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INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1.1

On 19th October 2018, Bioscan (UK) Limited was appointed by North Hinksey Parish
Council to undertake an ecological appraisal of the Louie Memorial Playing Fields and the
adjoining Hutchcomb’s Copse and Fen in North Hinksey, in west Oxford.

1.1.2

The study site comprises two parcels of land either side of Arnold’s Way and set within and
on the edge of the residential suburb of Botley. The northern parcel is surrounded by
residential estates on its northern, western and eastern sides, and the southern parcel
adjoins playing fields associated with Harcourt Hill Campus and Matthew Arnold School,
with a small mixed woodland on its southern side.

1.1.3

The primary purpose of this report is to describe the results of Phase 1 and bat building
inspection surveys covering the upper field to inform an upcoming planning application for
the replacement of two buildings in the upper field with a new building, and associated
provision of additional outdoor facilities.

1.1.4

Hutchcomb’s Copse and Fen, north and west of the lower field, were subject to extensive
surveys carried out by local experts between 2009 and 2011, investigating their hydrology
and associated botanical and invertebrate interest. A secondary aim of this report is to
collate and summarise the substantial existing ecological baseline for the fen and
woodland, and to report on a ground-truthing walkover to update this information (with
the caveat that November is outside the optimal period for undertaking botanical survey
work).
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METHODOLOGY
Desk Study

2.1.1

In order to obtain archive data on the ecological interest present within the site and the
surrounding area, the Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC) was
contacted in October 2018 to request information they held on species of conservation
interest within 2km of the centre of the study site (taken as SP4844805185), as well as
areas designated for their nature conservation interest for the same search area.

2.1.2

This search was supplemented by a search of relevant internet sources such as the
government’s interactive website providing geographic information about the natural
environment, magic.defra.gov.uk.
Data Review

2.1.3

Information was also drawn from the following survey reports covering part or all of the
study site:
-

2.1.4

Louie Memorial Playing Fields Habitats and Management (Oct 2008, Graham Hawker)
Louie Memorial Playing Fields Habitats and Management Supplementary Report (May
2009, Graham Hawker)
Investigation of the Fen Hydrology and Surface Water Flows of Louie Memorial Park
(Oct 2009, Dr Curt Lamberth)
Botanical and Invertebrate Surveys of Louie Memorial Fields (Nov 2009, Dr Judith
Webb)
Botanical and Invertebrate Surveys of Louie Memorial Fields Supplementary Report
(Jan 2011, Dr Judith Webb)
Louie Memorial Fields Proposed Management Plan (Jan 2011, Dr Judith Webb & Dr
Curt Lamberth)
Louie Memorial Copse, Fen and Playing Fields Management Plan (Oct 2012, North
Hinksey Parish Council R&A Committee)
North Hinksey Conservation Volunteers Report (Sept 2017, NHCV)

These expert surveys provide a substantial information resource covering the fen and
woodland. Bioscan’s walkover of these areas had the objective of ground-truthing /
bringing up to date the existing dataset.
Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey

2.1.5

1

The Phase 1 habitat survey of the site was carried out on 2nd November 2018, following
the standard approach devised by the former Nature Conservancy Council1. The Phase 1
approach provides an inventory of the basic habitats present, and targets areas of greater
interest which are then subject to more detailed examination, or which may require
further survey. Such additional detail was collected in the form of representative lists of

Nature Conservancy Council (1990) ‘A Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey’ (updated JNCC 2010)
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species compiled for each habitat (an ‘extended’ Phase 1 survey). The standard Phase 1
habitat descriptions were slightly amended in cases where giving a habitat an alternative
category and description was considered to provide additional ecological information.
2.1.6

The existence and extent of any Habitats of Principal Importance further to Section 41 of
the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 (‘Priority Habitats’) was
noted during the survey.

2.1.7

The hedgerows were also assessed for their potential to meet the criteria of an
‘Important’ hedgerow as defined by the Hedgerows Regulations 1997. This involved
assessing the number of woody species (listed on Schedule 3 of the Hedgerows
Regulations 1997) in a sample 30m stretch of hedgerow (for hedgerows between 100m
and 200m in length two 30m stretches of hedgerow are surveyed and an average taken,
and for hedgerows in excess of 200m in length three 30m stretches of hedgerow are
surveyed and an average taken). Relevant features along each hedgerow were recorded,
such as ditches, banks, standard trees (at least one per 50m hedgerow length), lack of
gaps, parallel hedgerows, multiple connections with other hedgerows / woodlands /
ponds, and woodland ground flora (listed on Schedule 2 of the Hedgerows Regulations
1997, with at least 3 species required).

2.1.8

In terms of limitations, the optimal period for Phase 1 survey typically runs from April to
September, though useful habitat information can still be obtained during the suboptimal period by an experienced botanist, and in this instance information was required
to inform an upcoming planning application, with the proviso that follow-up botanical
surveys may be required during the optimal period next year. The fen habitat in particular
would benefit from a survey between April to September in order to give a better
informed appraisal of its current condition.
Protected Species Survey

2.1.9

Searches for evidence of protected species were carried out concurrently with the Phase
1 survey on 2nd November 2018. They involved checking the site for evidence of badger
Meles meles activity such as active or disused setts, latrines, runs, snagged hair and
foraging evidence, as well as assessing the site’s potential to support other protected
species such as bats and reptiles. All incidental observations of other fauna were
recorded during the survey, with particular attention paid to any Species of Principal
Importance further to Section 41 of the Natural Environmental and Rural Communities
(NERC) Act 2006 (‘Priority Species’), or otherwise of elevated conservation status.

2.1.10

The pond on the site was assessed for its potential to support great crested newts
Triturus cristatus on 2nd November 2018. To assist with this process a Habitat Suitability
Index (HSI) was used. This follows the methodology described by Oldham2, which uses
ten suitability indices derived from factors believed to influence great crested newt
distribution and pond occupancy. An HSI score of > 0.8 indicates excellent pond suitability

2

Oldham, R.S., Keeble, J., Swan, M.J.S. & Jeffcote, M. (2000). Evaluating the suitability of habitat for the Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus).
Herpetological Journal 10: 143-155.
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for occupation by great crested newts, while an HSI score of < 0.5 indicates poor pond
suitability for great crested newts. Whilst the efficacy of the HSI in predicting the
presence of great crested newts is highly variable, it does allow certain conclusions about
the potential value of a pond to be drawn, albeit with caveats attached.
2.1.11

In terms of limitations, HSI surveys are best carried out between March and September
(the best time of year to estimate pond macrophyte cover), and reptiles hibernate over
winter. Habitat assessments can still be made, though with greater error bounds than for
a survey carried out in spring / summer.
Bat Surveys

Building Inspection Surveys
2.1.12

The only two buildings within the site (a scout hut and a pavilion in the upper playing
field) were inspected for evidence of bat roosting on 2nd November 2018.

2.1.13

The methodology for this survey was based on the Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) Good
Practice Guidelines3 and involved a detailed internal and external survey of each building
to check for evidence of use by bats, such as the presence of bat droppings, marks caused
either by the oils in the bats’ fur or from urine, and prey residues (e.g. moth and butterfly
wings), as well as the bats themselves. Externally this involved identifying and where
possible checking features on the exterior of each building that bats might exploit for
roosting. Such features can typically include fascia/barge boards and soffits, loose or
hanging tiles, cracks in brickwork or panelling, weatherboarding and loose covering
materials ranging from lead flashing to loose roofing felt. Internally this involved a
detailed search of the building for the same types of evidence of bats (typically this
search focuses on the roof void, but no enclosed roof voids were present within these
buildings).

2.1.14

The survey employed a bright (1 million candlepower) Clu-lite torch, an endoscope,
binoculars, and a 4.8m telescopic ladder as necessary.

