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Client Agreement

This report is issued to the Client for the purpose stated in the Agreement between the Client and Future
Nature WTC Ltd, under which this work was undertaken. The report may only be used for this
aforementioned purpose and copyright remains with Future Nature WTC Ltd. The reportis only intended
for the Client and must not be relied upon or reproduced by anyone other than the Client without the
express written agreement of Future Nature WTC Ltd. The use of this report by unauthorised persons is
at their own risk. Future Nature WTC Ltd accepts no duty of care to any such party.

Field Investigations, Data & Reports

Where field investigations have been carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required
to achieve the stated objectives of the work. Where any data supplied by the client or from other sources
have been used it has been assumed that the information is correct. No responsibility can be accepted by
Future Nature WTC Ltd. for inaccuracies in the data supplied by any other party. Furthermore, the
findings of the report and subsequent assessment and opinions of Future Nature WTC Ltd are based
entirely on the facts and circumstances at the time the work was undertaken.

Declaration of Compliance

“The information which we have prepared and provided is true and has been prepared and provided in
accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management’'s Code of
Professional Conduct. We confirm that the opinions expressed within this document are our true and
professional bona fide opinions”. It must be note that none of the information provided within this report
constitutes legal opinion.

Statutory Disclosure Obligation

Where required to do so by law or regulatory authority, Future Nature WTC Ltd may disclose any
information obtained from the Client to a third party. Should Future Nature WTC Ltd become aware that
the Client has breached or is likely to breach legislation relating to wildlife or the environment, Future
Nature WTC Ltd will be entitled to disclose such information to the relevant authority, including the
relevant governmental body or the police.

Third Party Disclaimer

Any disclosure of this report to a third party is subject to this disclaimer. The report was prepared by
Future Nature WTC Ltd at the instruction of, and for use by, our client named on the front of the report.
It does not in any way constitute advice to any third party who is able to access it by any means. No
other warranty, expressed or implied is made as to the professional advice included in this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Future Nature WTC was commissioned on 20" July 2021 by University College to
undertake a Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Assessment, as well as update the findings of
the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) undertaken by GS Ecology in 2019.

The purpose of this report is to:

1 Identify the likely potential ecological constraints associated with the project

1 Present the baseline survey findings and assess the feasibility for the
development to achieve BNG

1 Advise the team on the implementation of BNG principles and measures to
maximise BNG opportunities on site

9 Identify on site biodiversity enhancement opportunities

University College’s aim is to meet Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxford Wildlife

Trusts’ target of 20% BNG.

No evidence or signs of protected/priority species were detected during the survey.
Structures and their bat suitability were in the same condition as the 2019 PEA.
Therefore no further species survey work is required. One area of priority habitat,
traditional orchard, is present on site and is to remain largely unaffected by the
proposed development works. Vegetation clearance must occur outside of the bird
nesting season (March to August inclusive), otherwise areas to be cleared will be

subject to a nesting bird check ahead of works proceeding.

The habitats lost to development are of relatively low conservation value and as a
result can be mitigated on-site. In order to achieve BNG the following measures will be
undertaken:

9 Enhancement of a traditional orchard from ‘poor’ to ‘moderate’ condition

1 Creation of two areas of traditional orchard

1 Creation of a mosaic of ‘other neutral grassland’ across the site

The results of the BNG Assessment are presented below. It is possible to exceed the

20% BNG target. The two scenarios are as follows:
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1. Create ‘other neutral grassland’ to meet moderate condition within 5 years.

2. Create ‘other neutral grassland’ to meet good condition within 10 years.

Headline Results Scenario 1 Scenario 2

Onsite baseline Habitat units 7.70 7.70
Hedgerow units 1.28 1.28

Onsite post-intervention Habitat units 8.55 9.29
Hedgerow units 2.31 231

Total unit change Habitat units 0.85 1.59
Hedgerow units 1.03 1.03

Future Nature WTC is producing an adaptive management plan and undertaking

ongoing monitoring to ensure that newly created and enhanced habitats will meet their

desired habitat type and condition within the required time frame.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND
In December 2019, GS Ecology produced a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) to

inform a planning application of the site'. This included a Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
Assessment using the DEFRA issued Biodiversity Metric 2.02, which resulted in a
16.77% increase in biodiversity units. Subsequently, planning permission was granted

on the 22" October 2020 (Ref. no: 20/00116 /FUL).

Future Nature WTC was commissioned by University College on 20" July 2021 to
undertake an independent BNG Assessment using the updated DEFRA issued
Biodiversity Metric 3.0%. The project brief also included a suite of surveys to reassess
habitats and hedgerows on site, to ensure changes are reflected in BNG calculations

and in the suitability of habitats / structures for protected species.

