPLEMENTED MGT
PRACTICES

"The company complies with all of the regulations and laws related to the sale of alcohol in the jurisdictions 
where they operate. The company has HMRC Approved Licence for Producing Wine and has Responsible 
DrinkingvPolicy at Point of Sale Policy for selling underage including their advertising code that conveys 
message that the products are not appealing to under 18’s. The company website has link to https://
www.drinkaware.co.uk/ for resoponsible drinking and age confirmation of above 18 when first accessing to 
their website.
As a responsible owner of a Winery, Tamara has completed BIIAB Level 2 qualification and company's 
Cellar Door (shop) supervisor also has her own Personal Licence and has taken part in externally provided 
underage selling training. 
All hospitality employees will go through the same training once their hospitality venue re-opens"

1
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


PJC Consultancy Ltd was commissioned by Ridgeview Winery to undertake an Ecological 


Impact Assessment (EcIA) in relation to the proposed extension of the existing winery 


building at Ridgeview Winery, Fragbarrow Lane, Burgess Hill, West Sussex.  


 


This EcIA was undertaken in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 


Environmental Management (CIEEM) Guidelines (2016) and BS42020:2013.  


 


A comprehensive review and evaluation of existing ecological reports prepared by PJC 


Consultancy was undertaken, the findings and recommendations of which were used to 


inform this EcIA.  


 


An assessment of the ecological baseline identified a small number of important ecological 


features within the Site. These included primarily lowland mixed deciduous woodland which 


is listed as a habitat of principial importance (HPI) under the NERC Act 2006, bats, dormice 


Muscardinus avellanus, great crested newts Triturus cristatus, reptiles and breeding birds. 


 


Prior to any relevant mitigation and/or compensation measures being recommended, 


adverse impacts were anticipated on a variety of protected and notable species and 


habitats. However, given the size of the Site and nature of the proposed development and 


providing the avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures detailed within this report 


are adhered to, no significant long-term adverse impacts on these identified important 


ecological features are anticipated as a result of the proposed development. Examples of 


key mitigation and compensation measures to be implemented include compensation for 


the loss of trees/woodland through new woodland and grassland creation. Other key 


compensation measures include the installation of artificial bat roost boxes and bird nest 


boxes onto suitable retained trees within the Site or wider estate ownership.  
 


In addition, should the enhancement recommendations detailed within this report be 


implemented, an overall positive impact on the overall biodiversity value of the Site is 


anticipated. 
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Date:  26/03/2021  


1 INTRODUCTION 


1.1 INSTRUCTION  


1.1.1 PJC Consultancy Ltd was commissioned by Ridgeview Winery to undertake an Ecological 


Impact Assessment (EcIA) in relation to the proposed extension of the existing winery 


building at Ridgeview Winery, Fragbarrow Lane, Burgess Hill, West Sussex (hereafter 


referred to as the ‘Site’). 


1.2 SURVEY OBJECTIVES 


1.2.1 The objectives of this EcIA is to: 


• To establish the ecological baseline of the Site; 


• To determine the ecological value of identified important ecological features;  


• To identify and describe all potentially significant ecological effects associated with the 


proposed development;  


• To set out the mitigation measures required to ensure compliance with nature 


conservation legislation and to address any potentially significant ecological effects; 


• To identify how mitigation measures will/could be secured; 


• To provide an assessment of the significance of any residual effects; 


• To provide appropriate ecological enhancement measures to ensure an overall net-


gain in biodiversity value of the Site; and 


• To set out the requirements for post-construction monitoring. 


1.3 DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION PROVIDED 
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1.3.1 PJC Consultancy Ltd was provided with the following documents relating to the proposals: 


• Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. Document reference: 4385E/20 (PJC Consultancy 


Ltd, 2020); 


• Aerial Roost Inspection (letter report) (PJC Consultancy, 2020); 


• Existing Site Block Plan. Drawing number 1066/SW1/003 & (Trinder Architectural Ltd, 


2020); 


• Proposed Site Block Plan. Drawing number 1066/SW1/004 Rev 03 (Trinder Architectural 


Ltd, 2020); 


• Site Block Plan – Existing & Proposed Levels. Drawing number 1066/SW1/007 & 


1066/SW1/004 Rev03 (Trinder Architectural Ltd, 2020); 


• Soft & Hard Landscape Plan. Drawing no: PDA-RIG-LS-001-2 Rev H (Furse 


Landscape Architects Ltd, 2016); 


• Arboricultural impact Assessment. Document reference: 5627/20-02 (PJC 


Consultancy, 2020); 


• Arboricultural Method Statement. Document reference: 5627/20-03 (PJC Consultancy, 


2020); and 


• Woodland Management Strategy (Furse Landscape Architects, 2021). 


1.4 SITE DESCRIPTION 


1.4.1 The Site is located within the South Downs National Park in Ditchling Common, East Sussex 


and centred on TQ 32854 17600. The town of Burgess Hill is located approximately 400m 


south of the Site. The surrounding landscape contains chalk grassland, agricultural fields 


and areas of woodland. The location of the Site within its environs is presented in Appendix 


I. 


1.5 PROPOSAL 


1.5.1 The current proposal is for the extension of the existing winery building on the northern and 


southern aspects, the construction of three pavilions and a small hospitality building to the 


west of the existing building.  


1.6 BACKGROUND 


1.6.1 An initial desk study, extended phase 1 habitat survey and preliminary bat roost assessment 


(PBRA), forming a preliminary ecological appraisal (PEA), were undertaken for the Site in 


September 2020. In addition to the above, an aerial roost inspection on trees identified as 


having potential to support roosting bats was subsequently undertaken in November 2020. 


The findings of the above surveys/assessments are presented herein. 


1.7 LEGISLATION AND PLANNING POLICY 
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1.7.1 This EcIA has been compiled with reference to relevant wildlife and countryside legislation, 


planning policy and the UK Biodiversity Framework. Their context and applicability are 


explained as appropriate in the relevant sections of the report and additional details are 


presented in Appendix II. 


1.7.2 The key articles of relevance are: 


§ The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019; 


§ The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as amended (WCA); 


§ The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000; 


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


§ National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 (Ministry of Housing, Communities 


and Local Government, 2019); 


§ The Protection of Badgers Act 1992; 


§ The UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework (2011-2020); 


§ Ditchling Streat and Westmeston Neighbourhood Development Plan 2017 – 2032 


(SDNP, 2017); and 


§ Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031(Mid Sussex District Council, 2018). 


 


2 METHODOLOGY 


2.1 ECOLOGICAL BASELINE EVALUATION 


2.1.1 The current pre-development ecological baseline was established through a review of 


existing survey and assessment data as detailed within the initial PEA report (PJC 


Consultancy, 2020). The initial PEA consisted of the following: 


• A desk study undertaken in September 2020, which included a review of existing 


ecological information. Biological records were requested from Sussex Biodiversity 


Records Centre, which included records of non-statutory sites designated for nature 


conservation value and records of legally protected and notable species within the zone 


of influence. In addition, downloadable datasets from Natural England (MAGIC, 2021) 


were reviewed to identify the presence of UK statutory designated sites and notable 


habitats within the zone of influence, including woodlands listed on the ancient 


woodland inventory, habitats of principal importance (HPI) listed on the priority habitat 


inventory and statutory designated sites for their nature conservation value, namely: 


Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), 


Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Internationally Designated Wetland (Ramsar) 


Sites. Due to the size of the Site and nature of the proposed development, it is 


considered that a zone of 1km from the centre of the Site is appropriate for the 


gathering of information for the desk study. For ease of reference, records of protected 


and notable species identified within the zone of influence are summarised in Appendix 


III. 
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• An extended phase 1 habitat survey was undertaken on the 9th September 2020 by Zoe 


Courchene BSc(Hons) MSc ACIEEM which was undertaken in accordance with the 


standard ‘Phase 1 Habitat survey’ auditing method developed by the Joint Nature 


Conservancy Council (JNCC, 2010) and extended to include consideration of protected 


species in accordance with good practice guidance for preliminary ecological appraisal 


(CIEEM, 2018).  


• A preliminary bat roost assessment (PBRA) of the buildings and trees within the Site 


was also undertaken on 9th September 2020 by Zoe Courchene BSc(Hons) MSc 


ACIEEM, to identify any potential roosting features. The PBRA was undertaken in 


accordance with best practice survey standards (BCT, 2016). 


• An aerial roost inspection was subsequently undertaken on trees T3 and T5 on 25th 


February 2020 by Jonathan Durwood BSc (Hons) CEnv MCIEEM (Natural England class 


II bat licence holder) to accurately determine their suitability to support roosting bats.  


• A GCN habitat suitability index (HSI) assessment was also subsequently undertaken on 


5th February 2021 by Thomas Knight BSc(Hons) MSc MCIEEM (Natural England class 


1 GCN licence holder) on all waterbodies within a 250m radius of the Site, in order to 


accurately determine their suitability to support breeding GCN. 


2.2 ECOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


2.2.1 This EcIA has been undertaken in accordance with Chartered Institute of Ecology and 


Environmental Management (CIEEM) guidelines for EcIA (CIEEM, 2018). As stated within 


these guidelines, “EcIA is a process of identifying, quantifying and evaluating the potential 
effects of development-related or other proposed actions on habitats, species and 
ecosystems. EcIA can be used for the appraisal of projects of any scale: it is a systematic, 
repeatable process applicable to a wide range of projects. Two particular uses of EcIA are: 


• providing the ecological component of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
required under EIA Regulations; and 


• demonstrating how a project accords with relevant planning policy and legislation where 
an EIA is not required”. 


2.2.2 The importance of an ecological feature will be evaluated within the following defined 


geographical context: 


• International; 


• National; 


• Regional; 


• Authority Area (e.g. County or District); 


• Local; and 


• Site. 


2.2.3 Taking into consideration CIEEM guidance, features of less than Local importance are 


generally considered unlikely to trigger a mitigation or policy response in EcIA terms. 
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However, where it is helpful to characterise and evaluate features within the Site, this 


assessment also uses the term Site importance, which includes features that are assessed 


to be of value only in the context of the application Site. Features of ‘Site’ importance are 


typically unlikely to require further assessment for the reasons stated above.   


2.2.4 Table 1 below (adapted from Ratcliffe,1977) outlines the criteria to be taken into 


consideration for determining the importance of ecological features (including designated 


sites and protected and notable habitats and species) as part of the impact assessment. 


Table 1: Ecological criteria for evaluation of importance. 


Importance Criteria 


International  Designated Sites/Habitats 


An internationally designated site or proposed site (Special Protection Area (SPA), 


Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Ramsar Site) or an area that would meet 


the published selection criteria for designation. A viable area of a habitat type 


listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive, or smaller areas of such habitat, which 


are essential to maintain the viability of a larger whole. 


Species 


Any regularly occurring population of internationally important species, threatened 


or rare in the UK (e.g. a UK Red Data Book species or a species listed on Section 


41 of the NERC Act) or of uncertain conservation status or of global conservation 
concern as defined by the International Union Conservation Union. A regularly 


occurring, nationally significant population/number of an internationally important 


species. 


National Designated Sites/Habitats 


A nationally designated site, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National 


Nature Reserve (NNR), Marine Nature Reserve (MNR) or a discrete area, which 


would meet the published selection criteria for national designation (e.g. SSSI 
selection guidelines).  A viable area of a priority habitat identified in Section 41 of 


the NERC Act, or smaller areas of such habitat essential to maintain wider viability.  


Species 


A regularly occurring, regionally or county significant population / number of an 


internationally/nationally important species.  Any regularly occurring population of 
a nationally important species, threatened or rare in the region or county (see 


LBAP).  A feature identified as of principal importance in Section 41 of the NERC 


Act. 


Regional Designated Sites/Habitats 


Sites that exceed the county-level designations but fall short of SSSI selection 


criteria.  Viable areas of key habitat identified in the regional BAP or smaller areas 


of habitat essential to maintain wider viability.  


Species 


Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed as being 


nationally scarce, which occurs in 16 of 100 10 km2 in the UK or in a regional 


BAP.  A regularly occurring, locally significant population/number of a regionally 


important species.  Sites maintaining populations of internationally/nationally 


important species that are not threatened or rare in the region or county. 


Authority Area  Designated Sites/Habitats 
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(e.g. County 


or District) 


Sites recognised by local authorities, e.g. Sites of Importance for Natural 
Conservation (SINC).  County / district sites that the designating authority has 


determined meet the published ecological selection criteria for designation, 


including Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  A viable area of habitat identified in 


county/district BAP.  A diverse and/or ecologically valuable hedgerow network. 


Semi-natural ancient woodland greater than 0.25 ha.  


Species 


Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed in a 


county/district BAP due to regional rarity or localisation.  A regularly occurring, 


locally significant population of a county/district important species.  Sites 
supporting populations of internationally/nationally / regionally important species 


that are not threatened or rare in the region or county, and not integral to 


maintaining those populations.  Sites/features scarce in the county/district or that 


appreciably enrich the county/district habitat resource. 