2.1.15

It was possible to access all relevant parts of the buildings during the survey.

2.1.16

The survey was carried out by Geoff Moxon of Bioscan (UK) Ltd, under Natural England
class licence WML-CL18 Level 2 (registration number 2015-11724-CLS-CLS).
Tree Inspection Surveys

2.1.17

3

All trees within the study site were subject to a ground-based examination on 2nd
February 2018, using binoculars and a high-powered Clu-lite torch to assist as necessary.
The presence of any features with the potential to support roosting bats was noted. Due
to the high number of trees within the woodland areas, these areas were split into blocks

Collins, J. (ed.) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edition). The Bat Conservation Trust, London.
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with similar ecological features, and the trees most typical for each block were assessed
for their bat roosting potential to give an overview for the entire area.
2.1.18

The results are described in accordance with the criteria given below (adapted from Bat
Survey Good Practice Guidelines 3rd edition, Bat Conservation Trust 2016):
-

Negligible Potential: Trees which lack any significant opportunities for bats to roost.
Low Potential: Trees with minor roosting opportunities such as loose bark plates,
small cracks in limbs or sparse ivy cover.
Medium Potential: Trees with medium roosting opportunities such as significant areas
of flaking bark, dense ivy cover or relatively large splits or cracks.
High Potential: Trees with major roosting opportunities such as woodpecker holes or
large, deep cracks or fractures, thereby having the potential to support roosting bats
all year round.

5
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DESK STUDY RESULTS AND DATA REVIEW
Nature Conservation Designations

3.1.1

There are no statutory nature conservation designations within the study site. The
nearest such site is Hurst Hill Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), which is
approximately 870m south-west of the study site. Hurst Hill is a biological and geological
SSSI, with its biological designation being primarily for its moss, liverwort and lichen flora
associated with old brickpits dug into Greensand.

3.1.2

The northern part of the study site (incorporating the fen and woodland) has a nonstatutory nature conservation designation: Louie Memorial Fields Local Wildlife Site
(LWS) (citation included at Appendix 2). The designation is on the basis of the fen habitat
and surrounding lowland mixed deciduous woodland, together with a notable
invertebrate fauna (listed below), much of which is associated with the fen and
immediately surrounding woodland.

3.1.3

The next nearest site with a non-statutory nature conservation designation is Raleigh
Park LWS, which is approximately 400m east of the study site, which is designated
primarily on the basis of its lowland fen habitat (though this is understood to be from a
different catchment from the fen within the study site).
Third Party Records of Protected and Notable Species

3.1.4

The following notable species have been recorded within the site:
- Bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)
Schedule 8)
- The true fly Dicranomyia chorea (pre-94 red list Rare)
- The true fly Limonia nigropunctata (pre-94 red list Rare)
- The true fly Limonia trivittata (Notable)
- Southern yellow splinter fly Lipsothrix nervosa (Species of Principal Importance)
- The true fly Thaumastoptera calceata (Notable)
- Black-fringed moss-snipefly Ptiolina obscura (Notable)
- Liverwort snipefly Spania nigra (Notable)
- Pygmy soldier fly Oxycera pygmaea (Notable)
- Long-horned soldier fly Vanoyia tenuicornis (Notable)
- The true fly Seri obscuripennis (post-94 red list Near Threatened)
- The true fly Brachyopa pilosa (Nationally Scarce (Notable))
- The true fly Cnemacantha muscaria (pre-94 red list Rare)
- The beetle Hedobia (Ptinomorphus) imperialis (Notable B)
- The beetle Ischnomera cyanea (Notable B)
- Common frog (partial protection under Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended))

3.1.5

The majority of these records date from 2010-11, and were presumably submitted at the
time North Hinksey Parish Council instructed specialist ecological surveys of the site.
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Many of the invertebrate species recorded are associated with the fen, and the woodland
around the fen.
3.1.6

In addition, there are 1km records of the following species for grid reference SP4805,
which overlaps the study site:
- Whiskered bat Myotis mystacinus (full protection under Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981
(as amended) and Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (as amended))
- Myotis sp bat (full protection under Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and
Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (as amended))
- Grass snake Natrix helvetica (partial protection under Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981
(as amended))
- Grey partridge Perdix perdix (Species of Principal Importance, Red list Birds of
Conservation Concern)
- Red kite Milvus milvus (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 1 part 1,
red list post-2001 Near Threatened)
- Osprey Pandion haliaetus (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 1
part 1, Amber list Birds of Conservation Concern)
- Kestrel Falco tinnunculus (Amber list Birds of Conservation Concern)
- House martin Delichon urbicum (Amber list Birds of Conservation Concern)
- Grey wagtail Motacilla cinerea (Red list Birds of Conservation Concern)
- Fieldfare Turdus pilaris (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 1 part
1, Red list Birds of Conservation Concern)
- Redwing Turdus iliacus (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 1 part
1, Red list Birds of Conservation Concern)

3.1.7

Aside from the species noted within the site or within the same 1km grid square as the
site noted above, Table 1 below gives the closest records of each of the following
additional protected or notable species to the site held by TVERC.
Table 1. Closest Records of Additional Species of Elevated Conservation Interest to Site.
Species
Common pipistrelle
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Long-eared bat Plecotus sp

Approximate Distance & Direction
from Study Site Boundary
140m north-north-east

Source & Date; Notes

200m north

TVERC (2015); roost
(bat droppings)
TVERC (2016); recorded
flying
TVERC (2016); recorded
flying
TVERC (2016); recorded
flying
TVERC (2012)

Barbastelle Barbastella
barbastellus
Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri

350m east

Nathusius’ pipistrelle
Pipistrellus nathusii
Slow worm Anguis fragilis

350m east

350m east

650m north-north-west

TVERC (2013); roost
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Species
Great crested newt Triturus
cristatus
Grass snake Natrix helvetica
Grass snake Natrix helvetica

Approximate Distance & Direction
from Study Site Boundary
1.25km south-east

Source & Date; Notes

1.7km north-north-east
1.8km south

TVERC (2001)
TVERC (2004)

TVERC (2013)

Summary of Results of Previous Ecological Surveys

3.1.8

A brief summary of the key habitats within Louie Memorial Playing Fields and
Hutchcomb’s Copse follows below, based on a review of relevant ecological and
hydrological reports (see above for details). This includes in particular the surveys carried
out by local experts Graham Hawker (Oct 2008 & May 2009), Dr Curt Lamberth (Oct
2009) and Dr Judith Webb (Nov 2009 & Jan 2011) and the latest management plan (Oct
2012), and represents a substantial ecological baseline.
Fen

3.1.9

Hutchcomb’s Fen was most likely formed from the end of the last ice age, some 10,000
years ago. The fen is fed by rainwater percolating through limestone and then emerging
via springs lower down the hill, and is thus rich in calcium. Alkaline fen is a rare and
declining habitat in Britain, and represents the key ecological interest feature of the site.

3.1.10

The fen is dominated by hemp agrimony, great horsetail, branched bur-reed and sedges
(lesser pond sedge, spiked sedge, slender tufted sedge), with occasional common valerian
and rushes. Beneath the taller plants is a carpet of bugle, with wavy bittercress, mosses,
liverworts (especially Pellia endiviifolia) and occasional creeping jenny. Other species
noted include water mint, reed canary-grass and yellow flag iris.

3.1.11

Aside from the invertebrate species already noted in the desk study section above, the
large pattern-wing cranefly Tipula maxima and spotted wing snail-killing fly Hydromya
dorsalis were both recorded here, and their presence is indicative of a good quality site.