University College’s stated aim is to meet Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire
Wildlife Trusts’ target of 20% Biodiversity Net Gain. This is exceeding the 5% BNG that
must be demonstrated to Oxford City Council in accordance with their Local Plan
(Appendix F).

1.2 SITELOCATION & DESCRIPTION

The site is located in North Oxford, adjacent to Banbury Road, OX2 6LA at an
approximate central grid reference of SP 50872 081786, as illustrated in Figure 1. The
survey area is approximately 2.55 ha and comprises of accommodation and gardens

associated with student residence and Fairfield Residential Home.

1 Davies, R. (2019). Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Comprising An Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species
Scoping Survey, And, A Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment). GS Ecology.

2 Crosher, I, et al.,The Biodiversity Metric 2.0: auditing and accounting for biodiversity value. User guide (Beta Version,
July 2019). Natural England.

3Panks, S, et al., July 2021. Biodiversity Metric 3.0: Auditing and Accounting for Biodiversity — User Guide. Natural
England.
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Figure 1. Site Location
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1.3 REPORT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this report are to:

9 Identify the likely ecological constraints associated with the project

9 Present the baseline survey findings and assess the feasibility for the

development to achieve BNG

9 Advise the team on the implementation of BNG principles and measures to

maximise BNG opportunities on site

91 Identify on site biodiversity enhancement opportunities

2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 DESK STUuDY

A desk study was undertaken to assess the nature of the surrounding habitats and

included:

1 Assessment of aerial imagery and Ordnance Survey mapping
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1 A search of the Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside
Website* (MAGIC) for designated sites and European protected species within 2
km of the survey area

9 Data search undertaken by Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre

2.2 FIELD SURVEY
2.2.1 Habitats/Protected Species

The site was subject to a preliminary walk over, during which habitat types were
identified and their boundaries mapped. Habitat types were defined as per the UK
Habitat Classification criteria®. During the preliminary survey, the site was checked for
evidence of protected and priority species, and habitats were assessed for their

potential to support them.

Bat survey effort and assessment are based on best practice guidelines produced by
the Bat Conservation Trust®, which classifies the suitability (negligible, low, moderate or
high) of the roosting, foraging and commuting habitats within the site. Full details of the
classifications are provided in Appendix G. Structures within the site to be impacted by
the development were inspected’ externally for Potential Roost Features (PRFs) and to

record any field signs, including bats, is present.

The survey visits were undertaken on 30/07 /2021, 04/08/2021 and 11/08/2021 by
Nick Izard BSc (Hons) — Assistant Ecologist in the weather conditions presented in Table
1.

Within each semi-natural habitat type vascular plant species were recorded as well as
an assessment of their abundance. Their relative abundances are based on the DAFOR
scale (D - Dominant, A — Abundant, F - Frequent, O — Occasional, R — Rare). A species list
is present within Appendix B. A detailed list of tree species have been identified within

the Arboricultural Impact Assessment® produced by FLAC and have therefore not been

included within the species list.

4 Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) www.magic.gov.uk

5 The UK Habitat Classification, Habitat Definitions Version 1.1 (2020)

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

7 It should be noted that assessment relates entirely on the structure or tree’s suitability to support bats and or other
protected species. Assessment must in no way be taken as an assessment of the structure’s integrity or safety.

8 Forbes-Laird, J. (December 2019). University College Oxford North Site, Arboricultural Impact Assessment
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Table 1: Survey Conditions

Date Average Cloud Cover Precipitation Wind Conditions
Temperature (Beaufort scale)
30/07/2021 16°C 100% Moderate 2
continuous
04/08/2021 21°C 25% None 1
11/08/2021 20°C 25% None 1

2.3 BNG ASSESSMENT

Each habitat and hedgerow feature on site was subject to a condition assessment
using the DEFRA issued Biodiversity Metric 3.0. All habitats are assigned as good,
moderate, or poor in accordance with the criteria outlined in their respective condition
assessment sheet®.

The Proposed Univ North site plan® produced by Niall McLaughlin Architects was used
to calculate the post-development BNG units. The number, condition and size of urban
trees to be felled and subsequently planted, were identified within the Arboricultural
Impact Assessment!! produced by FLAC. This was converted into an area using the
BNG Metric 3.0 Urban tree helper tool.

2.4 LIMITATIONS TO SURVEY

The field survey and associated habitat condition assessment were undertaken within
the optimal growing season. The results presented here are therefore considered not

to be significantly constrained.

The extent of built linear features (e.g. walls and fences) were not mapped. This is not

considered to a constraint, given that they do not contribute any biodiversity units.