Local Designated Sites/Habitats 


Areas of habitat that appreciably enrich the local habitat resource (e.g. species-


rich hedgerows, ponds).  Sites that retain other elements of semi-natural 
vegetation that, due to their size, quality or the wider distribution within the local 


area, are not considered for the above classifications.   


Species 


Populations/assemblages of species that appreciably enrich the biodiversity 
resource within the local context.  Sites supporting populations of county/district 


important species that are not threatened or rare in the region or county and are 


not integral to maintaining those populations. 


Site  


 


Designated Sites/Habitats 


Areas of heavily modified or managed vegetation of low species diversity or low 


value as habitat to species of nature conservation interest.   


Species 


A good example of a common or widespread species. 


Negligible No intrinsic ecological value.    


2.2.5 The impact assessment on identified important ecological features involves: 


• Identifying and characterising impacts; 


• Taking account of measures to avoid and mitigate (reduce) these impacts;  


• Assessing the significance of any residual effects after mitigation; 


• Identifying appropriate compensation measures to offset significant residual effects; 


and 


• Identifying opportunities for ecological enhancement. 


2.2.6 The impact assessment will take into consideration all phases of the development i.e. 


construction, operation, decommissioning and will consider direct, indirect, secondary and 


cumulative impacts. Impacts are described, where appropriate, with reference to the 


following characteristics: 


• Positive or negative; 


• Extent; 
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• Magnitude;  


• Duration; 


• Timing;  


• Frequency; and  


• Reversibility. 


2.2.7 Once ecological impacts have been identified and their potential effects determined, taking 


account of proposed avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures, an assessment 


of the residual impacts will be undertaken to determine the significant of their effects on 


ecological features. 


2.2.8 Significant effects include all impacts on the structure and function of defined sites 


and/or ecosystems, as well as impacts on the conservation status of habitats and species 


(CIEEM, 2019).   


2.2.9 For the purpose of this assessment, a significant effect is an effect that either supports or 


undermines biodiversity conservation objectives for important ecological features or for 


biodiversity in general. Significance is qualified with reference to a geographical scale (i.e. 


of International to Local significance). 
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3 ECOLOGICAL BASELINE 


3.1.1 A summary of the ecological baseline and an assessment of the importance of ecological 


features is presented below. For further information, please refer to the initial PEA report 


(PJC Consultancy, 2020). 


3.2 STATUTORY DESIGNATED SITES 


3.2.1 A single statutory designated site of nature conservation importance was identified within 


the zone of influence as part of the desk study. Ditchling Common SSSI is situated 


approximately 450m north-east of the Site. Ditchling Common is approximately 63.6ha in 


size and has variable drainage, and past management of the site has led to a diversity of 


habitats. An acidic heath grassland dominates but ungrazed areas consist of bracken, 


scrub and woodland. Streams dissect the site, although all but one is seasonally dry, and 


there is a small pond. Butterfly and moth populations are of importance and the site is 


locally valuable for breeding birds. Given its designation, Ditchling Common SSSI is 


considered to be important at a National level. 


3.3 NON-STATUTORY DESIGNATED SITES 


3.3.1 A single non-statutory designated site of nature conservation importance was identified 


within the zone of influence as part of the desk study. Brambleside Meadow Local Wildlife 


Site (LWS) is approximately 1.4ha in size and 336m east of the centre of the Site. 


Brambleside Meadow LWS is a small, linear meadow adjacent to the B2112, just north of 


St. George's Retreat. The sward has not recently been managed and as a result, has grown 


long and rough and is becoming overgrown in places by scrub and rank species. Despite 


this, the site still contains varied flora. Given its designation, Brambleside Meadow LWS is 


considered to be important at a County level. 


3.4 PROTECTED AND NOTABLE HABITATS 


3.4.1 Overall, four parcels of ancient woodland listed on the ancient woodland inventory and 64 


parcels of HPI listed on the priority habitat inventory were identified within the zone of 


influence as part of the desk study.  


3.4.2 The nearest parcel of ancient woodland is located approximately 600m south of the Site. 


Ancient woodland is common and widespread throughout the south-east of the UK and is 


an ecologically important habitat type. The closest parcel of ancient woodland is 


considered to be important at a Local level.  


3.4.3 The closest parcel of HPI (broadly classified deciduous woodland) was located within the 


far western extent of the Site. The woodland within the Site likely qualifies specifically as 


‘lowland mixed deciduous woodland’ HPI under the NERC Act 2006, given the age and 


structure of the woodland and plant species composition. 


3.4.4 The area of woodland adjacent to the Site and therefore likely to be affected by the 


proposed development lacks any significant well-developed understorey as it is dominated 


by self-seeded semi mature ash Fraxinus excelsior, which is in poor condition as a result 


of ash dieback. 







     


 


 
 
PJC Ref No: PJC/4494E/21             


Date:  26/03/2021  


3.4.5 Lowland mixed deciduous woodland HPI is not nationally or locally rare and the on-site 


habitat is considered to be in sub-optimal condition. However, deciduous woodlands hold 


an intrinsic value due to their potential to support a range of flora and fauna. As such, 


deciduous woodland HPI is considered to be important at the Local level.  


3.5 HABITATS WITHIN THE SITE 


3.5.1 The following broad habitat types were recorded within the Site. Habitat descriptions are 


provided below in accordance with the relevant JNCC phase 1 habitat survey handbook 


code. As previously stated above, this report should be read in conjunction with the original 


PEA (PJC Consultancy, 2020), which provides further detail regarding the distribution of 


these habitats, as well as Site photographs. 


Semi-Natural Mixed Woodland (A1.3.1) 


3.5.2 Adjacent to the western Site boundary was a stand of woodland approximately 1.5ha in 


size, which was additionally designated HPI (broadly classified deciduous woodland). The 


area of woodland within the western extent of the Site was dominated with mature ash with 


occasional oak Quercus robur and hornbeam Carpinus betulus. The woodland lacked any 


significant secondary growth of tree species within the understory with some hazel Corylus 
avellana and hawthorn Crataegus monogyna present. Although the understorey was 


generally dominated by dense stands of self-seeded ash, the majority of which were of 


poor quality and condition. There was an understorey of bramble Rubus fruticosus agg. 


scrub forming the understorey of the woodland immediately adjacent to the Site.  


3.5.3 It should be noted that there was a high incidence of ash dieback Hymenoscyphus fraxineus 
affecting a large proportion of trees within the woodland to some degree, with the woodland 


edge showing a number of trees in severe decline (PJC Consultancy, 2020).  


3.5.4 Semi-natural mixed woodland is a commonplace and widely distributed habitat throughout 


Sussex and the south-east of the UK. It is therefore considered to be important at the Local 


level. 


Marginal vegetation (F2.1) 


3.5.5 A dried-out pond was located adjacent to the western extent of the Site boundary. Marginal 


aquatic vegetation surrounded the pond which included common reed Phragmites australis, 
bramble and nettle Urtica dioica. Anecdotal evidence provided by the landowner suggests 


this pond is also dry during the summer months, which additionally suggests that it is 


succeeding to scrub habitat.  


3.5.6 The dried-out pond and associated marginal vegetation is anticipated to be retained as 


part of the proposed development. 


3.5.7 Marginal vegetation such as that recorded within the Site is common and widespread 


throughout the UK and is therefore considered important at the Site level only. 


Amenity Grassland (J1.2)  


3.5.8 A small area of amenity grassland with a short sward (<15cm), which it is assumed is 
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regularly mown, was located in the southern extent of the Site adjacent to the existing 


seating area. A full species list was not compiled for this area, but it likely comprised 


species typical of a regular mown garden including perennial ryegrass Lolium perenne, 


Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus and herbaceous species such as dandelion Taxus sp. 


3.5.9 An area of amenity grassland was located adjacent to the northern extent of the Site 


surrounding a small pond. The species present included dock Rumex obtusifolius, ragwort 


Senecio jacobaea, dandelion, clover Trifolium sp., thistle Cirsium vulgare, fleabane 


Pulicaria dysenterica, ox-eye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare and bramble. The edges of the 


pond had a high proportion of herbaceous cover. The grasses present included yorkshire 


fog and perennial ryegrass.  


3.5.10 The proposed development would result in the direct loss of approximately 300m2 of 


amenity grassland. 


3.5.11 Amenity grasslands are common and widespread throughout the UK and as the sward is 


kept below 5cm all year round, the amenity grassland within the Site is considered important 


at the Site level only. 


Ephemeral/Short Perennial (J1.3)  


3.5.12 There was an area of ephemeral/short perennial vegetation between the area of 


hardstanding adjacent to the existing winery (B1) and the woodland to the west of the Site. 


An earth bank in this area (Target Note 1) was also colonised by ephemeral/short perennial 


vegetation. Plant species recorded in this habitat included dock Rumex sp., buttercup 


Ranunculus sp., fleabane, ragwort, geranium spp. Pelargonium, rosebay willowherb 


Chamaenerion angustifolium, bristly ox-tongue Helminthotheca echioides and birds eye 


speedwell Veronica persica. 


3.5.13 The proposed development would result in the direct loss of approximately 50m2 of 


ephemeral/short perennial vegetation. 


3.5.14 Ephemeral/short perennial vegetation is common and widespread throughout the UK. 


However, patches of denser vegetation provide potential suitable basking and foraging 


opportunities for reptiles, and as such, is considered to be important at the Site level only. 


Introduced Shrub (J1.4) 


3.5.15 A small area of ornamental planting was located in the southern extent of the Site adjacent 


to the existing seating area.  


3.5.16 All introduced shrub is anticipated to be retained as part of the proposed development. 


3.5.17 Introduced shrub is common and widespread throughout the UK. However, patches of 


introduced shrub provide potential foraging and nesting opportunities to birds, and as such, 


is considered to be important at the Site level. 


Hedge with trees (J2.3.2) 


3.5.18 A line of mature oak trees Quercus spp., supporting a sparse understorey of hawthorn and 
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holly Ilex aquifolium was located in the northern extent of the Site.  


3.5.19 The hedgerow with trees is anticipated to be retained as part of the proposed development. 


3.5.20 The hedgerow with trees was considered to provide potential foraging and sheltering 


opportunities for nesting birds and foraging and commuting opportunities for bats. As such, 


the hedgerow with trees is considered to be important at the Site level. 


Buildings and Hardstanding 


3.5.21 The existing winery building, and several areas of hardstanding were located within the Site. 


Buildings and hardstanding are considered to be of Negligible importance. 


3.6 PROTECTED AND NOTABLE SPECIES 


Bats 


3.6.1 Overall, 19 records comprising six bat species were identified within the desk study, 


including one roost record. There were several records which could not be identified to 


species level. The roost record was for an unspecified pipistrelle Pipistrellus spp., roost 


located approximately 605m north of the Site within Burgess Hill.  


3.6.2 As part of the PBRA, the existing winery building was identified as having negligible 


suitability to support roosting bats and therefore roosting bats are highly likely absent from 


the building. 


3.6.3 As part of the PBRA and subsequent aerial roost inspection, 13 trees (T1, T2, T4, T5, T6, 


T7, T8, T9, T10, T11, T12, T13 & T14) were identified as having low suitability to support 


roosting bats. A single tree (T3) was identified as having moderate suitability to support 


roosting bats. 


3.6.4 In accordance with industry recognized guidance (BCT, 2016) no further surveys on trees 


identified as having low suitability to support roosting bats are considered necessary. 


However, as a precaution, an inspection (with the aid of an endoscope if considered 


necessary) will be undertaken immediately prior to any felling/heavy pruning works 


undertaken on these trees.  This inspection will be undertaken by the tree surgery contractor 


under the instruction and supervision of a suitably licenced ecologist. As a further 


precaution, any felling/heavy pruning works to these trees will be undertaken outside the 


core hibernation period (between November and February). 


3.6.5 Tree T3 is anticipated to be retained as part of the proposed development. Therefore, no 


further emergence/re-entry surveys on tree T3 are considered necessary. 


3.6.6 The Site was considered to provide suitable commuting and foraging habitat for bats, 


primarily the hedgerow with trees along the northern Site boundary and the woodland which 


is adjacent the western Site boundary.  


3.6.7 Given the availability of suitable foraging and commuting habitat within the surrounding 


landscape, the foraging and commuting habitat available for bats within the Site is 


considered unlikely to be of greater than Local value. 
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Hazel Dormouse 


3.6.8 No dormice records were identified within the zone of influence as part of the desk study. 


3.6.9 The western extent of the Site was considered to suitable semi-natural habitat for dormice 


comprising bramble scrub and deciduous woodland. The bramble scrub understorey was 


considered to provide highly suitable foraging and nesting habitat for dormice. The 


hedgerow with trees located within the Site was considered to provide sub-optimal habitat 


for dormice but provides suitable habitat connectivity to the wider landscape.  