3.1.12

It is understood that the encroaching woodland on the southern side of the fen was
cleared between 2010 and 2011 to prevent overshading of the fen edge.
Other Wetland Areas

3.1.13

The stream is fed by surface runoff, and runs past (rather than through) the fen (the
latter relies on calcium-rich springs to keep it wet, and not the stream). It is noted to
often be dry, except during high rainfall events. A line of large willow trees, together with
hazel, hawthorn, dogwood and guelder rose, lines the stream as it passes the fen. The
part of the stream closest to the fen was diverted between 2010 and 2011, in order to
prevent high rainfall event stream erosion from cutting into the fen and removing its
calcium-rich spring water.
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3.1.14

The area east of the fen (on the eastern side of the original course of the stream), named
the ‘upper wetland’ (target note 1 on Figure 1), comprises damp peaty soil colonised by
pendulous sedge, and overshaded by trees. Other occasional species noted here include
hemp agrimony, water mint, meadowsweet, great horsetail, creeping Jenny, brooklime,
fool’s water-cress and marsh thistle, as well as plicate sweet-grass closer to the path. The
species composition suggests that this area comprises a relict fen which is has largely
undergone succession to wet woodland.

3.1.15

The diverted stream now passes around the eastern side of the upper wetland, with the
aspiration of preventing the stream from removing calcium-rich spring water from this
area, and allowing the relict fen to regenerate. It is also understood that the willows here
were pollarded, and other trees and vegetation cleared / thinned, between 2010 and
2011, in order to reduce overshading within this area and further assist fen regeneration
(whilst retaining sufficient stream bank vegetation to slow water flows and minimise
erosion).

3.1.16

The other main wetland area, named the ‘lower wetland’ (target note 2 on Figure 1) is
further north, at the bottom of the slope, and connected to the upper wetland by the
stream and wet flushes. This area comprises peat-rich fen-like habitat, including areas
with tufa deposition a short distance away up the hill (with associated fern-leaved hook
moss Cratoneuron filicinum). It has relatively low floristic diversity, being dominated by
water cress, fool’s water-cress and great willowherb. Other species noted here or along
the connecting wet flush include meadowsweet, wild angelica and pendulous sedge.

3.1.17

A small pond within the lower wetland area was enlarged into a larger but shallow pond
in 2010, and fitted with a concrete outflow with pluggable drainage holes, allowing it to
act as a temporary catchment for sudden floodwaters to protect nearby properties from
flooding. In September 2010 the following plants were translocated (most from the fen)
to the margins of the new pond: fleabane, creeping Jenny, silverweed, purple loosestrife,
yellow flag iris, yellow loosestrife and water starwort. The pond also supports water
cress, water mint and brooklime, together with whirligig beetles, pond skaters, water
boatmen, freshwater shrimp, dragonfly larvae and baby newts (species not specified). A
pond dipping platform was installed, but subsequently removed following an arson
incident, and an incident with a burning motorcycle driven into the pond and causing
petrol pollution was noted in the September 2017 conservation volunteers report.
Woodland

3.1.18

The southern section of the woodland has a canopy dominated by ash, with some
sycamore at its southern end, and an understorey with an abundance of field maple,
together with elder (locally frequent), crab apple, blackthorn, elm and honeysuckle
(locally frequent). The ground flora is dominated by ivy, with other species including cow
parsley, wood false brome, red currant, herb Robert, wood avens, male fern, broad
buckler fern, sweet violet, enchanter’s nightshade and hedge woundwort, together with
dog’s mercury, pendulous sedge and giant fescue near the stream.
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3.1.19

The northern section of the woodland has a sparse canopy of ash and oak, together with
hawthorn dominated scrub, and some elder, hazel (including some old hazel coppice on
the northern edge), blackthorn, bramble and common nettle, and abundant ash saplings.
Some large white willows were noted north of the concrete path, and wood speedwell
was also noted near the bottom of the hill.

3.1.20

Other species noted within the woodland include holly, yew, spindle, guelder rose, cherry
plum Prunus cerasifera, together with the non-native species Norway maple, horse
chestnut and shrubby honeysuckle.

3.1.21

An aerial photograph dated 1939-1952 suggests that the majority of the woodland cover
is relatively recent, though the trees lining the stream are likely to be older (a hypothesis
further supported by the presence of the ancient woodland indicators yellow archangel
and sweet woodruff along the stream edge).

3.1.22

In addition to the fen-specialist invertebrates noted in the desk study section above, the
patterned wing cranefly Epiphragma ocellare, the longhorn beetle Pogonochoerus
hispidus and the wasp mimic hoverfly Myathropa florea were recorded in association
with the deadwood habitats within the woodland.
Relic Limestone Grassland

3.1.23

Relic limestone grassland species were noted in the longer grass along the woodland
boundary, as well as the adjoining areas of shorter grass, notably upright brome grass
(dominant), restharrow, bird’s-foot trefoil, rough hawkbit, lady’s bedstraw and hoary
plantain, together with agrimony, common knapweed, greater knapweed, field scabious
and the fairy club fungi Clavaria cf vermicularis.

3.1.24

Sweep netting the longer grass also revealed the presence of two specimens of the
nationally scarce fly Cnemacantha muscaria.

3.1.25

In autumn 2010 this area was seeded with cowslip, common knapweed, oxeye daisy,
yellow rattle, agrimony, greater knapweed, common vetch, meadow vetchling and field
scabious to increase the margin’s botanical diversity.
Other Habitats

3.1.26

The reports touch briefly on some of the other habitats within the site. North-west of the
fen is an area of tall herb, dominated by common nettle, together with frequent great
horsetail and great willowherb. South-west of the fen is an area of rough grassland,
dominated by red fescue closer to the fen and false oat-grass elsewhere, together with
Yorkshire fog (abundant), silverweed (abundant) and meadow vetchling, and with
scattered patches of nettle, bramble and great horsetail. The amenity grassland within
the lower playing field was noted (unsurprisingly) to show evidence of nutrient
enrichment.
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Management
3.1.27

The detailed management of the various habitats within the site was informed by the
ecological surveys carried out between 2008 and 2011, and is described in the Louie
Memorial Copse, Fen and Playing Fields Management Plan (North Hinksey Parish Council
R&A Committee, October 2012).

3.1.28

In relation to the fen, the site information board states that the trees on the margins are
pollarded, and the tall rushes, sedges and other plants are cut and raked off every
autumn, in order to prevent overshading.
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4

FIELD SURVEY RESULTS
Field Survey Results (Habitats and Flora)

4.1.1

The following main Phase 1 habitats were identified by Bioscan during the field survey of
the site on 2nd November 2018:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Amenity grassland
Rough neutral grassland
Calcareous grassland
Tall ruderal
Scrub
Ash woodland
Scrubby woodland
Woodland (other)
Individual trees / tree line
Hedgerows
Stream
Pond
Wetland
Calcareous Fen
Buildings and hardstanding

4.1.2

Each habitat is mapped on Figure 1, and photographs of the key ecological features of the
site are included at Appendix 1. The characteristic species within each habitat type are
described in the following sections.

4.1.3

While the upper field is relatively flat, the lower field and woodland slope steeply
downhill from south to north.
Amenity grassland

4.1.4

The amenity grassland is used for a range of recreational purposes, and includes sports
pitches in the upper field and a children’s play area in the lower field (target note 3 on
Figure 1). The grassland was closely mown at the time of the survey, and shows signs of
nutrient enrichment. It is typified by ubiquitous species such as perennial rye-grass
Lolium perenne, cock’s-foot Dactylis glomerata, creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera,
ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata, yarrow Achillea millefolium and dandelion
Taraxacum agg.
Rough neutral grassland

4.1.5

Two parts of the site fall within this habitat category.