2.5 ASSUMPTIONS

Where it is unclear whether newly created features will meet their aspired condition, a
‘worst-case’ scenario has been applied by setting their condition to poor. This has been

applied to a small area of orchard proposed to be created on modified grassland.

% Biodiversity Metric 3.0: Auditing and accounting for biodiversity — Technical Supplement part 1a (2021)
10 McLaughlin, N. (December 2019). Proposed Site Plan, 1711 — University College Oxford — North Site
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Given the current condition of hedgerows on site, newly created hedgerows have been
assigned a condition score of ‘moderate’. This is reasonable given that the majority of

hedgerows on site are in ‘good’ condition.

2.6 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Guidance from the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(CIEEM) is utilised to provide receptor valuations. The level of value of specific
ecological receptors is assigned using a geographic frame of reference. For example,
international value being most important i.e. Special Areas of Conservation (SAC),
Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Proposed Special Protection Areas (pSPAs), then
national i.e. Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), regional, county i.e. Local Wildlife
Sites (LWS), district i.e. Local Nature Reserves (LNR), local and lastly, within the
immediate zone of influence of the site only (low). Examples detailing each value is

outlined in Appendix D.
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3 RESULTS

3.1 DEsSK STuDY

3.1.1 Designated Sites

A search of the MAGIC and Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre data

indicated that there are 5 statutory designated sites and 4 non statutory designated

sites within the 2 km search area. Designated site information is summarised in Table

2.

Table 2: Designated Sites

Designation

Statutory designated sites

SAC

SSSI

SSSI

SSSI

SSSI

Site Name

Oxford
Meadows

Port
Meadow
with
Wolvercote
Common &
Green

Hook
Meadow
and The
Trap
Grounds

New
Marston
Meadows

Magdalen
Grove

Reason for Designation

Designated for its Lowland hay meadows
that have been shaped by long-term
grazing and hay-cutting. It is the larger of
the only two sites in the UK for creeping
marshwort.

The site is suspected to have been grazed
for over a millennium. It includes a series
of neutral grasslands situated in the
Thames floodplain. They have been key in
studying the effect of grazing and habitat
management on the ecology of
grasslands.'?

Unimproved neutral meadows within the

River Thames flood plain. It supports flora

indicative of traditional hay field
management such as cowslip, adder’s
tongue and greater burnet. There are
nesting opportunities for reed warbler
and whitethroat, and wetter areas
support wintering snipe.!®

The site contains agriculturally
unimproved neutral meadows within the
River Cherwell flood plain. Plants
indicative of ancient grassland are
present including meadow-rue, pepper-
saxifrage and adder’s tongue fern.'*
Designated for its geological importance.
The inter-glacial sedimentary deposits
have yield mammal bones, mollusca and
pollen.t®

12 https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb /Citation/1000153.pdf
13 https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb /Citation/1002183.pdf
14 https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb /Citation/1006612.pdf
1% https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb/Citation/1005955.pdf
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Designation Site Name Reason for Designation

Non-Statutory designated sites

LWS

LWS

LWS

LWS

3.1.2

Trap A small area of rare reedbed habitat,
Grounds supporting a good number of birds of
conservation concern.

Almonds A wet pasture with an alkaline, lime-rich
Farm & soil providing a species-rich floral
Burnt Mill composition. This includes flat-sedge,
Fields greater water parsnip, bristle club-rush

and marsh arrow-grass.

Binsey An area of semi-improved grassland
Green which holds a significant population of the
internationally listed creeping marshwort.

Great A previously unmanaged meadow turned

Meadow wet woodland. It is undisturbed and
provides a good habitat for birds,
including bullfinch.

Priority Habitats

Distance from Survey
Area (Closest Point)

437 m

1349 m

1382 m

1848 m

One priority habitat (as defined within Appendix F)!¢ is present within the site boundary:

An area of traditional orchard. The immediate area is urban and consists of residential

housing, the majority of priority habitats are positioned adjacent to the River Thames

and River Cherwell.

A search of the MAGIC website and the Thames Valley Environmental Record Centre

data identified the following priority habitats within 2 km:

=A =4 =4 4 -4 =

3.1.3

Coastal and Floodplain Grazing Marsh
Lowland Meadows

Lowland Fens

Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland
Reedbeds

Traditional Orchard

European Protected Species Licencing

The MAGIC website identified 7 granted European Protected Species (EPS) licenses

within 2 km for bat species. See Table 3 for more details.