3.6.10 Hazel dormice are widespread within suitable habitats throughout the south of the UK 


(PTES, 2016). However, their numbers nationally have fallen by 51% since 2000 (PTES, 


2019) and as such, they qualify as ‘vulnerable’ to extinction under the Red List criteria.  


3.6.11 To survive, dormice require a continuous supply of food and dense vegetation for nest sites 


and arboreal connectivity to enable them to move through suitable habitats. Due to these 


specific requirements, dormice are considered to be habitat specialists and even in optimal 


habitats, only occur at very low densities. 


3.6.12 Given the above and the availability of suitable foraging, nesting and commuting habitat 


within the Site and immediate surroundings, dormice are considered to be of Local 


importance.  


Great Crested Newt 


3.6.13 A single GCN record was reported by Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre within the zone of 


influence (920m north-west) as part of the desk study. This record was not supplied with 


a year date and subsequently, it cannot be determined how recent this record is. 


Nonetheless, this indicates that GCN have been present in the wider landscape at some 


point.   


3.6.14 The extended phase 1 habitat survey identified a dry pond within the west of the Site which 


had formed a small reedbed adjacent to the woodland edge. Marginal aquatic vegetation 


including common reed, bramble and nettle were present. Bramble present across the 


reedbed suggests that the parcel of marginal aquatic habitat is succeeding back to the 


scrub habitat which surrounds it. Though water levels in ponds are highly variable, it is 


considered likely that this area remains dry throughout the year and is therefore considered 


unsuitable to support breeding GCN.  


3.6.15 Overall, a further four waterbodies were identified within a 250m radius of the Site (WB1, 


WB2, WB3 & WB4), the nearest being located adjacent to the northern extent of the Site. 


Waterbody WB1 was installed in 2015, and acts as a balancing pond storing water run-off 


from the Site and is fed by drainage pipes. The initial HSI assessment undertaken on 


waterbody WB1 undertaken as part of the PEA identified it as being of ‘good’ habitat 


suitability to support breeding GCN. However, as part of a subsequent HSI assessment 


undertaken in February 2021, the water quality appeared to have significantly deteriorated, 


and the water level significantly reduced despite a prolonged period of heavy rainfall. An 


updated HSI assessment undertaken identified it as being of ‘average’ habitat suitability to 
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support breeding GCN. Waterbodies WB2, WB3 and WB4 were identified as being of ‘below 


average’, ‘below average’ and ‘poor’ habitat suitability to support breeding GCN, 


respectively. This report should be read in conjunction with the GCN HSI Assessment letter 


report prepared by PJC Consultancy (dated 8th February 2021). 


3.6.16 Given the above, GCN are considered potentially present within suitable terrestrial habitats 


within the Site.  


3.6.17 The majority of the Site comprised amenity grassland which exhibited a short and often 


sparse sward indicative of a regular mowing regime. The amenity grassland provided very 


limited foraging and commuting opportunities for GCN (and other amphibian species) 


during their terrestrial lifecycle phase. On this basis and given the availability of higher 


quality terrestrial habitat within the immediate and wider surroundings, GCN are considered 


likely absent from the amenity grassland within the Site. 


3.6.18 The Site also supported habitats and features, namely the woodland edge along the 


western Site boundary comprising scattered trees and sparse bramble scrub, which were 


considered to provide potential foraging and commuting opportunities for GCN (and other 


amphibian species) during their terrestrial lifecycle phase. 


3.6.19 The earth bank located along the western Site boundary was considered to provide some 


limited over-wintering hibernation opportunities for GCN (and other amphibian species). 


However, the suitability of this earth bank to support hibernating GCN is limited when 


considering the smooth sides of the bank and likely heavy compaction, and absence of 


potentially important hibernation features such as cracks and crevices within the soil.     


3.6.20 Given the above, GCN are considered unlikely to be of greater than Local importance. 


Reptiles 


3.6.21 Two reptile records from two species (grass snake Natrix Helvetica and common lizard 


Zootoca vivipara) were identified within the zone of influence as part of the desk study.   


3.6.22 The majority of the Site comprised amenity grassland which exhibited a short and often 


sparse sward, indicative of a regular mowing regime. The amenity grassland provided very 


limited foraging, commuting and sheltering opportunities for reptiles. On this basis and 


given the availability of higher quality terrestrial habitat within the immediate and wider 


surroundings, reptiles are considered likely absent from the amenity grassland within the 


Site. 


3.6.23 The woodland edge along the western Site boundary comprising scattered trees and sparse 


bramble scrub, was considered to provide potential foraging, commuting and sheltering 


opportunities for reptiles. 


3.6.24 The earth bank located along the western Site boundary was also considered to provide 


some limited over-wintering hibernation opportunities for reptiles. However, similarly to 


GCN, the suitability of this earth bank to support hibernating reptiles is limited when 


considering the smooth sides of the bank and likely heavy compaction and absence of 


potentially important hibernation features such as cracks and crevices within the soil.     
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3.6.25 Given the above and the availability of suitable habitat within the surrounding landscape, 


reptiles are considered unlikely to be of greater than Local importance. 


Birds 


3.6.26 Overall, 1,288 records comprising 54 bird species considered notable (listed on Schedule 


1 (Part 1) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), Annex 1 on the Birds 


Directive, Birds of Conservation Concern or Species of Principle Importance under The 


Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006, were identified within the 


zone of influence as part of the desk study. Schedule 1 species included (but is not limited 


to) kingfisher Alcedo atthis, Eurasian bittern Botaurus stellaris, peregrine Falco peregrinus, 


barn owl Tyto alba and Eurasian hobby Falco subbuteo. 


3.6.27 The Site contained a hedgerow with trees which was considered to provide good nesting 


and foraging opportunities to a wide range of common bird species. Additionally, the 


woodland, bramble scrub and marginal aquatic vegetation including reeds in the western 


extent of the Site was also considered to provide suitable nesting and foraging 


opportunities.  


3.6.28 Given the widespread and common nature of the suitable bird-nesting habitat present within 


the Site and availability of suitable bird-nesting habitat within the surrounding landscape, 


birds are considered unlikely to be of greater than Site importance. 


Badgers 


3.6.29 Records of badgers Meles meles are considered confidential and not provided by the 


Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre. 


3.6.30 No evidence of badger field signs (for example hairs, latrines, dung pits, snuffle holes, 


mammal paths or scratching posts) or setts were recorded within the Site and within 30m 


of the Site boundaries during the survey.  


3.6.31 Given the absence of badger field signs and setts within the Site and within 30m of the 


Site, badgers, particularly their setts, are considered likely absent from the Site. However, 


given their large ranges, there is the potential for badgers to infrequently pass through the 


Site. Overall, badgers are considered unlikely to be of greater than Site importance. 


Riparian mammals (otters and water voles) 


3.6.32 No water vole Arvicola amphibius records were identified within the zone of influence as 


part of the desk study. Records of otter Lutra lutra are considered confidential and not 


provided by the Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre. 


3.6.33 No suitable aquatic or terrestrial habitat was recorded within the Site and immediate 


surroundings.  


3.6.34 On this basis, otter and water vole are considered highly likely absent from the Site. Otters 


and water voles are therefore considered to be of Negligible importance and are not 


considered further in this assessment. 
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Other Mammal Species 


3.6.35 Overall, seven European hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus records were identified within the 


zone of influence as part of the desk study. 


3.6.36 Habitats within the Site, primarily the woodland edge, were considered to provide suitable 


foraging and shelter opportunities for hedgehogs.  


3.6.37 Given the above and the availability of suitable habitat within wider surroundings, hedgehogs 


are considered unlikely to be of greater than Site importance. 


Invertebrates 


3.6.38 Overall, three European or nationally protected invertebrate species listed under Schedule 


5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 (as amended) were identified within the zone 


of influence as part of the desk study, which included purple emperor Apatura iris, black 


hairstreak Satyrium pruni and brown hairstreak Thecla betulae. Additionally, 21 notable 


invertebrate species listed as SPI under the NERC Act 2006 were identified within the zone 


of influence as part of the desk study.  


3.6.39 All protected invertebrate species listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 


1981 (as amended) identified within the search area as part of the desk study are 


considered likely absent from the Site as their preferred food plants were either absent or 


not recorded in sufficient quantity to otherwise support a viable population. 


3.6.40 Although unlikely, the Site was considered to have the potential to provide opportunities for 


protected and notable invertebrate species due to the presence of invertebrate 


microhabitats such as woodland edge and trees with dead limbs. 


3.6.41 Given the above and the availability of suitable habitat within the surrounding landscape, 


protected invertebrates are considered to be of Site importance. 


Plants 


3.6.42 One protected plant species listed in Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 


(as amended) was identified within the zone of influence as part of the desk study which 


was bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta. Nineteen notable plant species listed as SPI under 


the NERC Act 2006, Sussex priority species and those listed in the Red Data List were also 


identified within the zone of influence as part of the desk study.   


3.6.43 The habitats on Site were common and widespread and therefore provided limited potential 


to support protected, notable and rare plant species. The woodland adjacent to the Site 


has the potential to support bluebell but the area of woodland within the Site has a dense 


understorey of bramble scrub which is not suitable to support this species.  


3.6.44 Given the above and the availability of suitable habitat within the surrounding landscape, 


protected and notable plants are considered to be of Site importance and are therefore not 


considered further in this assessment. 
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4 ASSESSMENT OF LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 


4.1.1 Potential impacts on identified ecological features are anticipated as a result of the 


proposed development. These are summarised below. Please note that ecological features 


identified as being of ‘Site’ or ‘Negligible’ importance are not considered to be of significant 


ecological importance and are therefore scoped out of further assessment. 


4.2 STATUTORY & NON-STATUTORY DESIGNATED SITES 


Potential Impacts 


4.2.1 Two designated sites of nature conservation importance, namely Ditchling Common SSSI 


and Brambleside Meadow LWS, are present within the zone of influence.  


4.2.2 Given the distance between the Site and the identified designated sites, and the size of the 


Site and nature of the proposed development, adverse effects upon the designated sites 


and their qualifying criteria for designation are not considered likely.  


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation Measures 


4.2.3 As a precaution and in accordance with best practice, a strict pollution prevention protocol 


will be adhered to during the habitat clearance and construction phase of the proposed 


development, to ensure that dust and particulate pollution and other pollution incidents of 


any statutory and non-statutory designated sites are avoided.  


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.2.4 Providing the above avoidance and mitigation measures described above are implemented 


during the construction phase of the proposed development, long-term significant adverse 


impacts on the ecological function and integrity of designated sites are considered highly 


unlikely. 


4.3 PROTECTED AND NOTABLE HABITATS 


Potential Impacts 


4.3.1 Woodland, likely qualifying as semi-natural mixed woodland HPI, is located along the 


western Site boundary. 


4.3.2 The proposed development would result in the direct loss of nine scattered trees and 


approximately 20m2 of sparse bramble scrub along the woodland edge. Trees to be 


removed are predominately ash with one willow Salix spp. 


4.3.3 Overall, the woodland edge is considered to be of sub-optimal condition as it exhibits 


limited structure and diversity comprising predominantly self-seeded ash trees which are in 


poor condition and infected by ash dieback. 


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation Measures 


4.3.4 Any permanent loss of scattered trees forming semi-natural mixed woodland HPI will be 


compensated for through new woodland creation/tree planting. Given the limited availability 
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of tree planting opportunities within the Site itself, all new woodland creation/tree planting 


will be undertaken outside the Site boundaries but within the estate grounds (under the 


applicant’s ownership). The landscape proposals for the wider estate include the creation 


of five distinct woodland parcels (a combined area of 1228m2) including linear woodland 


belts along the northern and western estate boundaries. Native, locally appropriate tree 


species including oak Quercus sp,, hazel Corylus avellana, field maple Acer campestre, 


silver birch Betula pendula, hawthorn Crategus monogyna, holly Ilex aquifolium, yew Taxus 
bacatta, goat willow Salix caprea and bird cherry Prunus avium will be planted to 


complement the existing woodland network (see Soft & Hard Landscape Plan (Drawing no: 


PDA-RIG-LS-001-2 Rev H) Furse Landscape Architects Ltd, 2016)).  


4.3.5 Furthermore, compensation will also include enhancing the reaming woodland parcel by 


implementing a long-term woodland management strategy (see Woodland Management 


Strategy (Furse Landscape Architects, 2021)). The woodland management strategy would 


include a programme of native woodland edge shrub and ground flora seeding within the 


northern area of the woodland along the footpath ride that intersects the woodland. In 


addition, it would also include a long-term coppicing regime of a 0.18ha coupe of ash 


within the southern area of the woodland. The woodland understorey will also be 


supplemented within new hazel stands. One of the objectives of the coppicing regime is to 


create glades and rides within the woodland, which will in-turn encourage new growth and 


floral species diversity within the ground-flora and provide microhabitats favoured by a wide 


variety of faunal species, particularly invertebrates, birds, bats and dormice.  Furthermore, 


naturally fallen deadwood will be left in-situ and any arisings from tree surgery works will 


also be left in-situ, either as standing deadwood or as deadwood habitat piles/loggeries. 