4.1.6

The first is the unmown edges of the amenity grassland in the lower field (with the
exception of the central calcareous grassland section). The species present here are
12

generally similar to those within the amenity grassland, with a paucity of calcareous
species (likely to due to previous improvement / nutrient enrichment). The northernmost
section is wider, and is beginning to be encroached upon by blackthorn Prunus spinosa
scrub.
4.1.7

The second is the field south-west of the fen. This grassland is very tussocky, and typified
by red fescue Festuca rubra closer to the fen and false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius
further away from the fen. Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus and cock’s-foot are also
abundant. The grassland contains frequent patches of tall ruderals and scrub, becoming
denser towards the southern end of the field, including common nettle Urtica dioica,
bramble Rubus fruticosus agg, creeping thistle Cirsium arvense and willowherb Epilobium
sp. Silverweed Argentina anserina and occasional great horsetail Equisetum telmateia are
also present.
Calcareous grassland

4.1.8

This strip of relic calcareous grassland has avoided the nutrient enrichment of the rest of
the lower field, and has been allowed to grow long in this buffer strip (photo 4 in
Appendix 1). Upright brome Bromus erectus is the dominant graminoid, with other herbs
noted including common knapweed Centaurea nigra, agrimony Agrimonia eupatoria and
the calcareous indicator lady’s bedstraw Galium verum, together with bird’s-foot trefoil
Lotus corniculatus, greater knapweed Centaurea scabiosa and field scabious Knautia
arvensis.
Tall Ruderal

4.1.9

The first area of tall ruderal vegetation is north and west of the fen, where bramble and
common nettle are dominant.

4.1.10

The second is centred on a mound in the upper field (target note 4 on Figure 1),
understood to be the filled in remains of a former skatebowl which was damaged beyond
repair by vandalism. This raised area has been left unmown, and is has been colonised by
cock’s-foot, false oat-grass, and tall ruderals including broad-leaved dock Rumex
obtusifolius, common nettle, mugwort Artemisia vulgaris and prickly sow-thistle Sonchus
asper.
Scrub

4.1.11

As noted above, the southern end of the rough grassland south-west of the fen is
overgrown with bramble scrub.

4.1.12

The other main area of scrub within the site is the eastern edge of the wildlife corridor on
the western side of the upper field (target note 5 on Figure 1). This comprises mainly
bramble, much of which is overgrown with clematis Clematis vitalba (photo 7 in Appendix
1).
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Ash Woodland
4.1.13

The woodland on the upper slope is assessed to be a modified National Vegetation
Classification (NVC) W8 (Fraxius excelsior – Acer campestre – Mercurialis perennis)
woodland. The canopy is dominated by ash Fraxinus excelsior (photo 5 in Appendix 1),
together with field maple Acer campestre at the top of the slope. The most frequently
noted understorey species were hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, hazel Corylus avellana,
yew Taxus baccata, elder Sambucus nigra and holly Ilex aquifolium, with other species
noted including crab apple Malus sylvestris, blackthorn and elm Ulmus procera. The
ground flora consists primarily of ivy Hedera helix, together with occasional wood avens
Geum urbanum, herb Robert Geranium robertianum, common nettle, pendulous sedge
Carex pendula, giant fescue Festuca gigantea, male fern Dryopteris filix-mas, broad
buckler fern Dryopteris dilatata, enchanter’s nightshade Circaea lutetiana and wood dock
Rumex sanguineus. Occasional deadwood was also noted.
Scrubby Woodland

4.1.14

The lower woodland has a sparser canopy, with occasional ash and pedunculate oak
Quercus robur trees (photo 6 in Appendix 1). Its understorey is denser than within the ash
woodland, and consists of hawthorn, blackthorn, hazel, holly, yew, field maple and elder.
The ground flora is dominated by ivy, with occasional wood avens and pendulous sedge,
and locally frequent ash saplings. Occasional areas of deadwood were also noted in this
section of woodland.

4.1.15

At the northern end of the site, north of the concrete path, is a line of large white willow
Salix alba trees.
Woodland (other)

4.1.16

The first area denoted by this habitat category is a small fragment of plantation woodland
at the southern end of the lower field, adjoining the road, and with Norway maple Acer
platanoides and field maple trees, with a ground layer of bramble and ivy.

4.1.17

The other area is the wildlife corridor on the western side of the upper field (target note
5 on Figure 1). This effectively comprises an outgrown previous double hedgerow, with a
belt of dense bramble and clematis growing along its eastern side. The species noted
here were hawthorn, ash (including one large tree), elder, Norway maple, blackthorn,
bramble, dog rose Rosa canina and clematis. A narrow gap where a previous trail led
between two hedgerows is still evident (though is now overgrown – photo 8 in Appendix
1), and the old gate leading from the road is still present.
Individual Trees / Tree Lines

4.1.18

This habitat relates to a couple of individual hawthorn trees growing along the northern
edge of the upper playing field, and to a row of planted trees along the eastern edge of
the lower playing field, including species such as cherry Prunus sp and rowan Sorbus
aucuparia.
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Hedgerows
4.1.19

Figure 1 shows the location of all the hedgerows within the site, each of which has been
given a unique code for ease of identification (e.g. H1). Figure 1 also shows which
hedgerows are considered to be species-rich and species-poor, and which incorporate
standard trees. Hedgerow photographs are included within Appendix 1.

4.1.20

The hedgerows within the site are all outgrown. The most frequently occurring hedgerow
species within the site are blackthorn, field maple and ash. The remaining species are
found only locally: hawthorn, elder, holly and box Buxus sempervirens.

4.1.21

A hedgerow is considered to be ‘Important’ in accordance with the Hedgerow
Regulations 1997 if it, amongst other criteria, has:
-

At least 7 woody species within 30m

-

At least 6 woody species within 30m and at least 3 features (as described in
methodology section)

-

At least 5 woody species within 30m and at least 4 features (as described in
methodology section)

-

At least 6 woody species within 30m including one of: black poplar, large-leaved lime,
small-leaved lime, wild service-tree (not relevant to this site)

-

At least 4 woody species within 30m and at least 2 features and is adjacent to a public
right of way (PROW)

4.1.22

Hedgerows cannot be ‘Important’ in accordance with the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 if
they are less than 20m in length, were planted within the last 30 years or lie within /
mark the boundary of the curtilage of a dwelling house.

4.1.23

For the purposes of this assessment, a hedgerow is considered to be species-rich if it
contains five or more native woody species per 30m section on average, and is
considered species-poor if it contains four or fewer native woody species per 30m section
on average.

4.1.24

Table 2 below gives an account of the woody species found within each hedgerow,
together with an assessment of their potential to meet the criteria of ‘Important’
hedgerows in accordance with the Hedgerow Regulations 1997.
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Table 2. Hedgerow assessment.
Hedgerow
reference4

Average no of
woody species
per 30m
section

Description of woody
species present
(Hedge Regs 1997
Schedule 3)

Species
richness

Description of ground
flora present (Hedge
Regs 1997 Schedule 2)

Features present /
(Notes)

Likely classification in
accordance with
Hedgerow Regulations
1997

H1

4

Hawthorn, elder, holly,
ash, box

Speciesrich

None

1 – No gaps /
(curtilage)

Not Important

H2

2.5

Ash, blackthorn, field
maple

Speciespoor

None

2 – No gaps,
parallel hedge /
(PROW)

Not Important

H3

3

Field maple,
blackthorn, ash (&
bramble)

Speciespoor

None

3 – No gaps, trees,
multiple
connections /
(PROW)

Not Important

4

As denoted on Figure 1.
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Stream
4.1.25

The stream was dry at the time of the survey. It has an outfall leading from under the
road (photo 12 in Appendix 1), and then its narrow channel passes through the ash
woodland (photo 13 in Appendix 1) until it reaches the fen, where its course has been
diverted around the eastern edge of the upper wetland (photo 14 in Appendix 1), where
the channel is heavily vegetated, before rejoining its original course. When passing
through the wet area further down the slope from the fen, the course of the stream is
less distinct, but it eventually reaches the pond at the bottom of the hill.