16 UK Biodiversity Action Plan; Priority Habitat Descriptions. BRIG (ed. Ant Maddock) 2008. (Updated Dec 2011)
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Table 3: Granted EPS licenses within 2km

Reference

2016-
22076-
EPS-MIT

2016-
22076-
EPS-MIT-1

2014-
2499-EPS-
MIT

2014-
2499-EPS-
MIT-1

EPSM2012
-4539

2016-
20931-
EPS-MIT

2015-
15232-
EPS-MIT

3.1.4 General Land Use

Species

Common
pipistrelle

Common
pipistrelle

Common
pipistrelle

Common
pipistrelle

Common
pipistrelle

Common
pipistrelle,
soprano
pipistrelle

Soprano
pipistrelle

Start and End
Date

08/03/2016
08/03/2021

22/06/2016
08,/03/2021

02/09/2014
30/09/2019

24/02/2015
30,/09,/2019

01,/08/2013
30,/05/2016

22/02/2016
28/02/2021

14/10/2015
13/10,/2020

Type

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Destruction of a resting
place

Distance from Survey
Area (Closest Point)

708 m

708 m

883 m

883 m

1714 m

1853 m

1920 m

A review of aerial imagery and Ordnance Survey mapping indicates immediate land use

to be predominately urban housing. The wider countryside consists of a mosaic of

arable farming and meadows within the River Thames and River Cherwell Floodplains'.

3.2 PROTECTED AND PRIORITY SPECIES

3.2.1 Local Records Centre

A summary of the records of protected or otherwise notable species provided by

Thames Valley Environmental Record Centre is available in Appendix E. The full data

search results are available on request.
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3.3 FIELD SURVEY

3.3.1 Habitat Assessment
A total of 7 habitat features and 3 hedgerow features were recorded during the UK Habitat Classification survey. The location of
habitat and hedgerow features are presented in the baseline and post-development maps, figures 2 and 3 respectively. A summary of

each habitat is provided below in Table 4. The condition assessments for each habitat are presented within Appendix H.

Table 4: UK Habitat Classifications

Habitat
Description Condition
Primary code Secondary code(s)
Line of trees wlgb 48 — Non-native A linear group of 8 leyland cypress within the southern Poor
orchard compartment at the northern boundary of the site.
The eastern side of the trees are in particularly poor condition
and lack an undisturbed margin.
Hedgerow (priority habitat) h2a 47 — Native Well maintained, ornamental hedgerows predominantly Mixed??
comprising of yew, box and beech.
Other hedgerow h2b A sparser hedgerow comprising of privet, yew & hazel. Poor?®
Other neutral grassland g3c 16 - Tall herb An area of tall grassland that has been unmanaged on a Poor
| h I formerly disturbed habitat. This cannot meet the criteria for
17 - Ruderal / ephemera ‘Open Mosaic Habitats on Previously Developed Land’ given
80 - Unmanaged that it does not meet criteria (1) “Open Mosaic habitat at least
0.25 ha in size”. It does however closely meet ‘26d’ within the
91 - Development site UKHab Field Key. The sward is very tall and comprised
primarily false oat-grass and Yorkshire fog. It includes a leggy
"See 6Appendix 16 for the condition assessments for each hedger ow.
¥The condition of 6Hedge Ornamental Non Native is |locked at oOpoord.
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Other neutral grassland g3c

Modified grassland g4

Modified grassland g4

Modified grassland g4

161 - Tall or tussocky sward

21 - Traditional orchards

64 — Mown paths

11 - Scattered trees

66 - Frequently mown

11 - Scattered trees

66 - Frequently mown

21 - Traditional orchards

77 - Neglected

stand of common nettle and hedge bindweed in the
southwestern extent. A number of garden escapes including
caper spurge and Wilson's honeysuckle are present along the
southern boundary.

The northernmost area of traditional orchard. It includes a
mixture of species such as pear, medlar and plum, though
apple is the most dominant. A mown path is present through
the centre, and around the perimeter of this area, and is
surrounded by areas where grassland has been left to grow
tall. There are typically 9-15 species / m?and the sward is
primarily comprised of false oat-grass, perennial rye-grass,
cock’s foot and Yorkshire fog. There is a significant amount of
hedge and field bindweed growing around the perimeter of the
site, and around the fruit tree stems.

Typical lawn habitat present throughout the site. It is species
poor (<9 species / m2) primarily comprising of perennial rye-
grass and fescue sp. The lawn areas are frequently mown,
and cut very short.

A 0.02 ha area of species poor grassland located within the
southeasternmost part of the site boundary. The grassland is
cut short, though some areas are damper and partially
shaded which contain a number of wildflower species such as
ground ivy and black medick. The grassland is dominated by
perennial rye-grass, and fescue sp.

The southernmost area of traditional orchard. Similar to the
northernmost orchard, apple is the dominant species, though
pear and hawthorn are present to a lesser degree. No
bindweed is present within this area, however there is a
significant amount of common nettle. The sward is species
poor and dominated by perennial rye-grass and cock’s foot.
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Built-up areas and gardens ul 231 - Vegetated garden There is a mixture of garden planting across the site, including Poor!®
lavender within flower beds and introduced and ornamental
shrubs within borders.