Deadwood will provide additional habitat for a wide variety of faunal species, primarily 


invertebrate species such as the stag beetle Lucanus cervus, and widespread reptile and 


amphibian species which would likely use these features for foraging and shelter.  


4.3.6 As part of the woodland management strategy, regular inspections will be undertaken to 


monitor for the presence of pests and diseases as well as measure the general progress 


of the woodland management strategy, allowing any adjustment to be made to the 


prescriptions and management operations. 


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.3.7 Providing the mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures detailed above are 


implemented during the construction and operational phase of the proposed development, 


an overall slight long-term net-benefit in the structure, integrity and function of the semi-


natural mixed woodland HPI is anticipated. 


4.4 PROTECTED AND NOTABLE SPECIES 


Bats 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.1 As part of the PBRA and subsequent aerial roost inspection, 13 trees (T1, T2, T4, T5, T6, 


T7, T8, T9, T10, T11, T12, T13 & T14) were identified as having low suitability to support 


roosting bats and are likely to be directly/indirectly affected by the proposed development. 


The proposed development will result in the direct loss of four trees identified as having low 
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suitability to support roosting bats.  


4.4.2 A single tree (T3) identified as having moderate suitability to support roosting bats is 


anticipated to be retained as part of the proposed development.  


4.4.3 Given the above, although unlikely, the proposed development could result in the 


death/injury or reckless disturbance to bats or result in the damage/destruction of a 


breeding or resting place used by a bat. In addition, the proposed development could result 


in the loss or degradation of bat foraging and commuting habitat or sever important 


commuting routes and obstruct access between potential bat roosts and important foraging 


habitats. 


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures 


4.4.4 In accordance with industry recognized guidance (BCT, 2016) no further surveys on trees 


identified as having low suitability to support roosting bats are considered necessary. 


However, as a precaution, an inspection (with the aid of an endoscope if considered 


necessary) will be undertaken immediately prior to any felling/heavy pruning works 


undertaken on these trees.  This inspection will be undertaken by the tree surgery contractor 


under the instruction and supervision of a suitably licenced ecologist. As a further 


precaution, any felling/heavy pruning works to these trees will be undertaken outside the 


core hibernation period (between November and February). 


4.4.5 The proposed development includes tree removal; however, this is a small number of trees 


which will not affect the ecological function of the overall woodland and it is not expected 


that this would result in the fragmentation of habitat and its suitability for commuting and 


foraging bats.  


4.4.6 A sensitive lighting strategy will be implemented during both the construction and 


operational phase of the proposed development. Any new artificial lighting associated with 


the proposed development will: 


• Maintain a dark corridor along the retained woodland edge; 


• Use minimum light levels necessary. For example, there should be times throughout 


the evening (when bats are most active) when all outdoor security lights are unlit to 


avoid affecting bat activity. Lighting can also be installed using a timer or movement 


sensor to avoid long periods of an area being lit at night; 


• Use hoods, louvres or other similar design features to avoid light spill and direct light 


away from the potential roost to the east, and 


• Use narrow spectrum light sources where possible (BCT, 2014) to lower the range of 


species affected by lighting, specifically avoiding use of mercury or halide lamps, using 


instead low or high-pressure sodium lamps. 


4.4.7 Any permanent loss of scattered trees will be compensated for through new tree/woodland 


planting (see paragraph 4.1.9 for further details). The landscape proposals for the wider 


estate also include the creation of linear woodland belts along the northern and western 


estate boundaries. The existing established woodland within the Site will also be enhanced 


through the implementation of the woodland management strategy (see paragraph 4.1.10 


for further details). This will create rides and glades within the woodland, which will in-turn 
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likely increase the foraging and commuting opportunities available to bats. 


4.4.8 In order to compensate for the loss of potential roosting features, a total of four bat boxes 


(Schwegler 2FN or similar) will be installed on to suitable retained trees within the Site and 


wider ownership boundary. The bat boxes will be placed between 3m and 6m above ground 


in a variety of locations at slightly different heights and preferably positioned facing a 


southerly or south-easterly direction.  


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.9 Providing the mitigation and compensation measures described above are implemented 


during the construction and operational phase of the proposed development, no significant 


adverse residual effects are anticipated with respect to roosting, foraging and commuting 


bats. 


4.4.10 It is also considered that an overall net gain in suitable foraging and commuting habitat for 


bats shall be achieved post development through a combination of compensatory planting 


and habitat enhancement measures, resulting in an overall positive effect on bats at the 


Local level. 


Hazel Dormouse 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.11 The proposals will result in the permanent loss of sub-optimal dormouse habitat forming 


the immediate woodland edge, comprising nine scattered trees and approximately 20m2 of 


sparse bramble scrub. Trees to be removed are predominately ash with one willow sp, 


which are in poor condition with the ash trees infected by ash dieback.  


4.4.12 In the absence of mitigation and compensation, as 20m2 of habitat loss equates to just 


0.14% of the available connected dormouse habitat present within the adjacent woodland 


parcel, it is considered the combined effect of the impacts detailed above on dormice 


would unlikely to be of greater than Local level. The reduction of this habitat will permanently 


reduce the amount of available foraging, nesting and commuting habitat for dormice. The 


loss of this habitat shall not however result in any habitat fragmentation, as proposed works 


will be restricted to the immediate woodland edge and will therefore remain connected to 


the woodland parcel to the west. 


4.4.13 In the absence of mitigation, in the event that dormice are present within the Site and wider 


surroundings, although unlikely, habitat clearance works could result in the death or injury, 


or disturbance to dormice or could result in the damage or destruction of a dormouse 


breeding site or resting place. 


4.4.14 Overall, it is considered that development proposals are “reasonably unlikely” to result in 


an offense which will disturb, damage or harm dormice and their habitat or the population 


conservation status. 


4.4.15 In the opinion of the surveyor, the level of survey is sufficient to conclude that the risk to 


dormice from the development proposals is low and can be further reduced through 


implementation of a precautionary non-licensed method statement under the direction of 
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a suitably qualified and licensed dormouse ecologist.  


4.4.16 It should be noted that Natural England (2013) state that a licence is only needed if the 


consultant ecologist considers “on balance” that the proposed works are “reasonably likely” 


to result in an offence, but if works are “reasonably unlikely” to result in an offence, then 


no licence is required.  


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures 


4.4.17 Due to the small-scale habitat clearance required to facilitate the works, construction works 


(including habitat clearance works) will be undertaken in accordance with a precautionary 


non-licensed method statement, prepared in accordance with best practise guidelines 


(English Nature, 2006 and ‘A protocol for undertaking woodland management in England 


where dormice are present’, Forestry Commission, 2019). The precautionary non-licensed 


method statement will ensure that there is no detrimental impact on the favourable local 


conservation status of dormice within its natural range. 


4.4.18 To compensate for the loss of small areas of potentially suitable dormouse habitat, five 


distinct woodland parcels including linear woodland belts will be created along the northern 


and western estate boundaries of the wider estate (see paragraph 4.1.9 for further details). 


Native, locally appropriate tree and shrub species such as field maple, hazel, holly, oak 
and silver birch which benefit a wide variety of protected and notable species, will be 


planted. 


4.4.19 The existing established woodland within the Site will also be enhanced through the 


implementation of the woodland management strategy (see paragraph 4.1.10 for further 


details), which will create rides and glades within the woodland as a result of woodland 


coppicing and thinning, which will in-turn likely increase the foraging and nesting 


opportunities available to dormice. 


4.4.20 A sensitive lighting strategy will also be implemented during both the construction and 


operational phase of the proposed development (see paragraph 4.1.18 for further details) 


to prevent the artificial illumination of existing and compensatory habitat.  


4.4.21 In addition to the above, all construction works including habitat clearance works will be 


undertaken in accordance with a precautionary non-licensed method statement, the 


purpose of which will be to detail the avoidance and mitigation measures that will be 


undertaken in order to avoid/minimise the risk of harm to dormice during construction works 


and what measures would be taken in the event that dormice are encountered.  


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.22 Providing the mitigation measures and compensation measures described above and set 


out in the precautionary non-licensed method statement are implemented during the 


construction phase of the proposed development, and providing the adjacent woodland is 


managed sensitively in accordance with the woodland management plan and maintained 


in perpetuity post development, no significant adverse residual effects are anticipated on 


the local dormouse population.  


4.4.23 It is also considered that an overall net gain in suitable dormouse habitat shall be achieved 
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post development through a combination of compensatory planting and habitat 


enhancement measures, resulting in an overall positive effect on dormice at Local level. 


Great Crested Newt 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.24 Direct impacts on suitable waterbodies for breeding GCN are not anticipated. However, the 


proposed development could result in adverse direct and indirect impacts on GCN, resulting 


in the death or injury, or disturbance to GCN during their terrestrial lifecycle phase or result 


in the damage or destruction of a GCN resting place such as a hibernation site. 


4.4.25 The majority of the development footprint comprised amenity grassland which supported a 


sparse and short sward indicative of a regular mowing regime. On this basis, the amenity 


grassland was considered unsuitable to support GCN during their terrestrial life cycle phase, 


especially when considering the higher quality terrestrial habitats along the western Site 


boundary, notably the bramble understorey forming the woodland edge.   


4.4.26 The proposals will result in the permanent loss of suitable GCN terrestrial habitat along this 


woodland edge, comprising nine scattered trees and approximately 20m2 of sparse 


bramble scrub. 


4.4.27 Based on the findings of the extended phase 1 habitat survey and GCN HSI assessment, it 


was assumed that GCN are likely present within the surrounding suitable aquatic and 


terrestrial habitats.   


4.4.28 In the absence of mitigation and compensation, given the above, although unlikely, habitat 


clearance works associated with the proposed development could result in death/injury of 


individual GCN and or disturbance, damage or destruction of a breeding site or place of 


shelter. 


4.4.29 Overall, given the small quantity of suitable terrestrial habitat that is being removed, it is 


considered that development proposals are “reasonably unlikely” to result in an offense to 


disturb, damage or harm GCN and their habitat or the population conservation status. 


4.4.30 In the opinion of the surveyor, the level of survey is sufficient to conclude that the risk to 


GCN from the development proposals is low and can be further reduced through 


implementation of a precautionary non-licensed method statement under the direction of 


a suitably qualified and licensed GCN ecologist.  


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures 


4.4.31 Due to the small-scale habitat clearance required to facilitate the works, construction works 


(including habitat clearance works) will be undertaken in accordance with a precautionary 


non-licensed method statement. The precautionary non-licensed method statement will 


ensure that there is no detrimental impact on the favourable local conservation status of 


GCN within its natural range. 


4.4.32 To compensate for the loss of small areas of potentially suitable GCN terrestrial habitat, 


five distinct woodland parcels including linear woodland belts will be created along the 
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northern and western estate boundaries of the wider estate (see paragraph 4.1.9 for further 


details). New woodland creation is anticipated to increase the total amount of suitable 


terrestrial habitat available for GCN within the Site and wider estate, as well as improve 


habitat connectivity across the Site and wider estate. 


4.4.33 Furthermore, the landscape proposals for the wider estate also include the creation of a 


wildflower meadow (a total area of 1468m2). The wildflower area will be sown using 


Emorsgate EM4 wildflower seed mix and will be sensitively managed (see Soft & Hard 


Landscape Plan (Drawing no: PDA-RIG-LS-001-3 Rev H) Furse Landscape Architects Ltd, 


2016)). The wildflower area is anticipated to provide additional foraging opportunities to 


GCN as well as other species groups including bats, reptiles and invertebrates. 


4.4.34 The existing established woodland within the Site will also be enhanced through the 


implementation of the woodland management strategy (see paragraph 4.1.10 for further 


details), which will create rides and glades and provide deadwood habitat within the 


woodland which will in-turn likely increase the foraging and sheltering opportunities 


available to GCN. 


4.4.35 In addition to the above, all construction works including habitat clearance works will be 


undertaken in accordance with a precautionary non-licensed method statement, the 


purpose of which will be to detail the avoidance and mitigation measures that will be 


undertaken in order to avoid/minimise the risk of harm to GCN during construction works 


and what measures would be taken in the event that GCN are encountered.  


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.36 Providing the avoidance, mitigation measures and compensation measures described 


above and set out in the precautionary non-licensed method statement are implemented 


during the construction phase of the development, and providing the adjacent woodland is 


managed sensitively in accordance with the woodland management plan and maintained 


in perpetuity post development, no significant adverse residual effects are anticipated on 


the local GCN population.  


4.4.37 It is also considered that an overall net gain in suitable GCN terrestrial habitat shall be 


achieved post development through a combination of compensation planting and habitat 


enhancement measures, resulting in an overall positive effect on GCN at Local level. 