4.1.26

The original stream course through the fen (now diverted) is lined with willow trees Salix
sp, some of which were noted to have been pollarded (photo 21 in Appendix 1).

4.1.27

No wetland species were noted in association with the stream outside the spring-fed wet
areas, suggesting that it is likely to be dry most of the time, except during periods of high
rainfall.
Pond

4.1.28

The pond is located within the lower wetland (target note 2 on Figure 1). It was noted to
be relatively shallow at the time of the survey (only around 20cm depth of water in most
places). Pendulous sedge was noted around the pond margins, together with watercress
Nasturtium officinale, brooklime Veronica beccabunga, water mint Mentha aquatica,
yellow flag iris Iris pseudocorus and water starwort Callitriche sp. The pond has been kept
clear of overshading vegetation, and the pendulous sedge had recently been cut.

4.1.29

An oily film was noted in the southern part of the pond, possibly residual petrol from
when a burning motorcycle is understood to have been driven into the pond in 2017, or
possibly run-off from an upstream source.
Wetland

4.1.30

Target note 1 on Figure 1 denotes the upper wetland (photo 19 in Appendix 1), now
encircled by the re-routed stream. The soil in this area is damp and peaty, and it is
somewhat overshaded by trees (though there was evidence to show that parts of this
area had recently been cleared in an attempt to minimise the overshading). The upper
wetland was dominated by pendulous sedge and great horsetail, together with occasional
hemp agrimony Eupatorium cannabinum, marsh thistle Cirsium palustre and water mint.
While occasional fen species are present, suggesting that this is likely to be a relict fen,
the area is much more overshaded than the fen and is assessed to have undergone some
transition towards wet woodland habitat. There was little evidence to suggest that any
significant fen regeneration had occurred within this area since the surveys carried out
between 2008 and 2011.

4.1.31

Target note 2 on Figure 1 denotes the lower wetland, in which the pond is situated.
Pendulous sedge, meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria and great willowherb Epilobium
hirsutum were noted within this area, together with the aquatic vegetation described
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under the pond entry above. The characteristic species of the fen (e.g. hemp agrimony)
were not noted in this area. A tufa depositing area is a short distance uphill from the
lower wetland, with associated fern-leaved hook-moss Cratoneuron filicinum.
4.1.32

Between the upper and lower wetlands the stream channel is indistinct, but much of this
area is damp underfoot, and some areas dominated by sedges were noted (photo 20 in
Appendix 1).
Calcareous Fen

4.1.33

The calcareous fen area (photo 18 in Appendix 1) was noted to be damp underfoot, and
dominated by hemp agrimony, together with frequent great horsetail, and pendulous
sedge, lesser pond sedge Carex acutiformis, hard rush Juncus inflexus, giant fescue,
branched bur-reed Sparganium erectum, bittersweet Solanum dulcamara and wavy
bittercress Cardamine flexuosa.

4.1.34

The fen was noted to be relatively open, with only the edges of fen suffering (slightly)
from overshading.

4.1.35

The area immediately south of the fen has been cleared of trees and vegetation as part of
the site management works (target note 6 on Figure 1 and photo 17 in Appendix 1), and
is overlooked by an interpretation board and connected to a woodland path by a small
bridge. A log pile was also noted close to the fen’s border with the upper wetland.
Buildings and Hardstanding

4.1.36

A scout hut and pavilion are both present on the western side of the upper field
(described in greater detail in the bat survey section below), with a nearby multi-use
games area (resembling a small volleyball court).

4.1.37

A small car park is situated on the southern side of the lower field, together with a
children’s play area (target note 3 on Figure 1), and two concrete paths, one connecting
the car park with the play area, and another running east-west through the northern end
of the site and connecting Hurst Rise Road and Cedar Road.
Field Survey Results (Fauna)

Badgers
4.1.38

The information relating to badgers is within confidential Appendix 3. For reasons of
badger welfare / avoidance of persecution, this Appendix should be treated as
confidential and have a restricted distribution.
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Bats – Building Inspection Surveys
Scout Hut
4.1.39

The scout hut has exterior walls constructed from pre-cast concrete (photo 22 in
Appendix 1), with breeze block interior partition walls. It has a corrugated metal roof with
a shallow pitch, lined on the interior with MDF boarding or similar, and leaving a gap of
approximately 10cm between the metal roof and the boarding, within which the metal
roof supports are concealed. Many of the interior lining boards were noted to be missing
during the interior survey. The majority of the windows were also noted to have been
boarded up. The interior consists of a large central chamber (photo 23 in Appendix 1),
with several smaller rooms at either end, which are open to the boarded ceiling (i.e. there
is no enclosed roof void).

4.1.40

No crevices were noted in the walls, and the occasional gaps leading behind the boarded
up windows that were noted led into gaps assessed to be wider than optimal for bat
roosting, and were covered by cobwebs. While bats could potentially access the interior
of the building via gaps beneath the edges of the corrugated metal roof, the metal roof
and frame would not offer stable thermal conditions, and they are assessed to be
suboptimal for bat roosting. On this basis, the building is assessed to have negligible bat
roosting potential.

4.1.41

No evidence of bats was noted within any part of the building during the survey.
Pavilion

4.1.42

The pavilion is constructed of brick, and has a flat roof covered with roofing felt (photo 24
in Appendix 1). The whole building has three layers of ‘hanging tiles’ consisting of cut
flaps of roofing felt around the edge of the rooftop. The front of the building on its
eastern side has a small overhang constructed from wooden boarding, together with
three rows of weather boarding. Inside the pavilion comprises an entrance room (with
store cupboards) on its northern side (photo 25 in Appendix 1), and a changing room and
shower block complex on its southern side.

4.1.43

No gaps were noted in the brickwork, and no obvious gaps were noted leading beneath
the rim of the roofing felt. However, some potential small-scale bat roosting
opportunities were noted in association with occasional gaps beneath the hanging strips
of roofing felt, and a small gap was also noted beneath the lip of some wooden boarding
at the front of the pavilion (photo 26 in Appendix 1 shows these features). Given these
small-scale bat roosting opportunities, the building is assessed to have overall low bat
roosting potential (see Figure 2).

4.1.44

No evidence of bats was noted within any part of the building during the survey.
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Bats – Tree Inspection Surveys
4.1.45

Bat roosting potential within the site is summarised on Figure 2.

4.1.46

Several of the larger trees within the woodland were noted to have features giving them
significant bat roosting potential, so it is recommended that the entire woodland is
considered to have medium to high bat roosting potential.

4.1.47

Outside the woodland, the only tree noted to have any significant bat roosting potential
was a large oak with its branches pruned, with a small hole noted in the upper section of
its trunk. This tree is assessed to have high bat roosting potential. Note that this tree is on
the eastern side of a double hedgerow with a path leading through it, so is just outside
the boundary of the site (which was taken as the western side of this hedgerow).

4.1.48

Several large standard trees identified as having ‘precautionary medium’ bat roosting
potential were noted within hedgerow H3 (ash trees) and the small block of woodland
east of the car park in the lower field (maple trees), together with a single ash tree within
the wildlife corridor (target note 5). While no features associated with bat roosting were
noted within these trees, they were of a sufficient size and maturity that features could
be present, yet obscured higher up in the canopy.
Bats – Activity

4.1.49

The pond, fen and wetland areas are likely to be used by foraging bats, and the woodland
edge and hedgerows are also likely to be used by bats for foraging and commuting
purposes. The playing fields themselves are assessed as likely to be of lower value for
foraging bats.
Great Crested Newts

4.1.50

The woodland, scrub and tall ruderal habitats within the site are assessed to provide
suitable habitat for terrestrial phase great crested newts, should the species be present
on site. The closely mown amenity grass within the playing fields is considered very
unlikely to be occupied by terrestrial phase great crested newts under its current
management regime.