Buildings ulb5 98 - Institutional building There are a number of institutional buildings on site, as wellas N/A
Fairfield residential home. The condition of, and associated bat
roosting suitability has not changed significantly since the
2019 survey undertaken by GS Ecology.

Other developed land ulb6 Areas of developed land not associated with buildings. N/A
Including tarmac roads and pathways.

1% The condition of ‘vegetated garden’ within BNG Metric 3.0 is locked at ‘poor”.
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Figure 2: UK Habitat Classification
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Figure 3: UK Habitat Classification
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3.3.2 Invasive non-native species
No non-native invasive species on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981

(as amended) were identified during the field survey.

3.3.3 Protected Species

3.3.3.1 Bats

The data search returned a number of bat records in close proximity to the site, though
did not return any within the site boundary. Two injured brown long-eared bats were
recorded in 20086, located approximately 500 m north. The habitats on site that are

suitable for the use of bats are outlined in Table 5.

Table 5: Habitats suitable for the use of bats within the site boundary

Habitat Use for Bats

Neutral grassland Foraging

Mature trees Roosting, Foraging and Commuting
Hedgerows Commuting

No signs of bats were seen during the survey. The buildings to be affected by the works
were subject to an external inspection. The suitability of which remained “negligible” as
classified in the 2019 PEA undertaken by GS Ecology. No additional PRFs were
observed. The Norway maple assigned as “low” suitability was also reinspected, and
retains this suitability. The tall neutral grassland on site provides an immediate
foraging habitat for bats roosting in the surrounding area. However the site is poorly

connected to the wider countryside.

All buildings to be affected by the development have negligible suitability for roosting

bats and do not require further survey.

3.3.3.2 Birds
All trees and hedgerows on site provide nesting opportunities for birds. Table 6 lists the
species of medium and high conservation concern status recorded during the survey.

Table 6: Bird Species Recorded During Survey
Species Comment Conservation Status?® !

Dunnock Calling within trees along western boundary UK BAP, Amber-listed

20 National Priority Species are species of principal importance listed in Section 41 of the NERC Act (20086),

21 Eaton MA, Aebischer NJ, Brown AF, Hearn RD, Lock L, Musgrove AJ, Noble DG, Stroud DA and Gregory RD (2015) Birds
of Conservation Concern 4: the population status of birds in the United Kingdom, Channel Islands and Isle of Man. British
Birds 108, 708-746.
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3.3.3.3 Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus)
The data search did not return any records of great crested newt within the site or
surrounding area. No waterbodies are present within the site boundary, the nearest of

which is located 580 m northwest.

3.3.3.4 Badger (Meles meles)

The data search did return records of badger, though none were present within or
immediately adjacent to the site. The tall neutral grassland does provide suitable
foraging habitat. A fox earth was identified within this area, based on fresh spoil and
the shape of the entrance hole. However there were no signs of badger activity such as

setts, latrines or hairs recorded during the field survey.

3.3.3.5 Reptiles
The data search did not return any records of reptiles within the site or surrounding
area. The tall grassland, could provide sufficient shelter for slow worm, however this

area is new and poorly connected with other suitable habitats.

3.3.3.6 Water Vole (Arvicola amphibious)
The data search did return records of water vole along the Oxford Canal. However, the
site itself contains no water features and is therefore unsuitable. No field signs were

seen.

3.3.3.7 Otter (Lutra lutra)
The data search did return records of otter along the River Thames, Oxford Canal and
River Cherwell. However, the site itself contains no water features and is therefore

unsuitable. No field signs were seen.

3.3.3.8 Hazel Dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius)

The data search did not return any records of hazel dormouse within the site or
surrounding area. Whilst there are standard broadleaved trees scattered throughout
the site, they lack the dense understorey preferred by this species. No field signs were
recorded during the survey. The site is poorly connected to suitable habitats and is

unlikely to support an isolated population.
3.3.4 Priority Species

3.3.4.1 Hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus)
The data search did not return any records of hedgehog within the site. The habitats on

site are intensively managed and provide limited hibernation opportunities.
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3.3.4.2 Brown Hare (Lepus europaeus)
The data search did not return any records of brown hare within the site or
surrounding area. The habitats on site are not suitable, as they provide insufficient

shelter. No field signs were seen.

3.3.4.3 Butterflies

The data search did not return any records of priority butterfly species within the site
or surrounding area. No priority butterfly species were seen during the survey. The
habitats on site are suitable to support a number of common species, such as peacock,

gatekeeper and meadow brown.
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3.4 BNG ASSESSMENT

The biodiversity unit calculations for baseline habitat and hedgerow features are presented in Tables 7 and 8 respectively. The

technical evidence associated with Biodiversity Metric 3.0 is presented in Appendix C. Refer to the accompanying spreadsheet for full

details on BNG calculations.