Reptiles 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.38 It should be noted that if reptiles are present within the Site, only a small number of common 


and widespread species, namely slow worms, are considered likely to be present. On this 


basis, although unlikely, works associated with any proposed development of the Site, for 


example clearance of small areas of dense scrub and tall ruderal habitat, could result in 


the death or injury of individual reptiles. 


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures 


4.4.39 A sensitive clearance strategy for reptiles will be implemented during any habitat clearance 
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works required as part of the construction phase of the proposed development. Clearance 


of the small areas of scrub and ephemeral/ruderal vegetation will be undertaken in 


accordance with a two-phased cut under the supervision of a suitably experienced 


ecologist.  Firstly, the vegetation will be reduced to 150mm above ground level, and then 


after a 24hr period, will be reduced to ground level. Vegetation clearance will be undertaken 


in a south to north direction, making these areas unsuitable for reptiles. This will encourage 


them to disperse into retained semi-natural habitats immediately south and west of the 


Site. The timing of these works will coincide with reptiles being active (generally greater 


than 9oC air temperature).  


4.4.40 The landscape proposals for the wider estate also include the creation of a wildflower 


meadow (a total area of 1468m2). The wildflower area is anticipated to provide additional 


basking, foraging and shelter opportunities to reptiles. 


4.4.41 The existing established woodland within the Site will also be enhanced through the 


implementation of the woodland management strategy (see paragraph 4.1.10 for further 


details), which will create rides and glades and provide deadwood habitat within the 


woodland which will in-turn likely increase the basking, foraging and sheltering 


opportunities available to reptiles. 


4.4.42 In addition to the above, all construction works including habitat clearance works will be 


undertaken in accordance with a precautionary non-licensed method statement, the 


purpose of which will be to detail the avoidance and mitigation measures that will be 


undertaken in order to avoid/minimise the risk of harm to reptiles during construction works 


and what measures would be taken in the event that reptiles are encountered.  


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.43 Providing the avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures detailed above are 


implemented during the construction phase of the proposed development, no significant 


adverse residual effects are anticipated with respect to reptiles. 


4.4.44 It is also considered that an overall net gain in suitable reptile habitat shall be achieved post 


development through a combination of compensation planting and habitat enhancement 


measures, resulting in an overall positive effect on reptiles at Local level. 


Birds 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.45 Works associated with any proposed development of the Site, for example habitat 


clearance, could result in the damage or destruction of an active bird nest.  


Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures 


4.4.46 All suitable bird nesting habitat i.e. bramble scrub, is likely to be cleared within the main 


nesting bird season. The nesting bird season for most British bird species is between March 


and August (inclusive). 


4.4.47 On this basis, as a precaution, all suitable nesting habitat will be inspected by an ecologist 
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to determine the presence/absence of any nesting birds prior to clearance. In the event of 


an active nest being identified, a temporary exclusion zone will be placed around the nest 


and clearance paused until the dependent young have fledged which may be several weeks. 


The ecologist will determine safe working distances and the distances will be dependent 


upon the bird species present.   


4.4.48 In order to compensate for the loss of suitable nesting habitat, a total of three bird nest 


boxes (i.e. Schwegler 1B, 2HW, 2GR or similar) will be installed on to suitable retained 


trees within the Site and wider ownership boundary.  


4.4.49 The permanent loss of suitable foraging and nesting habitat for birds will also be 


compensated for through new tree/woodland planting and the implementation of the 


woodland management strategy; the aim of which is to provide a diverse deciduous 


woodland with abundant scrub and well-established understorey, increasing the foraging 


and nesting opportunities available to birds. 


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.50 Providing the mitigation and compensation measures detailed above are implemented 


during the construction phase of the proposed development, no significant adverse residual 


effects are anticipated with respect to nesting birds. 


4.4.51 It is also considered that an overall net gain in suitable nesting and foraging habitat shall 


be achieved post development through a combination of compensation planting and 


habitat enhancement measures, resulting in an overall positive effect on breeding birds at 


Local level. 


Badgers 


Potential Impacts 


4.4.52 No evidence of badgers was identified within the Site or within 30m of the Site. Therefore, 


the likelihood of badgers being adversely impacted by the proposals is very low.  


4.4.53 Furthermore, habitats throughout the Site were considered to provide very limited sett 


building and foraging and commuting opportunities for badgers given the prevalence of 


hardstanding or other covered surfaces which are not suitable for burrowing.  However, the 


woodland adjacent to the west of the Site provides suitable commuting and sett building 


habitat for badgers.  


4.4.54 Badgers are a highly mobile species and are able to establish new setts quickly. In the 


unlikely event that a sett does become active between now and when construction works 


(including habitat clearance works) commence, works could result in the damage / 


destruction of an active sett or the disturbance to a badger whilst occupying a sett. As a 


precaution, they are therefore considered further and are included in the assessment below. 


Avoidance and Mitigation Measures 


4.4.55 A suitably qualified ecologist shall undertake a search for any newly created badger setts 


within the Site and immediate surroundings immediately prior to habitat clearance works 
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commencing.  


4.4.56 All trenches dug, for example to facilitate building foundations, shall be left with a means 


of escape, either via a sloped end, or through the provision of a rough sawn timber plank.  


4.4.57 No fires shall be allowed within the Site during the construction phase of the development. 


All chemicals shall be stored off-site. Where this is not possible, they shall be stored 


securely on-site and made inaccessible to badgers. 


Significance of Residual Effects 


4.4.58 Providing the avoidance/mitigation measures detailed above are implemented during the 


construction phase of the proposed development, no significant adverse residual effects 


are anticipated with respect to badgers. 


4.5 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


4.5.1 The proposed development would ensure that there would be no significant residual effects 


on biodiversity providing that the above avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures 


are adhered to. Consequently, no cumulative adverse effects with other residential 


developments in the area are anticipated. 


4.6 MONITORING 


4.6.1 A monitoring and auditing programme will be undertaken to ensure delivery of the ecological 


mitigation and compensation measures outlined in this EcIA. Monitoring will identify the 


effectiveness of the recommended mitigation and compensation measures and provide 


recommendations to address any failed measures. 


4.6.2 Monitoring and auditing should be undertaken during the construction phase of the 


proposed development to ensure that best practice construction measures are being 


adhered to, that retained habitats and trees including their root protection areas are 


safeguarded, that bat and bird boxes have been correctly installed onto retained trees, and 


that compensatory habitat creation/tree planting is undertaken effectively.  


4.7 CONCLUSION 


4.7.1 In the absence of the avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures detailed above, 


the proposed development would be anticipated to have, at most, adverse effects 


significant at the Local level. However, providing the avoidance, mitigation and 


compensation measures are adhered to and implemented correctly, the proposed 


development is not anticipated to result in any significant adverse residual effects to 


important ecological receptors above the Site level. Furthermore, should the ecological 


enhancement measures detailed above be adopted and implemented, the proposed 


development is likely to result in an overall net-gain in the biodiversity value of the Site, 


leading to a positive long-term residual effect on important ecological features. 
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6 APPENDICES 


APPENDIX I: SITE LOCATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX II: LEGISLATION AND PLANNING POLICY 


 


Legislation  


 


The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 


The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 is the 


UK transposition of the European Council Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats 


and of Wild Flora and Fauna, 1992, or the 'Habitats Directive'. The directive provides 


protection of key habitats and species of European importance. Those key habitats and 


species are listed in Annexes II and IV of the directive. 


 


Those species protected under the regulations and most likely encountered during 


development include: 


• All bat species 


• Hazel dormouse 


• Great crested newt 


• Common otter 


 


The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  


The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) is the primary legislation for the 


protection of wildlife in Great Britain. This legislation is the means by which the Convention 


on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (the 'Bern Convention') and 


the European Union Directives on the Conservation of Wild Birds (79/409/EEC) and Natural 


Habitats and Wild Fauna and Flora (92/43/FFC) are implemented in Great Britain. All 


breeding birds, their nests, eggs and young are protected under the Act, which makes it 


illegal to knowingly destroy or disturb the nest site during nesting season. Schedules 1, 5 


and 8 afford protection to individual birds, other animals and plants respectively. The 


Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000 makes it an offence to 'recklessly' disturb 


a protected animal whilst it is using a place of rest or shelter or breeding/nest site 


 


Those species protected under the act and most likely encountered during development 


include: 


• All bat species 


• All nesting birds 


• Hazel dormouse 


• Great crested newt 


• Common otter 


• Water vole 


• All native reptile species 


• White-clawed crayfish 


 


The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 


The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 consolidates and strengthens previous legislation 


(including the Badgers (Further Protection) Act 1991). Under the act, it is an offence to: 


• Wilfully kill, injure or take a badger (or attempt to do so). 


• Cruelly ill-treat a badger. 


• Dig for a badger. 


• Intentionally or recklessly damage or destroy a badger sett, or obstruct access to 


it. 
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• Cause a dog to enter a badger sett. 


• Disturb a badger when it is occupying a sett. 


 


The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006  


Section 40 of the Act requires all public bodies to have regard to biodiversity conservation 


when carrying out their functions. This is commonly referred to as the ‘biodiversity duty’. 


Section 41 of the Act provides a list of habitats and species, which are of ‘principal 


importance for the conservation of biodiversity.’ This list aids decision makers such as 


public bodies in implementing their duty under Section 40 of the Act. Under the Act these 


habitats and species are regarded as a material consideration in determining planning 


applications. 


 


Hedgerows Regulations 1997 


These regulations were produced to protect important countryside hedges from removal. 


The regulations only cover hedgerows that are at least 20m long or, if shorter, connected 


to other hedgerows at both ends or part of a longer hedgerow. They must be in or adjacent 


to common land, village greens, site of special scientific interest, local nature reserves, or 


land used for agriculture, forestry or breeding  or keeping of horses, ponies or donkeys. 


 


Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996 


All wild mammals are protected against intentional acts of cruelty under the above 


legislation. This makes it an offence to mutilate, kick, beat, nail or otherwise impale, stab, 


burn, stone, crush, drown, drag or asphyxiate any wild mammal with intent to inflict 


unnecessary suffering. 


 


This legislation is of relevance when undertaking works with potential to affect wild 


mammals e.g. works near burrows, warrens or dens, regardless of other legislative 


protection. 


 


Species and Habitat Specific Legislation 


 


Plants 


Wild plants are protected under Section 13 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 


amended).  It prohibits the unauthorised intentional uprooting of any wild plant species and 


forbids any picking, uprooting or destruction of plants listed on Schedule 8 of which there 


are over 150.  


 


The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 have 


nine plants listed within Annex IV these are; creeping marshwort Apium repens, early gentian 


Gentianella anglica, fen orchid Liparis loeselii, floating-leaved water plantain Luronium 
natans, killamey fern Trichomanes speciosum, lady’s slipper Cypripedium calceolus, shore 


dock Rumex rupestris, slender naiad Najas flexilis, and yellow marsh saxifrage Saxifraga 
hirculus.  It is an offence to deliberately pick, collect cut, uproot or destroy any protected 


plant, or keep, transport, sell, or exchange, any live or dead such plant species, this applies 


to all stages of its life cycle. 


 


Invasive Species 


Schedule 9, Section 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) prohibits 


the introduction into the wild of any species that is not ordinarily resident in and is not a 
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regular visitor to Great Britain in a wild state, or any species of the 69 plants listed on 


Schedule 9.   


 


The frequently encountered invasive species within proposed development sites include 


floating pennywort Hydrocotyle ranunculoides, giant hogweed Heracleum 
mantegazzianum, Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera, Japanese knotweed Fallopia 
japonica, New Zealand pygmyweed Crassula helmsii, rhododendron Rhododendron 
ponticum and certain hybrids of the above, some species may be native yet are listed for 


conservation purposes. 


 


Plant or soil material contaminated by Japanese knotweed that is to be discarded is 


considered to be a ‘controlled waste’ under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (EPA 


1990).  It is an offence to deposit, treat, keep, or dispose of controlled waste without a 


licence.  Furthermore knotweed that has been cut down and removed must be received by 


an authorised person to be disposed of correctly.  A licence can be obtained from the 


Environment Agency (EA).  The release or planting of a listed species in the wild can be 


permitted under a licence granted by the relevant statutory body. 


 


Invertebrates 


A number of invertebrates such as silver studded blue butterfly Plebejus argus, stag beetles 


Lucanus cervus and white letter hairstreak Stymondia w-album are fully protected under 


Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended).  This legislation makes 


it illegal to intentionally kill, injure, or take a protected invertebrate, or to damage, destroy, 


or obstruct access to any structure or place used for shelter or protection by such a species; 


and disturb any protected species occupying such a structure or place. 