4.1.51

The results of the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) survey for the pond are shown by Table 3
below.
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Table 3. Great crested newt Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) results.
Index

Site Location
Pond Area (m2)
Pond Permanence
Water Quality
Shade (% Perimeter)
Impact of Water Fowl
Fish Presence
Ponds Within 1km Radius (and
without barriers to movement)
Terrestrial Habitat
Macrophytes (% Cover)
Overall HSI Value (product of 10
values)0.1 & Suitability for Great
Crested Newts

4.1.52

Value
1
0.2
0.9
1
1
1
1
0.37
1
1
0.76

Pond P1
(Onsite)
Notes
SE England
Approx 100m2
Never dries
Good
No Shade
No Evidence
(Likely) Absent
1 pond
Good
75% Cover
Good

The survey suggests that the pond offers generally suitable conditions for occupation for
great crested newts, despite being smaller than ideal for this species. While the presence
of only one other pond within a 1km radius would normally greatly reduce the likelihood
of the pond having been colonised by newts, the presence of baby newts (of unspecified
species) were noted in July 2011 (Louie Memorial Copse, Fen and Playing Fields
Management Plan, dated 2012).
Reptiles

4.1.53

The woodland, rough grassland, calcareous grassland habitats and wetland areas within
the site could potentially support populations of reptiles. Transient reptiles may also be
present within the hedgerows, wildlife corridor, scrub and tall ruderal habitats.

4.1.54

The playing fields however are considered very unlikely to support any reptile
populations given their intense management regime and frequent recreational use.
Other Species

4.1.55

The deadwood within the woodland is an important resource for invertebrates, and the
fen and wetland areas are important for specialist invertebrate species.

4.1.56

The woodland is also expected to support common woodland birds, and the hedgerows
and scrub habitat are expected to be employed by nesting birds (though the use of the
site by nesting birds is likely to be reduced in those areas which are most frequently
disturbed by recreational activities). The mown playing fields will not be able to support
nesting birds.
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5

EVALUATION
Evaluation Methodology

5.1.1

While some level of subjectivity is unavoidable when apportioning value to ecological
features and resources, certain parameters and points of reference can be used to help
ensure consistency. Those applied to the evaluation of the ecological resources within the
site are explained below.

5.1.2

Sites already possessing statutory or non-statutory nature conservation designations will
have been subjected to some form of evaluation process in the past, and their
importance defined at a geographical scale (e.g. international, national, local). For these,
evaluation will generally reaffirm their qualifying attributes, or in some cases may identify
where designation may no longer be appropriate.

5.1.3

Factors such as extent, naturalness, rarity, fragility and diversity are all relevant to the
determination of ecological value, and for the evaluation of sites and habitat features
outside designated sites, these and other criteria as described by Ratcliffe5, may be
applied. Ratcliffe’s criteria are integral to the procedure for selecting both Sites of Special
Scientific Interest and many non-statutory designation systems in the UK, and therefore
remain an accepted standard for site evaluation.

5.1.4

In applying these criteria, attention may be drawn to the relative scarcity or abundance of
features within the survey area and in the wider geographical context. Some criteria are
however absolute and not relative to scale. Ancient woodland, for example, is fragile
irrespective of whether it is being considered in an international or local context.
Similarly, the value of an otherwise poor habitat may be elevated if it is central to the
survival of a rare species.

5.1.5

Where evaluation is important for the purposes of informing decisions related to landuse planning and development control, the above approach needs to be supplemented
by consideration of whether individual species are subject to legal protection6, or
whether habitats or species are present which have been identified as ‘priorities’ for
biodiversity conservation in the UK7. Planning authorities have a statutory duty8 to
further biodiversity objectives and the presence of such resources may be material to the
determination of development control decisions9.

5.1.6

Finally, attention may be drawn to species not necessarily subject to legal protection or
identified as a priority for biodiversity conservation, but which nonetheless have an

5

Ratcliffe (1977) ‘A Nature Conservation Review’.
Principal legislation being the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as
amended), which implement the EC Habitats Directive. Some animals are protected under separate legislation (e.g. the Protection of Badgers Act
1992).
7
Biodiversity The UK Action Plan (1994), Command 2428 and subsequent Habitat and Species Action Plans.
8
Further to Section 74 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, and Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.
9
National Planning Policy Framework and associated Circular 06/2005.
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‘unfavourable’ conservation status as defined by the Red Data Book system10 or the Red
and Amber lists for birds11, or which are otherwise known to be rare or scarce in a local or
regional context.
5.1.7

Scales of comparison varying from the international to the context of the local area may
be used to define the measure of importance attached to individual features. The
definition of geographic terms can vary, but in this evaluation the geographic frame of
reference contained within the IEEM guidelines12 is used.
Site Evaluation

Designations
5.1.8

There are no statutory nature conservation designations which impinge upon the study
site. The closest is Hurst Hill Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), approximately 870m
south-west of the study site and designated on the basis of its moss, liverwort and lichen
flora.

5.1.9

The northern part of the site (fen and woodland) has a non-statutory nature conservation
designation: Louie Memorial Fields Local Wildlife Site (LWS). The designation is on the
basis of its fen habitat and surrounding woodland, and for its invertebrate fauna (much of
which is associated with the fen habitat).

5.1.10

The next closest site with a non-statutory nature conservation designation is Raleigh Park
LWS, approximately 400m east of the study site and designated primarily on the basis of
its lowland fen habitat.
Habitats

5.1.11

The key ecological interest feature of the site is assessed to be the calcareous fen. The
fen itself is assessed to qualify as a Habitat of Principal Importance (HPI) under Section 41
of the NERC Act 2006, under the category ‘Lowland Fens’. The wetland areas within the
site are also important habitats given their association with the fen, and are also assessed
to qualify as HPI, mostly under the category ‘Wet Woodland’, though the upper wetland
(target note 1 on Figure 1) could arguably also qualify as a relict fen under the category
‘Lowland Fens’. The tufa forming springs just above the lower wetland may qualify as
Annex 1 habitat listed in the EC Habitats Directive. The pond may also qualify as a HPI,
with its ecological importance being elevated by its location within the peaty lower
wetland close to areas with tufa deposition and association with the nearby fen (only
ponds of high ecological quality qualify as HPI).

10

Following the British Red Data books published by the JNCC/RSNC and the Nationally Notable (Nationally Scarce) categorisations recognised by
the JNCC.
11
Eaton, M.A., Aebischer, N.J., Brown, A.F., Hearn, R.D., Lock, L., Musgrove, A.J., Noble, D.G., Stroud, D.A. and Gregory, R.D. (2015) Birds of
Conservation Concern 4: the population status of birds in the United Kingdom, Channel Islands and the Isle of Man. British Birds 108, pp708–746.
12
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (2018) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland – Terrestrial,
Freshwater, Coastal and Marine.
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5.1.12

The ash woodland and scrubby woodland are both assessed to qualify as HPI under the
category ‘Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland’. The older section of woodland lining the
original course of the stream is assessed to be of particular importance.

5.1.13

The calcareous grassland strip is assessed to qualify as a HPI under the category ‘Lowland
Calcareous Grassland’.

5.1.14

Lastly, the three species-poor hedgerows within the site are all assessed to qualify as HPI
under the category ‘Hedgerows’ (to qualify as a HPI a hedgerow must be over 20m in
length and less than 5m wide, and have 80% or greater cover of at least one woody UK
species). Given that the ‘wildlife corridor’ (target note 5 on Figure 1) essentially consists
of an overgrown double hedgerow with an adjoining scrub belt, this is also considered to
qualify as a HPI under the ‘Hedgerows’ category. However, none of these hedgerows are
assessed to qualify as ‘Important Hedgerows’ in accordance with the Hedgerow
Regulations 1997.