Table 7: Biodiversity Units of Habitats on site pre- and post-development

Pre-development Habitat

Developed land; sealed surface 1.09

Vegetated garden 0.32
Modified grassland 0.02
Modified grassland 0.79
Traditional orchards 0.12
Traditional orchards 0.07
Other neutral grassland 0.14
Urban tree?? 0.12
Urban tree 0.11

Not present on site pre-development
Not present on site pre-development
Not present on site pre-development
Not present on site pre-development
Totals (2 decimal places) 2.55

Area (Ha)

Condition

N/A
Poor
Good
Moderate
Moderate
Poor
Poor
Poor
Moderate

Biodiversity Units Post-development habitat

0.00
0.64
0.12
3.16
1.44
0.42
0.56
0.48
0.88

7.70

Developed land; sealed surface 1.25

Vegetated garden 0.18
To be replaced post-development

Modified grassland 0.46
Traditional orchards 0.11
Traditional orchards 0.07

To be replaced post-development
To be replaced post-development
To be replaced post-development

Other neutral grassland 0.43
Traditional orchards 0.01
Traditional orchards 0.04
Urban tree 0.42

2.55

22 please note that the area associated with urban trees is not included in the total area calculations.
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Area (Ha)

Condition

N/A
Poor

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Moderate
Poor

Moderate
Moderate

Biodiversity
Units
0.00

0.36

1.84
1.32
0.58

2.88
0.05
0.24
1.28
8.55
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Table 8: Biodiversity Units of Hedgerow features on site

Existing feature Length (Km)
Native hedgerow 0.171
Native hedgerow 0.043
Hedge ornamental non native 0.030

Line of trees 0.028

Not present on site pre-development

Totals (2 decimal places) 0.27

Condition

Good
Moderate
Poor
Poor

Biodiversity Units

1.02
0.17
0.03
0.06

1.28

Table 9: Summary of Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment

Onsite baseline

Onsite post-intervention

Total unit change

Total % change

Habitat units
Hedgerow units
Habitat units
Hedgerow units
Habitat units

Hedgerow units
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Post-development feature Length
(Km)

Native hedgerow 0.042

Native hedgerow 0.043

Hedge ornamental non native 0.030

To be replaced post-development

Native hedgerow 0.555
0.67

Condition

Good
Moderate
Poor

Moderate

Biodiversity
Units
0.25

0.17
0.03

1.86
231




4 SITE ASSESSMENT

4.1 HABITATS

Based on current assessment the site is considered to be of local ecological value. The
orchard on site is a priority habitat, of which there are few of in the surrounding urban

area.

4.2 PROTECTED SPECIES

4.2.1 Bats

Overall, roosting habitat, commuting and foraging habitat suitability are considered to
be low in relation to the Bat Conservation Trust's Guidance (summarised in Appendix
G).

All buildings to be affected by the development have negligible suitability for roosting

bats and do not require further survey.

The single Norway Maple retains its low suitability for bats, and a precautionary soft-
fell methodology should be applied. The other trees marked for felling on site have

negligible suitability for roosting bats.

4.2.2 Birds

The site is considered to be of low value. The trees and hedgerows on site do provide
nesting opportunities. However it is considered that the site does not currently support
a significant population of high conservation value species. There are similar nesting

opportunities present within hedgerows and trees in the surrounding area.

4.2.3 Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus)

The site is considered to be of low value. There are no waterbodies present within 500
m of the site, and terrestrial opportunities on site are limited. There are no records of
Great Crested Newt in the surrounding waterbodies, which are poorly connected to the

site, as itis surrounded by busy roads.
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4.2.4 Badger (Meles meles)
The site is considered to be of low value. Whilst there is suitable foraging habitat within
the grassland on site, there is no evidence of this species currently using the site. It is

poorly connected to other suitable habitat.

4.2.5 Reptiles
The site is considered to be of negligible value. The tall grassland could provide areas
with suitable hibernacular, however it is poorly connected and surrounded by well

managed short-grassland.

4.2.6 Water Vole (Arvicola amphibious)
The site is considered to be of negligible value. No waterbodies are present within the

site boundary.

4.2.7 Otter (Lutralutra)
The site is considered to be of negligible value. No waterbodies are present within the

site boundary.

4.2.8 Hazel Dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius)
The site is considered to be of negligible value. The habitats are unsuitable and the
broadleaved trees lack the dense understorey preferred by this species. The site is not

connected to suitable habitat in the wider countryside.