 


Three invertebrates are listed under Schedule 2 of the The Conservation of Habitats and 


Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, fisher’s estuarine moth Gortyna borelii 
lunata, the large blue butterfly Maculinea arion and lesser whirlpool ram’s-horn snail Anisus 
vorticulus.  It is an offence deliberately to kill, capture, or disturb a listed species, or to 


damage or destroy the breeding site or resting place of such an animal. 


 


Amphibians 


There are four widespread amphibian species, common frog Rana temporaria, common 


toad Bufo bufo, palmate newt Lissotriton helveticus and smooth newt Lissotriton vulgaris.  


All of the four widespread species receive partial protection under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife 


and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) making it an offence to offer them for sale or 


trade.   


 


Great crested newts Triturus cristatus and natterjack toads Epidalea calamita are fully 


protected under Schedule 5 (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) of the 


Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) and the The Conservation of Habitats 


and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019.  Reintroduced populations of 


‘native’ pool frogs Pelophylax lessonae also receive the same protection.  It is illegal to 


possess a protected species (alive or dead), deliberately capture, injure or kill, to 


intentionally or recklessly disturb, or to deliberately take or destroy the eggs of these 


protected species.  It is also illegal to damage, destroy or intentionally or recklessly obstruct 


access to breeding or resting place used by these protected species’.  All life stages of 


each species’ are afforded the same level of protection. 
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In order to undertake any activity, which would, otherwise result in any of the above offences 


being committed, it may be necessary to obtain a European Protected Species (EPS) 


licence from the relevant statutory body (Natural England (NE), Countryside Council for 


Wales (CCW) or Scottish natural Heritage (SNH)).  It is possible to undertake surveys which 


would otherwise involve unlawful acts, such as disturbance, by obtaining a survey license 


which provides authorisation for scientific and educational purposes 


 


Reptiles 


The four common reptile species, adder Vipera berus, grass snake Natrix helvatica, 


common lizard Zootoca vivipara and slow worm Anguis fragilis are protected under 


Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) against deliberate 


and/or intentional killing, injuring and trade.   


 


If common reptile species are found to be present or considered potentially present within 


a proposed development site.  To ensure that no subsequent offence will be committed a 


precautionary method of working (written by a suitably qualified ecologist) and submitted 


to the relevant authority may be required to enable works to proceed with limited risks of 


offences being caused. 


 


Birds 


All birds, their nests and eggs are protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as 


amended).  It is an offence to intentionally kill, injure, or take any wild bird, or take or 


destroy an egg of any wild bird.  It is also an offence to damage or destroy the nest of any 


wild bird (whilst being built, or in use).  Therefore, clearance of vegetation within the site 


boundary, or immediately adjacent to the site during the nesting season could result in an 


offence occurring under the Act.  The bird breeding season can be taken to run between 


the 1 February and 31 August and is subject to geographical and seasonal factors.  There 


are 79 species of birds listed under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 


(as amended).  It is an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb any wild bird listed on 


Schedule 1 while it is nest building, or at a nest containing eggs or young, or disturb the 


dependent young of such a bird. 


 


Barn owls Tyto alba are listed as ‘Amber’ status under the Birds of Conservation Concern 


(BoCC) and are categorised as a species of European Conservation Concern.  The Barn 


Owl is given the highest level of legal protection possible under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife 


and Countryside Act 1981.  It is therefore illegal to kill, injure or take a barn owl, or to take 


or destroy its eggs.  It is also illegal to intentionally or recklessly take, damage, or destroy 


the nest of any wild bird while it is in use or being built, release or allow the escape of a 


barn owl into the wild or possess any bird (dead or alive) or part of bird without a licence 


which is obtainable through the country agencies (EN, SNH, and CCW). 


 


Badgers 


Badgers Meles meles are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act (1992) and the 


Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended).  As such it is an offence to wilfully take, 


kill, injure or ill-treat a badger, or possess a dead badger or any part of a badger.  Under 


the Act their setts are also protected against obstruction, destruction, or damage in any 


part.  
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Sett interference includes damaging or destroying a sett, obstructing access to a sett, and 


disturbing a badger whilst it is occupying a sett.  The Act defines a badger sett as ‘any 


structure or place, which displays signs indicating the current use by a badger’ and Natural 


England takes this definition to include seasonally used setts.   


 


Work that may disturb badgers or their setts is illegal without a development licence from 


the relevant statutory body (NE, CCW, SNH).  As a precautionary principle, a buffer distance 


between a badger sett and the works will be determined, based upon guidance from an 


appropriately experienced ecologist.  This buffer distance should be based upon the size 


and activity levels at the sett, the topography between the sett and the works and the nature 


of the works.   


 


Bats 


All native UK bat species are fully protected by UK law under Schedule 5 (in respect of 


section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) and Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 


(1981, as amended), and under Schedule 2 of the The Conservation of Habitats and 


Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019.  It is illegal to deliberately capture, injure 


or kill a bat or to intentionally or recklessly disturb bats.  It is also illegal to damage, destroy 


or intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to a breeding or resting place used by a bat.   


 


Any activity that would result in a contravention of the above legislation would likely require 


an EPS licence from the relevant statutory body (NE, CCW or SNH).  Works or mitigation 


activities involving interference with bats or bat shelters must be carried out by a licensed 


bat worker. 


 


Dormice 


Dormice Muscardinus avellanarius are protected under Schedule 5 (in respect of section 


9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) and 


are listed in Schedule 2 of the The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU 


Exit) Regulations 2019.  Under the current legislation it is illegal to intentionally or 


deliberately kill, injure or capture dormice, deliberately disturb dormice (whether in a nest 


or not); or to damage, or destroy dormouse breeding sites or resting places.   


 


Any activity that would result in a contravention of the above legislation would likely require 


an EPS licence from the relevant statutory body (NE, CCW or SNH). 


 


Otters 


The otter Lutra lutra is fully protected under Schedule 5 (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and 


(c) and (5) only) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981, as amended) and are listed 


under Schedule 2 of the The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) 


Regulations 2019.  It is therefore illegal to deliberately capture, injure or kill an otter, 


possess an otter (dead or alive), or any other part of an otter, or intentionally or recklessly 


disturb otters.  It is also illegal to damage, destroy or intentionally or recklessly obstruct 


access to a holt or other resting place used by an otter.   


 


Any activity that would result in a contravention of the above legislation would likely require 


an EPS licence from the relevant statutory body (NE, CCW or SNH). 


 


Water voles 
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Water voles Arvicola amphibious are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and 


Countryside Act (1981, as amended).  It is an offence to possess, control or sell water 


voles or to intentionally kill, injure or take water voles.  It is also an offence to intentionally 


or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to a place that water voles use for shelter 


or protection or disturb water voles whilst using such a place. 


 


A licence is required for catching/handling water voles, or for field surveys that are intrusive 


or disturbing where the surveyor suspects’ water voles are present.  A licence can be 


obtained by applying to the relevant statutory body (NE, SNH, and CCW,).  Please note 


that the legislation does not permit licences to be issued in relation to development of land.  


 


Biodiversity Policies 


 


National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 


Published in 2019 the NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for England and 


how these are expected to be applied by local authorities. It replaces all the Planning Policy 


Statements and Guidance (PPSs and PPGs). The NPPF emphasises the need for 


sustainable development, whilst specifying the need for protection of designated sites and 


priority habitats and priority species (as listed in section 41 of the Natural Environment and 


Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006). Paragraph 170 of The National Planning Policy 


Framework (NPPF) states: 


 
“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 


environment by:  


a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 


value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 


quality in the development plan);  


b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 


benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 


other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 


woodland;  


c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access 


to it where appropriate;  


d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 


establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 


future pressures;  


e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 


unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, 


air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever 


possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 


quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management 


plans; and  


f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and 


unstable land, where appropriate.”  


 


Paragraph 174 states that “to protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans 


should:  


a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider 


ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally 
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designated sites of importance for biodiversity56; wildlife corridors and stepping 


stones that connect them; and areas identified by national and local partnerships 


for habitat management, enhancement, restoration or creation57; and  


b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, 


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


and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.”  


 


Furthermore, paragraph 175 states that when determining planning applications, local 


planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the 


following principles: 


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


(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 


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


be refused;  
b) development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and 


which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination 


with other developments), should not normally be permitted. The only exception is 


where the benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh 


both its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special scientific 


interest, and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special 


Scientific Interest;  


c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such 


as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there 


are wholly exceptional reasons58 and a suitable compensation strategy exists; 


and  


d) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 


should be supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements 


in and around developments should be encouraged, especially where this can 


secure measurable net gains for biodiversity. 


 


Paragraph 176 states: 


“The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:  


a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation;  


b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites59; and  


c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on 


habitats sites, potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of 


Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites.”  


 


Paragraph 177 states: 


“The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where development 


requiring appropriate assessment because of its potential impact on a habitats site is being 


planned or determined.”  


 


The UK Biodiversity Framework (2011-2020). 


The UK Biodiversity Framework is an important framework that is owned, governed and 


implemented by the four UK countries, assisted by Defra and JNCC in their UK co-


ordination capacities. Although differing in details and approach, the four UK countries 


have published strategies which promote the same principles and address the same global 


targets: joining-up our approach to biodiversity across sectors; and identifying, valuing and 
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protecting our ‘Natural Capital’ to protect national well-being now and in the future.  This 


new framework has been developed to enhance the recovery of priority habitats and species 


in England (published under section 41 of the NERC Act 2006), thereby contributing to the 


delivery of the England Biodiversity Strategy. The framework has been developed and 


endorsed by the England Biodiversity Group and wider partnership. It is the starting point 


for a more integrated approach to biodiversity conservation in England, building on the 


strengths of the former UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) process and improving those 


areas where insufficient progress was being made. 


 


South Downs Local Plan 2014 – 2033 (SDNP, 2019) 


The South Downs Local Plan (2014 – 2033) sets out the relevant policies for the control of 


development with regards to the natural environment and biodiversity.  


 


Strategic Policy SD9: Biodiversity and Geodiversity  


 


1. Development proposals will be permitted where they conserve and enhance biodiversity 


and geodiversity, giving particular regard to ecological networks and areas with high 


potential for priority habitat restoration or creation. Prior to determination, up-to-date 


ecological information should be provided which demonstrates that development 


proposals:  


 


a) Retain, protect and enhance features of biodiversity and geological interest (including 


supporting habitat and commuting routes through the site and taking due account of any 


use by migratory species) and ensure appropriate and long-term management of those 


features; b) Identify and incorporate opportunities for net gains in biodiversity;  


c) Contribute to the restoration and enhancement of existing habitats, the creation of 


wildlife habitats and the creation of linkages between sites to create and enhance local and 


regional ecological networks;  


d) Protect and support recovery of rare, notable and priority species;  


e) Seek to eradicate or control any invasive non-native species present on site;  


f) Contribute to the protection, management and enhancement of biodiversity and 


geodiversity, for example by supporting the delivery of GI and Biodiversity Action Plan 


targets and enhance Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA); and  


g) Comply with the mitigation hierarchy as set out in national policy. 


 


Development Management Policy SD11: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows  


 


1. Development proposals will be permitted where they conserve and enhance trees, 


hedgerows and woodlands.  


2. Development proposals that affect trees, hedgerows and woodland must demonstrate 


that they have been informed by a full site survey, including an Ecological Survey, 


Arboricultural Method Statement and associated Tree Protection Plan, and include a 


management plan.  


3. The removal of protected trees, groups of trees woodland or hedgerows will only be 


permitted in exceptional circumstances and in accordance with the relevant legislation, 


policy and good practice recommendations. Where protected trees are subject to felling, 


a replacement of an appropriate number, species and size in an appropriate location will 


be required.  
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4. Development proposals must provide adequate protection zones and buffers around 


hedgerows and other woodland and trees to prevent damage to root systems and taking 


account of future growth. A minimum buffer of 15 metres will be required between the 


development and ancient woodland or veteran trees.  


5. A proposed loss or damage of non-protected trees, woodland or hedgerows should be 


avoided, and if demonstrated as being unavoidable, appropriate replacement or 


compensation will be required.  


6. Development proposals must demonstrate that appropriate protection measures are in 


place prior to any work on site throughout the development process as part of a 


comprehensive landscaping plan, and that suitable opportunities for the restoration, 


enhancement or planting of trees, woodland, and hedgerows are identified and 


incorporated.  


7. Opportunities should be identified and incorporated for planting of new trees, woodlands 


and hedgerows. New planting should be suitable for the site conditions, use native species 


and be informed by and contribute to local character, and enhance or create new habitat 


linkages.   


 


Ditchling Streat and Westmeston Neighbourhood Development Plan, Plan Period 2017 - 


2032 


The Ditchling Streat and Westmeston Neighbourhood Development Plan, Plan Period 2017 


– 2032 sets out the relevant policies for the control of development with regards to the 


natural environment and biodiversity in policy reference Cons 9, Cons 12 and Cons 15. 