5.1.15

None of the other habitats within the site are assessed to qualify as HPI, and are
considered to be of relatively low intrinsic ecological value overall.
Fauna

5.1.16

The information relating to badgers is within confidential Appendix 3. For reasons of
badger welfare / avoidance of persecution, this Appendix should be treated as
confidential and have a restricted distribution.

5.1.17

The desk study showed that many species of bats are active within the general area,
including the rarer species barbastelle, Leisler’s bat and Nathusius’ pipistrelle, and that
roosts of more common species are present within the nearby built-up area of Botley.
Bats are expected to use the habitats within the site for foraging purposes (and the linear
features for commuting), in particular the wetland areas, woodland edge and hedgerows.
The trees within the woodland were assessed to have medium to high bat roosting
potential, and several of the larger hedgerow and individual trees within the site were
assessed to have at least ‘precautionary medium’ bat roosting potential. No evidence of
bats was noted in association with the scout hut, and this building was assessed to have
negligible bat roosting potential. However, while no evidence of bat roosting was noted
in association with the pavilion, it was assessed to have low bat roosting potential due to
the presence of several small-scale bat roosting opportunities on the exterior of the
building. All species of bats found in Britain and any place they use for shelter and
protection are fully protected under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)
and the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).

5.1.18

Baby newts were noted within the pond in July 2011 (Louie Memorial Copse, Fen and
Playing Fields Management Plan 2012, Appendix 3), but the species is not specified. While
the HSI surveys suggests that the pond has overall ‘good’ value for great crested newts,
the nearest pond is approximately 700m north-east of the pond within the study site, on
the far side of a residential area, and the nearest pond with records of great crested
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newts is approximately 1.7km south-east of the pond within the study site. Given these
distances, it would normally be assessed on balance that the likelihood of great crested
newts being present within the site is low, though further investigation (e.g. by means of
eDNA surveys) on the July 2011 record of baby newts is recommended to establish which
species these are attributable to.
5.1.19

The nearest reptile records are a 1998 grass snake record from the 1km grid square
within which the study site is situated, and a 2012 slow worm record from 650m northnorth-west (separated from the site by the residential area of Botley). While the
woodland, rough grassland, calcareous grassland and wetland areas within the site are
assessed to have the potential to support populations of reptiles, the hedgerows, wildlife
corridor, scrub and tall ruderal habitats are only assessed as likely to support occasional
transient reptiles, and the intensively managed playing fields are considered very unlikely
to support reptile populations. Common reptile species are subject to partial protection
under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), and are Species of Principal
Importance (SPI) under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006.

5.1.20

The site supports a community of notable invertebrates, many of which have an
association with the calcareous fen, and immediately surrounding woodland habitat. The
following were noted: one species of Principal Importance (SPI) under Section 41 of the
NERC Act 2006, three pre-94 red list Rare species, one Nationally Scarce (Notable)
species, six Notable species, two Notable B species and one post-94 red list Near
Threatened species.

5.1.21

The woodland is also expected to support common woodland birds, and the hedgerows
and scrub habitat are expected to be used by nesting birds (particularly in those areas
with lower levels of human disturbance).
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6

PROPOSALS, IMPACTS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Proposals

6.1.1

It is understood from SWA Architects drawing number 401 rev P2 (feasibility study for
Louie Memorial Hall site, block plan) that the proposals under consideration for the
upcoming planning application are as follows:
-

Demolition of scout hut and pavilion,

-

Construction of a larger new building (with a footprint of approximately 400 square
metres) and associated small car park (8 parking spaces currently proposed) in the
north-western corner of the upper field,

-

Construction of a wheels park area over the mound covering the old skate bowl,

-

Construction of new youth adventure equipment (a zipwire, two swings and a
trampoline),

-

Addition of new floodlights to the existing sports court,

-

Enhancement of the wildlife corridor, and inclusion of a scouts woodcraft area,

-

Creation of a wildflower meadow with a mown pedestrian path on the eastern side of
the upper field.

Anticipated Impacts & Recommendations for Mitigation / Compensation

6.1.2

The impacts from the above proposals on the ecological interest of the wider site,
together with proposals to minimise each impact, are set out in Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Anticipated ecological impacts of the proposed works & recommendations for avoiding or minimising these impacts.
Impacts
Direct Impacts
The pavilion was noted to have low bat roosting potential, so its loss
could potentially impact on roosting bats (though the likelihood of
this is low).

Loss of amenity grassland and tall ruderal habitats.

Recommended Mitigation / Compensation or Further Studies
The guidelines13 recommend that buildings with low bat roosting
potential are subject to a single bat activity survey to give confidence
in a negative survey result. As such, it is recommended that a single
bat activity survey is carried out covering this building between May
and August. (Given that the bat roosting opportunities are very small,
and the building is assessed to have low bat roosting potential, it may
be possible for this survey to be subject to Condition)
Both these habitats are assessed to be of low intrinsic ecological
value, so no mitigation is proposed.
The likelihood of reptiles or terrestrial-phase great crested newts
being present in the affected areas is assessed to be low to
negligible, with no mitigation measures proposed.
[While eDNA surveys could potentially be carried out to investigate
whether or not the newts recorded in the pond in July 2011 are great
crested newts, even if this species were present in the pond it is
assessed to be sufficiently far removed from the works area, and
with widely available woodland terrestrial habitat surrounding the
pond, that the likelihood of any terrestrial-phase great crested newts
being present within the works area would be extremely low]

13

Collins, J. (ed.) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edition). The Bat Conservation Trust, London.
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Impacts
Indirect Impacts
The proposals would result in a net increase in hard surfaces in the
upper playing field. This net increase in hard surfaces should not be
substantial, given that two existing buildings are also being
removed, the wheeled sports area is proposed to be constructed
largely on the site of the former skatebowl (now covered by a
mound), and the car park is proposed to have a permeable surface.
In the absence of any mitigation, this would potentially result in
increased run-off into the stream. Given that the stream is
understood to usually be dry, this would only be a concern during
high rainfall events. However, during such events increased run-off
into the stream could potentially result in it bursting its banks in the
area where it is normally diverted away from the fen. The
hydrologist Curt Lamberth’s previous modelling work demonstrated
that the stream is of sufficient energy to cause erosion to the fen
during high rainfall events (Investigation of the Fen Hydrology and
Surface Water Flows of Louie Memorial Park, dated October 2009),
and notes in closing: ‘Proposals for land use changes within the
catchment area for the stream should be considered very carefully.
Any increase in the area of impermeable surfaces, or activities that
could lead to increased compaction should be avoided. If the
catchment becomes increasingly impermeable, the rate of surface
run-off and thus the risk from flooding would become greater’. Any
impacts on the fen would also impact upon the Louie Memorial
Fields Local Wildlife Site, and its associated invertebrate interest.

Recommended Mitigation / Compensation or Further Studies
Some suggestions from the hydrologist Curt Lamberth in his e-mail of
04/10/2018 were as follows:
-Install measures to slow the entry of water to the stream, such a
limestone chippings filled ‘soakaway’ which overflows to the surface
then into the ditch taking the runoff. Size to be sufficient to take an
average rainfall event.
-Bund the ditch into a series of low ‘cells’ to retard runoff.
-Allow ground flora to grow within ditch to further slow runoff.
Bioscan has reviewed, and is in agreement with, this expert
hydrological advice.
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Impacts
Light spill onto wildlife corridor from new floodlights and potentially
from lighting of new building, with potential impacts on bat species
using the near side of the corridor.
It is noted however that the previous baseline situation involved
floodlights close to the edge of the wildlife corridor (these two lights
are now redundant).