4.3 PRIORITY SPECIES

4.3.1 Hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus)
The site is considered to be of low value. There are limited hibernation opportunities
within the site, which is poorly connected to the surrounding area and bound by busy

roads either side.

4.3.2 Brown Hare (Lepus europaeus)
The site is considered to be of negligible value. The habitats are unsuitable, and the site

is too small to support this species.

4.3.3 Butterflies
The site is considered to be of low value. The habitats on site are suitable to support a
number of common butterfly species. There are similar opportunities in the

surrounding area.
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5 FEASIBILITY OF BNG

This section identifies the enhanced and created habitats that will resultinan 11.08%
BNG. It will identify how the habitat criteria will be met and the time appointed to meet
the desired condition. Opportunities to further enhance BNG will be identified. It will

also identify how the good practice principles for development have been achieved?®.

5.1 BNG GoobD PRACTICE PRINCIPLES

The mitigation hierarchy has been implemented throughout the design process to:

1 Avoid impacts wherever possible through project design

 Minimise impacts where they cannot be avoided

i Restore habitats that are retained or could be impacted by the development

1 Asalast restort, compensate for the loss, or damage to habitats. The priority
should be on-site compensation, and if this is not possible, off-site compensatin

should be sought.

All appropriate steps have been taken to minimise impacts on biodiversity. The most
valuable habitats for wildlife on site (traditional orchards) are to remain largely
unaffected. On-site habitat enhancements and creation will produce more valuable
habitats for wildlife and leave the site in a better condition for biodiversity than it is
currently. The risks have been addressed within the BNG Metric, and the likely gains
greatly exceed the 5% improvement as identified in policy G2 of the Oxford City Plan
(Appendix F)

5.2 ENHANCED HABITATS

In total, one area of traditional orchard is to be enhanced. The northern-most area of
orchard presents a number of opportunity to be improved, however it will not meet
‘good’ condition until veteran or ancient trees are present. Therefore whilst
enhancements to this habitat will be identified within a management plan, an increase

in habitat condition has not been applied within the metric calculations.

23 CIEEM, CIRIA, IEMA. (2016). Biodiversity Net Gain: Good practice principles for development
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5.2.1 Traditional Orchards

The southernmost area of traditional orchard is to be enhanced from ‘poor’ condition
to ‘moderate’ condition. The baseline habitat condition criteria is presented in Appendix
H. Table 10 compares the baseline to the desired condition and indicates the works
required to achieve this. The desired condition must be met within 15 years, this is

easily achievable once improvements occur to the underlying species-poor sward.

Table 10: Moderate Condition Traditional Orchard Feasibility

Post

Condition Assessment Criteria Baseline
development

Feasibility

Presence of ancient and / or veteran trees.
1 NB - this criterion is non-negotiable for achieving good

condition.
Less than 5% of fruit trees are smothered by scrub. Small | Y Y
patches of dense scrub and/or scattered scrub growing
2 - L .
between trees can be beneficial to biodiversity, however
these should occupy less than 10% of ground cover.
N Y Formative pruning to
3 There is evidence of formative and/or restorative occur on newly planted
pruning to maintain longevity of trees. fruit trees.
N Y Wood from on-site felling
Presence of standing and/or fallen dead wood: all Zgzr:;g)dntsotgrt;::ﬁ?r{ed
mature trees have standing or fallen branches, stems . . S g
4 pile habitats within

and stumps greater than 10 cm diameter associated with orchard. Large fallen

them. dead-wood to remain in
place.
At least 95% of the trees are free from damage caused by | Y Y
5 humans or animals e.g. browsing, bark stripping or
rubbing on non-adjusted ties.
N Y A similar structure to be
Sward height is varied (between 5 cm and 30 cm) and created as the
6 small patches of bare ground are present creating northermost orchard,
structural diversity. Up to 10% cover of patches of tall with a mown path
herb vegetation may be present. surrounded by tall
grassland.
N Y Reseeding works will
increase species
diversity, and exceed 9
7 Species richness of the grassland is equivalent to a species per m2. This will
medium, high, or very high distinctiveness grassland. classify the habitat as
‘other neutral grassland’,
a medium distinctiveness
habitat.
N Y Undesirables to be
There is an absence of invasive non-native species (as removed in orchard
8 listed on Schedule 9 of WCA, 1981) and undesirable improvement works and
species® make up less than 10% of ground cover. frequent weeding of

undesirables.

Condition Assessment Result ‘

Good: Passes 6, 7 or 8 of 8 criteria, including non-negotiable
criterion 1

Moderate: Passes 4 or 5 of 8 criteria; OR
Passes 6 or 7 of 8 criteria, excluding non-negotiable criteron 1

Poor: Passes 0, 1, 2 or 3 of 8 criteria Y
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5.3 CREATED HABITATS

There will be a total of 3 newly created habitats. This includes a mosaic of ‘other

neutral grassland’ across the site, as well as two new areas of traditional orchard.