 
Cons 9: Protect & enhance habitats and biodiversity  


 


1. Habitats and biodiversity will be protected and where possible enhanced in accordance 


with LDC, SDNPA and national policies. New development should be designed to provide 


a net gain for nature conservation, noted in the NPPF as a key component of sustainable 


development.  


2. In particular proposals should clearly demonstrate that particular regard is given to the 


core elements of local ecological networks (designated sites, protected species, priority 


habitats – see Figure 3.7/4), areas important for ecological connectivity and areas with 


high potential for priority habitat restoration or creation.  


3. They should be designed to retain ancient trees or trees of arboricultural and amenity 


value and be accompanied by a tree survey that establishes the health and longevity of any 


affected trees. Development within the vicinity of trees should accord with BS583770 and 


BS399871. Proposals must thus satisfy three conditions: a) retain, protect and where 


possible enhance features of biodiversity interest and ensure appropriate management of 


those features; b) demonstrate how existing biodiversity corridors and networks are retained 


and enhanced; and c) ensure that if adverse effects are unavoidable, that these are 


minimised through mitigation.  


4. Development that damages or results in the loss of ancient trees or trees of good 


arboricultural and amenity value will not normally be permitted.  


 


Cons 12: Safeguard and enhance green infrastructure 


 


1. The existing green infrastructure network will be safeguarded from adverse effects of 


new development, and opportunity will be taken to secure enhancements to the network 


and connectivity to it. Proposals that would result in the loss of existing green infrastructure 
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will be resisted unless they include suitable replacement green infrastructure, so the 


community gains equivalent benefit. 


Cons 15: Enhance ecological networks  


 


1. Particular encouragement will be given to schemes that enhance the ecological network 


of wildlife through the creation and/or enhancement of habitats and the connections 


between them (particularly where this creation and enhancement is of a type and location 


identified within the forthcoming SDNPA habitat connectivity study). 
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APPENDIX III: SUMMARY OF PROTECTED & NOTABLE SPECIES WITHIN ZONE OF 


INFLUENCE 


 


Taxon Name Common name Legal Status No. of 


Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 


Most Recent 


Record 


Bats 


Chiroptera UnspecifiedBat 


spp. 


Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


10 350m west 2017 


Myotis Unspecified Myotis 


spp. 


Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


1 510m south-


east 


2019 


Pipistrellus Unspecified 


Pipistrelle spp.  


Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


12 610m north 2017 


Eptesicus serotinus Serotine Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


3 520m south-


east 


2019 


Nyctalus noctula Noctule Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5, NERC S41 


7 245m north-


west 


2019 


Pipistrellus 


pipistrellus 


Common pipistrelle Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


18 630m north 2019 


Pipistrellus 


pygmaeus 


Soprano pipstrelle Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5, NERC S41 


7 250m north-


west 


2019 


Myotis brandtii Brandt’s Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


1 960m north-


west 


2014 


Plecotus auritus Brown long-eared Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5, NERC S41 


6 510m south-


east 


2019 


Other mammal species 


Erinaceus 


europaeus 


West European 


hedgehog 


NERC S41 11 500m north-


west 


2018 


Amphibians 


Rana temporaria Common frog W&CA Sch5 25 760m north-


west 


2010 


Bufo bufo Common toad W&CA Sch5, 


NERC S41 


6 400m south-


west 


2002 


Lissotriton 


helveticus 


Palmate newt W&CA Sch5 7 280m south 2001 


Lissotriton vulgaris Smooth newt W&CA Sch5 7 280m south 2 


Triturus cristatus Great crested newt Habitat Regs 


(2019), W&CA 


Sch5 


5 280m south 2002 


Reptiles 


Anguis fragilis Slow worm W&CA Sch5, 


NERC S41 


13 370m east 2004 
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Taxon Name Common name Legal Status No. of 


Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 


Most Recent 


Record 


Natrix helvetica Grass snake  W&CA Sch5, 


NERC S41 


13 600m south-


east 


2013 


Zootoca vivipara Common lizard  W&CA Sch5, 


NERC S41 


10 370m east 2015 


Birds (including only protected bird species listed on Schedule 1 (Part 1) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 


1981 (as amended), as SPI under the NERC Act 2006, Birds of Conservation Concern, birds listed as Annex 


1 under the Birds Directive or Sussex Notable Birds).   


Actitis hypoleucos Common 


Sandpiper 


Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 2011 


Alauda arvensis Skylark NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


27 Within 1km 2017 


Alcedo atthis Kingfisher Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


9 Within 1km 2018 


Anas acuta Pintail Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


5 Within 1km 2013 


Anas platyrhynchos Mallard Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


73 Within 1km 2018 


Anser anser Greylag Goose Bird Amber 24 Within 1km 2013 


Anthus pratensis Meadow Pipit Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


12 Within 1km 2015 


Anthus trivialis Tree Pipit NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


1 Within 1km 2015 


Apus apus Swift Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


37 Within 1km 2018 


Aythya fuligula Tufted Duck Notable Bird 11 Within 1km 2017 


Botaurus stellaris Bittern Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


NERC S41,UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Amber, Notable 


Bird 


2 Within 1km 2010 


Pernis apivorus Honey buzzard Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 1993 


Pandion haliaetus Osprey Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 2008 


Falco columbarius Merlin Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Red 


3 Within 1km 2003 


Chroicocephalus 


ridibundus 


Black-headed Gull Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


37 Within 1km 2018 


Circus cyaneus Hen Harrier Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


1 Within 1km 2013 
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Taxon Name Common name Legal Status No. of 


Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 


Most Recent 


Record 


NERC S41,Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


Columba oenas Stock Dove Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


56 Within 1km 2018 


Cuculus canorus Cuckoo NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


15 Within 1km 2015 


Cygnus olor Mute Swan Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


23 Within 1km 2016 


Delichon urbicum House Martin Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


18 Within 1km 2015 


Dendrocopos minor Lesser Spotted 


Woodpecker 


NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


7 Within 1km 2011 


Egretta garzetta Little Egret Birds Dir A1, 


Notable Bird 


7 Within 1km 2011 


Emberiza citrinella Yellowhammer NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


34 Within 1km 2018 


Emberiza 


schoeniclus 


Reed Bunting NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Amber, Notable 


Bird 


6 Within 1km 2016 


Falco peregrinus Peregrine Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 


Pt1,Notable Bird 


3 Within 1km 2015 


Falco subbuteo Hobby W&CA Sch1 


Pt1,Notable Bird 


9 Within 1km 2017 


Falco tinnunculus Kestrel Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


31 Within 1km 2017 


Ficedula hypoleuca Pied Flycatcher Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


1 Within 1km 2018 


Gallinago gallinago Snipe Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


5 Within 1km 2016 


Hirundo rustica Swallow Notable Bird 41 Within 1km 2018 


Larus argentatus Herring Gull NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


42 Within 1km 2018 


Larus canus Common Gull Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


9 Within 1km 2010 


Larus fuscus Lesser Black-


backed Gull 


Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


5 Within 1km 2011 


Linaria cannabina Linnet NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


21 Within 1km 2018 


Luscinia 


megarhynchos 


Nightingale Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


53 Within 1km 2017 


Milvus milvus Red Kite Birds Dir A1, 


W&CA Sch1 


Pt1,RedList 


6 Within 1km 2018 
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Taxon Name Common name Legal Status No. of 


Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 


Most Recent 


Record 


Global post2001 


NT, Notable Bird 


Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


11 Within 1km 2015 


Passer domesticus House Sparrow NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


71 Within 1km 2018 


Phoenicurus 


ochruros 


Black Redstart W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


1 Within 1km 2010 


Phoenicurus 


phoenicurus 


Redstart Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 2015 


Phylloscopus 


trochilus 


Willow Warbler Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


34 Within 1km 2018 


Picus viridis Green Woodpecker Notable Bird 70 Within 1km 2018 


Poecile palustris Marsh Tit NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


4 Within 1km 2010 


Prunella modularis Dunnock NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Amber, Notable 


Bird 


89 Within 1km 2018 


Pyrrhula pyrrhula Bullfinch NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Amber, Notable 


Bird 


56 Within 1km 2018 


Scolopax rusticola Woodcock Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


5 Within 1km 2011 


Strix aluco Tawny Owl Bird Amber, 


Notable Bird 


10 Within 1km 2018 


Sturnus vulgaris Starling NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


60 Within 1km 2018 


Sylvia communis Whitethroat Notable Bird 37 Within 1km 2018 


Tachybaptus 


ruficollis 


Little Grebe Notable Bird 1 Within 1km 2010 


Tringa ochropus Green Sandpiper W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Amber 


2 Within 1km 2011 


Turdus iliacus Redwing W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Red 


29 Within 1km 2017 


Turdus philomelos Song Thrush NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


99 Within 1km 2018 


Turdus pilaris Fieldfare W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Bird Red 


29 Within 1km 2017 


Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush Bird Red, Notable 


Bird 


30 Within 1km 2018 


Tyto alba Barn Owl W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Notable Bird 


14 Within 1km 2015 
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Taxon Name Common name Legal Status No. of 


Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 


Most Recent 


Record 


Upupa epops Hoopoe W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Notable Bird 


1 Within 1km 2018 


Charadrius dubius Little ringed plover W&CA Sch1 Pt1, 


Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 2006 


Vanellus vanellus Lapwing NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


2 Within 1km 2008 


Poecile montanus Willow tit NERC S41, UK 


BAP Priority, Bird 


Red, Notable Bird 


4 Within 1km 1983 


Invertebrates (including only protected invertebrate species listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside 


Act 1981 (as amended), Red Listed or Sussex Notable). 


Coenonympha 


pamphilus 


Small Heath NERC S41, 


RedList GB 


post2001 NT 


20 Within 1km 2019 


Erynnis tages tages Dingy Skipper NERC S41, 


RedList GB 


post2001 VU 


1 Within 1km 2018 


Lasiommata 


megera 


Wall NERC S41, 


RedList GB 


post2001 NT 


1 Within 1km 2013 


Limenitis camilla White Admiral NERC S41, 


RedList GB 


post2001 VU 


2 Within 1km 2016 


Pyrgus malvae Grizzled Skipper NERC S41, 


RedList GB 


post2001 VU 


2 Within 1km 2018 


Orthosia gracilis Powdered Quaker NERC S41 1 Within 1km 2013 


Tyria jacobaeae Cinnabar NERC S41 2 Within 1km 2018 


Apatura iris Purple Emperor WCA 


Sch5,RedList GB 


post2001 NT, 


Sussex Rare 


3 Within 1km 2019 


Satyrium pruni Black Hairstreak WCA 


Sch5,RedList GB 


post2001 EN 


15 Within 1km 2019 


Thecla betulae Brown Hairstreak WCA Sch5, NERC 


S41, RedList GB 


post2001 VU, 


Sussex Rare 


9 Within 1km 2016 


Caradrina 


morpheus 


Mottled Rustic NERC S41 1 Within 1km 2005 


Coleophora 


hemerobiella 


Black-stigma 


Case-bearer 


Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 1997 


Endothenia 


ustulana 


Bugle Marble Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 1997 


Hoplodrina blanda Rustic NERC S41 1 Within 1km 2005 


Meganola albula Kent Black Arches Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2005 
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Records 


Distance and 


Aspect of 


Nearest 


Record 


Date of 
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Record 


Morophaga 


choragella 


Large Clothes Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2013 


Orthosia gracilis Powdered Quaker NERC S41 1 Within 1km 2013 


Spilosoma lutea Buff Ermine NERC S41 1 Within 1km 2005 


Tyria jacobaeae Cinnabar NERC S41 2 Within 1km 2018 


Coeliodes 


transversealbofasci


atus 


A Beetle Notable B, 


Sussex Rare 


1 Within 1km 2015 


Gastrophysa 


viridula 


Green Dock Beetle Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2018 


Mordellistena 


neuwaldeggiana 


A Beetle Nat Scarce, 


Sussex Rare 


1 Within 1km 2018 


Omonadus 


bifasciatus 


A Beetle Nat Scarce, 


Notable B, 


Sussex Rare 


1 Within 1km 2015 


Conocephalus 


fuscus 


Long-winged 


Cone-head 


Sussex Rare 3 Within 1km 2015 


Metrioptera roeselii Roesel's Bush-


cricket 


Sussex Rare 3 Within 1km 2015 


Morophaga 


choragella 


Large Clothes Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2013 


Argiope bruennichi Wasp Spider Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2018 


Nigma puella A Spider Nat Scarce, 


Sussex Rare 


1 Within 1km 2015 


Corizus hyoscyami A True Bug Sussex Rare 1 Within 1km 2011 


Plants (including only protected plant species listed on Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 


(as amended) and Red Listed species).  