Recommended Mitigation / Compensation or Further Studies
It is recommended that a remote bat detector is installed along the
wildlife corridor in tandem with the bat activity survey of the pavilion
(and ideally for 5 nights), to gather information about the current use
of this feature by bats.
The new floodlights and building lighting should be angled / shielded
to minimise light spill onto the wildlife corridor.
(It is appreciated that the sports court is an existing feature, so it is
not possible to increase the distance between the floodlights and the
wildlife corridor)
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6.1.3

The key issue above is considered to be that of increasing runoff into the stream during
high rainfall events, given the high ecological value of the fen.
Enhancements / Management

Fen & Wetland
6.1.4

6.1.5

The key ecological feature of this site is assessed to be the fen. As such, the primary focus
of any ecological enhancement works should be based within in this area. A management
plan for the site, which includes the fen, already exists: Louie Memorial Copse, Fen and
Playing Fields Management Plan (Oct 2012, North Hinksey Parish Council R&A
Committee). This specified the following management for the fen and upper wetland:
-

Fen: Plant yellow rattle and wild flowers on drier areas; cut back vegetation and
willows if necessary, subject to further independent expert advice.

-

Upper Wetland (relict fen): reduce brash as necessary; create and erect nest boxes;
when necessary cut back growth of willow and other vegetation.

By contrast the draft management plan (Louie Memorial Fields Proposed Management
Plan [Judith Webb & Curt Lamberth, Jan 2011] which the above document replaced gave
more specific requirements:
-

The pollarding of the willows in the fen area will need to be repeated every year over
winter to reduce shading of the surface of the fen and upper wetland, and reduce the
total leaf area of the willows (thus reducing loss of fen water by transpiration).

-

Annual cutting of the tall fen vegetation in October and immediately raking off the cut
arisings is absolutely vital. Cutting to be reviewed after two years, then potentially the
cutting regime should be to cut only half the fen each year, in rotation.

6.1.6

In our view, the latter requirements from the draft management plan are key, and should
be incorporated into the current management plan if possible.

6.1.7

While the condition of the fen appeared to be reasonable, this is difficult to ascertain
with any great degree of certainty in November. As such it is recommended that a followup survey is carried out by an ecologist specialising in fens in spring 2019 to take a more
detailed view on the condition of the fen during the optimal survey window, and make
recommendations as appropriate for amendments to the current management plan.

6.1.8

It is anticipated that further reduction of overshading tree cover will be necessary in the
upper wetland, together with a review of the effectiveness of the current fen cutting and
raking regime.

6.1.9

It is also recommended that further efforts are made to remove what appears to be a
residual petrol spillage or similar from the pond.
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Other Areas
6.1.10

Though assessed to be less important than the fen management works noted above, the
following additional recommendations apply to the enhancement of the wildlife corridor
and provision of a wildflower meadow:
-

All new planting should be locally sourced and UK native (see the Flora Locale
approved supplier list https://www.floralocale.org/page24182).

-

The wildlife corridor should ideally primarily incorporate species which are locally
typical, such as ash, field maple, blackthorn, hazel, yew, holly, elder and hawthorn. A
diverse range of species should be used in the planting.

-

It is recommended that the existing hedgerow on the western side of the wildlife
corridor is retained to allow continuity of the wildlife corridor during the works, while
the scrub belt is removed (outside the breeding bird season, which typically runs from
March to September inclusive) and replaced with new planting. The large ash
standard within the wildlife corridor should certainly be retained.

-

The wildlife corridor should be made as wide as is possible within the constraints of
the design. If the new building could be moved further away from the wildlife corridor
to allow the corridor to be made wider then this would constitute an improvement.

-

The scouts’ woodcraft area should ideally be created within an area where the
wildlife corridor is further widened, so that it does not create an area with less
planting and higher levels of disturbance within the wildlife corridor.

-

Further wildlife enhancements could be provided within the site by installing bird and
bat boxes on standard trees in the upper field, and also along the woodland edge in
the lower field and within the woodland.
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Figures
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Appendix 1:
Site Photographs
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1. Upper playing field

2. Lower playing field

3. Rough grassland (south-west of fen)

4. Calcareous grassland margin

5. Ash woodland

6. Scrubby woodland

7. Wildlife corridor

8. Wildlife corridor

9. Hedgerow H1

10. Hedgerow H2

11. Hedgerow H3

12. Stream (inlet)

13. Stream (woodland section)

14. Stream (diverted section by fen)

15. Pond

16. Pond (oily film)

17. Fen

18. Fen

19. Upper wetland

20. Upper wetland / wet area

21. Pollarded willow

22. Scout hut

23. Scout hut (interior)

24. Pavillion

25. Pavillion (interior)

26. Pavillion (bat roosting potential)

Appendix 2:
Louie Memorial Fields
Local Wildlife Site Citation
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Oxfordshire Local Wildlife Site Citation
LOUIE MEMORIAL FIELDS

Site Code: 40X05
Grid Reference: SP483053
Area (ha): 2.8ha
Local Authority: Vale of White Horse
Last Survey Date(s): 20 March 2012
Designation Date:
Site Description
The site is woodland and scrub with a small pond, areas of fen and rough
grassland. It is situated on a north-facing slope, in an urban area and is
surrounded by residential development, an area of improved amenity
grassland and a road. There is open access and a car park to the south east
of the site.
To the southern side of the site, there is ash woodland on a west facing bank.
The canopy is dominated by ash with field maple and shrubs including holly,
hawthorn and hazel. The field layer has abundant ivy with dog’s mercury,
lord’s and ladies and germander speedwell. There is locally frequent cow
parsley in more open areas.
To the north and in central areas, there is scrub woodland. It is dominated by
hawthorn with elder, hazel and blackthorn. It includes a few canopy trees of
oak and ash. The field layer is dominated by ivy and is similar to that of the
woodland described above.
To the west, there is a stream line and an area of fen. In open areas, the fen
is locally dominated by great horsetail, hemp agrimony and lesser pondsedge. There are a range of other wetland plants including reed canary-grass,
great willowherb, water mint, greater pond-sedge and bugle. It also includes
smaller amounts of hard rush, wild angelica and sweet-grass species.
SECTION 41 HABITATS OF PRINCIPAL IMPORTANCE: Lowland fen,
Lowland mixed deciduous woodland
SECTION 41 SPECIES OF PRINCIPAL IMPORTANCE: Southern Yellow
Splinter Lipsothrix nervosa
LEGALLY PROTECTED SPECIES: badger
RED DATA BOOK SPECIES: none
Produced by TVERC

NATIONALLY SCARCE or NOTABLE SPECIES: long horned solidierfly
Vanoyia tenuicornis (nationally scarce), lauxaniid fly Cnemacantha muscaria
(nationally scarce), Seri obscuripennis (nationally threatened) and nationally
notable true flies -Thaumastoptera calceata, Ptiolina obscura, Spania nigra,

Oxycera pygmaea, Vanoyia tenuicornis, Brachyopa pilosa, Limonia trivittata
and Cheilosia soror; and nationally notable B beetles Hedobia (Ptinomorphus)
imperialis and Ischnomera cyanea.
BIRDS OF CONSERVATION CONCERN: not surveyed
Red list:
Amber list:
TYPICAL SPECIES OF FEN: reed sweet-grass, branched bur-reed, fool’swater-cress, water-cress, brooklime, lesser pond sedge, bulrush, marsh
thistle, hemp-agrimony, hedge bindweed, water mint, purple loosestrife, great
willowherb, bittersweet, meadowsweet, greater bird’s-foot trefoil and marsh
marigold.
TYPICAL SPECIES OF WOODLAND: pendulous sedge, holly, black
currant, red currant, woodruff, wood speedwell, hairy brome, guelder rose,
tutsan, yellow archangel, primrose and early dog-violet.

Produced by TVERC
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