5.3.1 Traditional Orchards

The smaller area (0.01 ha) of traditional orchard is to be created east of the Bennet
Building, within the northwest quadrant of the site. The current landscape plans
identify that the fruit trees are to be planted on an area of mown grass. Given the
current manicured style of lawns on site, it has been assumed that this will only meet

‘poor’ condition.

If this area of traditional orchard were to be created on a ‘other neutral grassland’ and
allowed to incorporated dead wood features, as well as a taller sward it could
realistically meet the criteria for ‘moderate’ condition. This condition must be met
within 20 years. If applied, it would result in an increase of 0.01 habitat units producing

a total of 11.19% BNG.

The larger area (0.04 ha) of traditional orchard is to be created in the southeastern
corner of the site. This area can reasonably achieve a ‘moderate’ condition given that
the principles applied will be similar to the northernmost orchards that are to undergo
habitat restoration. Good condition has not been considered given the time taken for

trees to reach ancient / veteran status.

5.3.2 Other neutral grassland

A mosaic of ‘other neutral grassland’ is to be created across the site, primarily on
areas currently classified as ‘modified grassland’. The total amount to be created
measures 0.43 ha. In order to meet this definition the habitats must exceed 9 species
per m2. This can reasonably be achieved and given the general absence of bracken and
scrub on site, the newly created grassland should meet the ‘moderate’ condition within

5 years.

If the created ‘other neutral grassland’ were to meet ‘good’ condition this would result
in an increase of 0.73 habitat units producing a total of 20.62% BNG. This condition
must be met within 10 years. In order to meet this condition, all 5 of the following

criteria must be met:
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1. The appearance and composition of the vegetation closely matches characteristics
of the specific grassland habitat type (see UKHab definition). Wildflowers, sedges
and indicator species for the specific grassland habitat type are very clearly and
easily visible throughout the sward.

2. Sward height is varied (at least 20% of the sward is less than 7 cm and at least 20
per cent is more than 7 cm) creating microclimates which provide opportunities for
insects, birds and small mammals to live and breed.

3. Cover of bare ground between 1% and 5%, including localised areas, for example,
rabbit warrens.

4. Cover of bracken less than 20% and cover of scrub (including bramble) less than
5%.

5. There is an absence of invasive non-native species (as listed on Schedule 9 of WCA,
1981). Combined cover of undesirable species and physical damage (such as
excessive poaching, damage from machinery use or storage, damaging levels of
access, or any other damaging management activities) accounts for less than 5% of

total area.

An adaptive management plan, combined with ongoing monitoring should ensure that
these criteria can be met within 10 years. Criteria 2,3,4 and 5 are achievable given the
current conditions on site, and through changes in site management (e.g. a reduction in
mowing regime). Ongoing monitoring will be key to meet criteria 1 to ensure species
richness exceed 9 species m?, and that perennial rye-grass does not become dominant
within the sward. The habitat within the northernmost orchard currently meets the

criteria 1, and it is therefore reasonable to replicate this grassland elsewhere on site.
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5.4 CREATED HEDGEROWS

A total length of 0.555 km of hedgerow is to be created. Given the current structure of
hedgerows on site (predominantly single species, native) these have been entered as a
‘native hedgerow’. Their condition has been entered as ‘moderate’ given that no native
hedgerows on site currently score lower than this, and therefore it is likely that this will

be their minimum condition following the current management regime.

If instead the newly created hedgerows met the definition of ‘native species rich
hedgerow’ this would result in an increase of 1.86 hedgerow unit producing a total of
224.73% BNG. In order to meet the criteria of ‘species rich’ the hedgerow must contain

at least five native woody species.?*

6 RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 AVOIDANCE STRATEGIES

The following measures should be incorporated into the design scheme to avoid

impacts on wildlife:

1 All trees/hedgerow and their root protection areas will be protected from
damage, in accordance with BS 5837 (2012)%.

1 External lighting that may affect the site’s suitability for bats will be avoided. If
required this will be limited to low level, avoiding use of high intensity security
lighting and will be directed away from the woodland, hedgerow and dark areas.

1 Lighting should follow the BCT and ILP (2018) guidance?. and include:

0 Recess lighting within buildings.

0 Incorporating dark zones the buildings where there is connectivity to the
wider vegetated area.

0 Using LED lighting that is in the warm spectrum (2700 K) to minimise
impact on bats.

0 Using motion sensors to trigger lighting for short periods of time when

&
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