Briza media Quaking-grass RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


8 Within 1km  2018 


Fragaria vesca Wild Strawberry RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


4 Within 1km  2014 


Genista tinctoria Dyer's Greenweed RedList ENG 


post2001 VU 


35 Within 1km  2018 


Genista tinctoria 


subsp. tinctoria 


Dyer's Greenweed RedList ENG 


post2001 VU 


3 Within 1km  2013 


Hyacinthoides non-


scripta 


Bluebell W&CA Sch8 10 Within 1km  2015 


Lathyrus linifolius Bitter-vetch RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


5 Within 1km  2015 


Potentilla erecta Tormentil RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


6 Within 1km  2015 


Ranunculus 


flammula 


Lesser Spearwort RedList ENG 


post2001 VU 


4 Within 1km  2015 
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Salix repens Creeping Willow RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


5 Within 1km  2018 


Silene flos-cuculi Ragged-Robin RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


1 Within 1km  2015 


Succisa pratensis Devil's-bit 


Scabious 


RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


6 Within 1km  2015 


Trifolium fragiferum Strawberry Clover RedList ENG 


post2001 VU 


1 Within 1km  2014 


Veronica officinalis Heath Speedwell RedList ENG 


post2001 NT 


2 Within 1km  2015 
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APPENDIX IV: PRECAUTIONARY NON-LICENSED METHOD STATEMENT 


 


The precautionary avoidance and mitigation measures detailed below are provided to 


ensure that in the unlikely event of protected species (namely dormice,  great crested newts 


(GCN) and reptiles) being present within the Site, they are protected from death, injury or 


disturbance and that their breeding or resting places are also protected from damage, 


destruction, or obstruction of access. 


PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WORKS COMMENCING 


• Heras fencing will be installed along the western edge of the development boundary to 


prevent accidental access and encroachment into areas of retained woodland. 


• All storage areas will be located entirely on existing areas of hard standing. Any storage 


areas will be clearly signposted. 


• The grassland within the development footprint will be maintained at a height of <5cm 


through regular mowing prior to and throughout the construction period. This will 


discourage wildlife from entering this area of the Site and to discourage amphibians 


and reptiles taking refuge within the grassland.  


DURING CONSTRUCTION WORKS 


• All site workers undertaking habitat clearance works will an ecological Toolbox Talk 


(TBT) with a focus on dormice, GCN and reptiles from a suitably qualified ecologist 


prior to undertaking habitat clearance works on Site. 


• A systematic fingertip search will be conducted by a suitably licensed ecologist to 


search all areas of suitable dormouse, GCN and reptile habitat proposed to be cleared, 


to search for dormice (including summer nests), GCN and reptiles. The fingertip 


search will be conducted immediately prior to any vegetation clearance. 


• Clearance of all suitable semi-natural habitat will be undertaken using hand tools only 


(brush cutters and chainsaws where appropriate) and only under the direct supervision 


of a suitably licensed ecologist. The removal of trees situated in the bramble scrub will 


be undertaken sensitively in order to minimise damage or disturbance to the bramble 


understorey below. Where possible, the trees will be removed with hand tools or long 


armed machinery to minimise damage or destruction to the understorey. 


• Clearance of all suitable semi-natural habitat will be undertaken between May and 


September to avoid the key hibernation period for dormice, GCN and reptiles. 


• Clearance of all suitable semi-natural habitat will be undertaken in accordance with a 


sensitive vegetation clearance approach whereby a two phased cut is undertaken, firstly 


reducing the vegetation to 150mm above ground level, and then after a 24hr period, 


reducing the vegetation to ground level. The timing of these works will coincide with 


reptiles being active (generally in dry, warm weather and greater than 9oC air 


temperature).  


• Habitat clearance shall be undertaken using a directional approach, working in an east- 


west direction, encouraging any dormice, GCN and reptiles potentially present to 


displace naturally into the off-site retained woodland habitat to the west. 
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• Any excavation works or actions that would impact upon potential hibernation features 


will be carried out outside the hibernation season (i.e. carried out between April – 


October inclusive). 


• All arising’s generated from habitat clearance works will be removed from the 


development site and should not be stored on the development site for any longer than 


a 24hr period. 


• All excavations will be excavated individually and back filled immediately after where 


possible. Where this is not possible, excavations must be covered to prevent GCN (or 


other animals) becoming trapped within the excavation. If this is not possible, one or 


both sides of the excavation will be sloped in order to allow egress from the excavation.  


• All machinery, equipment and materials will be stored on areas of hardstanding. 


• All Site workers, particularly those involved in habitat clearance works must remain 


vigilant at all times during construction works. If at any point during construction works 


any protected species (including dormouse, GCN and/or reptile) or signs of protected 


species are identified the following instructions must be adhered to: 


• Stop works immediately and leave the area;  


• Inform an ecologist immediately who will then provide further guidance / 


instructions;   


• Do not try to handle the animal, and  


• Do not resume construction works until advised it is safe to do so by an 


ecologist. 


• In the unlikely event that dormice and/or GCN are encountered during vegetation 


clearance, all works must stop and a suitably licensed ecologist consulted. The 


suitably experienced ecologist will consult Natural England and a European protected 


species licence may be required.  
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RIDGEVIEW SRIDGEVIEW SRIDGEVIEW SRIDGEVIEW SOIL EVALUATIONOIL EVALUATIONOIL EVALUATIONOIL EVALUATION    FORFORFORFOR    


WINEWINEWINEWINEGGGGB SUSTAINABILITY AUDITB SUSTAINABILITY AUDITB SUSTAINABILITY AUDITB SUSTAINABILITY AUDIT    
 


 


 


General overviewGeneral overviewGeneral overviewGeneral overview    
 


Soil at Ridgeview’s home vineyard in Ditchling Common is clay loam.  The vineyard is 


defined by two separate blocks, which are referred to as ‘top field’ and ‘bottom field.’ 


 


Some undervine strip has an old ‘Mypex’ woven membrane whilst the alleys mostly have 


a mown ryegrass sward.  Occasionally we grow a cover crop in every fourth alley 


depending on the season; every fourth row to avoid the excessive cultivation required 


for removal of grass sward and preparation for seeding. 


 


• Being clay, there is a high risk of compaction during the winter and extended 


periods of high rainfall. 


• Therefore tractor movements are avoided during wet periods and especially 


during the winter. 


• The soil is artificially drained by a network of land drains (see Drain map.pdf.) 


• Wind erosion risk is low but water erosion could be high in the absence of 


vegetation.  


 


 


 


Soil ProfileSoil ProfileSoil ProfileSoil Profile    
 


A test pit was dug and the results recorded in document “soil profile.pdf.” We divided 


the profile into 3 horizons: 


 


• Horizon A, >5cm top layer where grass roots are plentiful and soil is generally dark 


in colour and crumbly. 


• Horizon B, >25cm. Main horizon where larger vine roots are present. Higher clay 


content but doesn’t hold shape when molded. 


• Horizon C, >60cm much more plastic clay structure but still able to break soil into 


large peds.  
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Figure Figure Figure Figure 1111    Soil profile showing depth of Soil profile showing depth of Soil profile showing depth of Soil profile showing depth of 


Horizon BHorizon BHorizon BHorizon B    


Figure Figure Figure Figure 2222    Top Horizon A soil structureTop Horizon A soil structureTop Horizon A soil structureTop Horizon A soil structure    


  


 
Figure Figure Figure Figure 3333    Horizon B soil structureHorizon B soil structureHorizon B soil structureHorizon B soil structure    


Figure 4 Horizon C soil structure 
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Summary of analysisSummary of analysisSummary of analysisSummary of analysis    
 


The table below gives a summary of the soil analyses in the top and bottom fields from 


October 2018.  


 


October 2018October 2018October 2018October 2018    Top FieldTop FieldTop FieldTop Field    Bottom FieldBottom FieldBottom FieldBottom Field    


Texture Fine clay Fine clay 


Composition:   


Sand 12.4% 15.02% 


Silt 63.09% 59.90% 


Clay 24.51% 25.08% 


Properties:   


Available water High to medium High to medium 


Drainage rate Medium Medium 


Inherent fertility Medium Medium 


Leaching risk Moderate Moderate 


Warming rate Rapid to medium Rapid to medium 


CEC 26.0 (normal) 19.7 (normal) 


Organic matter 5.1% (normal) 5.2 % (normal) 


pH 6.5 (normal) 6.0 (normal) 


P (ppm) 11 (Low) 9 (very low) 


K (ppm) 213 (slightly low) 179 (slightly low) 


Mg (ppm) 67 (Normal) 205 (normal) 


 


 


 


Biological analysisBiological analysisBiological analysisBiological analysis    
 


A biological analysis was carried out as part of a student’s MSc study. 


 


June 2019June 2019June 2019June 2019, Top Field, Top Field, Top Field, Top Field    UndervineUndervineUndervineUndervine    AlleyAlleyAlleyAlley    


Organic Carbon  2.9% 2.9% 


Total N  0.28% 0.27% 


C:N ratio 10.4 10.8 


Microbial Biomass (mg/kg) 2340 2648 


Solvita CO2 (ppm) 105 119 


Potentially Mineralizable N kg/ha 68 74 


Assessment Score 55/100 65/100 
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Summary of analysisSummary of analysisSummary of analysisSummary of analysis    
 


 


The table below gives a summary of the soil analyses undervine and in alley from 


October 2019.  


 


October 2019October 2019October 2019October 2019    Under vineUnder vineUnder vineUnder vine    AlleyAlleyAlleyAlley    


Texture Silty clay loam Clay loam 


Composition:   


Sand 18.41% 20.42% 


Silt 53.72% 54.91% 


Clay 27.87% 24.67% 


Properties:   


Available water High to medium Medium to high 


Drainage rate Medium Medium to slow 


Inherent fertility Medium Medium to high 


Potential C.E.C Medium Medium to high 


Leaching risk Moderate Moderate to low 


Warming rate Rapid to medium Medium 


CEC (meq/100g) 23.3 (normal) 22.7 (normal) 


Organic matter -DUMAS (%) 5% (normal) 5% (normal) 


pH 5.6 (normal) 6.1 (normal) 


P (ppm) 15 (low) 10 (very low) 


K (ppm) 314 (high) 235 (normal) 


Mg (ppm) 264 (high) 239 (high)  


 


 


Fertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and Applications    
 


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2007200720072007/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


    23/04/2007 


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


Calcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/Ha      1800 1760  


Phosphate/HaPhosphate/HaPhosphate/HaPhosphate/Ha      650 654  


Potash/HaPotash/HaPotash/HaPotash/Ha      400 407  


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2009200920092009/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


    31/03/2009 


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


Calcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/Ha    500 500 2100 1800  
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Fertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and ApplicationsFertilizer Recommendations and Applications    cont../dcont../dcont../dcont../d    
 


 


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2011201120112011/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


    28/03/2011 


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


Calcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/HaCalcipril/Ha    350 350 1505 1200  


SoPSoPSoPSoP/Ha/Ha/Ha/Ha    160 160 688 675  


TSPTSPTSPTSP/Ha/Ha/Ha/Ha    150 150 645 600  


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2015201520152015/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


     


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


TSP/HaTSP/HaTSP/HaTSP/Ha    150 150 645 600  


MoP/HaMoP/HaMoP/HaMoP/Ha    160 160 688 600  


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2017201720172017/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


    27/07/2017 


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


Calcifert S/HaCalcifert S/HaCalcifert S/HaCalcifert S/Ha    800 800 3440 3000  


 


RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation    TOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELDTOP FIELD    
BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM BOTTOM 


FIELDFIELDFIELDFIELD    
TotalTotalTotalTotal    AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


Additional Additional Additional Additional 


CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    


2019201920192019/Date /Date /Date /Date 


AppliedAppliedAppliedApplied    


    26/04/2019 


Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)Hectares(Ha)    2.4 1.9 4.3   


0000----18181818----30+S+B/Ha30+S+B/Ha30+S+B/Ha30+S+B/Ha    400 375 1672.5 1550  
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Earthworm CountEarthworm CountEarthworm CountEarthworm Count    
 


 


Earthworms were counted in 3 locations using Sectormentor. 


 


 


 
 


 


 


 
Figure Figure Figure Figure 5555    Example of worm count siteExample of worm count siteExample of worm count siteExample of worm count site    
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Figure Figure Figure Figure 6666    Earthworm count in top fieldEarthworm count in top fieldEarthworm count in top fieldEarthworm count in top field    


    


    


 
Figure Figure Figure Figure 7777    Earthworm count in bottom fieldEarthworm count in bottom fieldEarthworm count in bottom fieldEarthworm count in bottom field    








Ridgeview Wine Estate


has been awarded the 


Sustainable Wines of Great Britain Trade Mark


for working to: 


	 Manage their vineyards sustainably, with minimal pesticide and 
fertiliser inputs


	 Protect their vineyard soils, conserve the environment and 
promote biodiversity


	 Minimise their vineyard carbon footprint per hectare


SWGB CERTIFICATION COMMITTEE:


CHRIS FOSS	 GEOFF TAYLOR	 DOMINIC BUCKWELL	 PAUL SCHOFIELD


To view certification terms and conditions, please visit www.winegb.co.uk/?p=33030


www.winegb.co.ukExpiry date: 06/05/2024
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