
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
    

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

   

 
 

 

 
 
  

   

   

PINEWOOD STUDIOS DEVELOPMENT� �

FRAMEWORK AND FIVE POINTS ROUNDABOUT� �

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT� �
VOLUME 2 (APPENDICES) (PART 1)� �

DOCUMENT NUMBER 

February 2013 10a 



 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT � 

SCOPING REPORT� �

APPENDIX 2.1� �



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

      
 

 
 
 

     
       

    
      

    
 

     

  

 

    
     

 
   

 
 

Pinewood Studios Ltd 
Pinewood Studios Development 
Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Scoping Report 

224788-SCOPING 

Issue | 21 August 2012 

This report takes into account the particular 
instructions and requirements of our client. 

It is not intended for and should not be relied 
upon by any third party and no responsibility 
is undertaken to any third party. 

Job number 224788-30 

Ove Arup & Partners Ltd 
8th Floor St. James's Buildings 
Oxford Street 
Manchester M1 6EL 
United Kingdom 
www.arup.com 



� 

   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

  

 
  

   

   
   
   

  

   
   
   

   

   
   
   
   
   
   

   

   
   
  

  
 

   
  

   

   
   
   
   
    
   
   
   
   

   
   

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

Contents 

Page 

1 Introduction� 1� 

1.1�� Context 1��� 
1.2�� Purpose of this report 1��� 
1.1�� Background and rationale to the PSDF 2��� 

2 The site � 4� 

2.1�� Overview 4��� 
2.2�� West Area 6��� 
2.3�� East Area 6��� 

3 Development proposals� 7� 

3.1�� Description of proposed development 7��� 
3.2�� Scheme development and stakeholder consultation 8��� 
3.3�� Development proposals for the West Area 8��� 
3.4�� Development proposals for the East Area 8��� 
3.5�� Landscape and ecology structuring principles 8��� 
3.6�� Construction programme and effects 9��� 

4 Approach to the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 10� 

4.1�� General approach to environmental assessment 10��� 
4.2�� Stage one: Scoping 10��� 
4.3�� Stage two: Baseline data gathering and consideration of��� 

alternatives 11��� 
4.4�� Stage three: Impact assessment, identification of mitigation � 

measures and consultation 12��� 
4.5�� Stage four: Preparation of the ES and non-technical summary14 �

5 Technical environmental topics� 15� 

5.1�� Introduction 15��� 
5.2�� Topics to be included in the EIA 15��� 
5.3�� Air quality 15��� 
5.4�� Cultural heritage 17��� 
5.5�� Ecology and nature conservation 18��� 
5.6�� Ground conditions and contamination 24��� 
5.7�� Landscape and visual 27��� 
5.8�� Noise and vibration 31��� 
5.9�� Socio-economics 36��� 
5.10�� Light obtrusion 40��� 
5.11�� Transport 42��� 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� Page 1 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



� 

   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

   
   
   

 
 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

5.12 Waste 47�� 
5.13 Water Resources 50�� 
5.14 Topics to be scoped out 53�� 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012 Page 2 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

  

  

   
      

 
   

 

    

  
 

 
  

    

  
   

 

 

  
 

  
  

 

   
 

     
 

  

  

     

   

 
 

  

  
                                                 
             

            
       

1 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

Introduction 

1.1 Context 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd to undertake an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the development 
proposals for the existing Pinewood Studios and land to the north and east.  The 
proposed development is known as the Pinewood Studios Development 
Framework (PSDF). It is located at Iver Heath within the South Bucks District 
Council (SBDC) area.  

The PSDF, which is to be the subject of an outline planning application, will be 
informed by a range of detailed technical and environmental assessments. To 
allow Pinewood Studios Ltd to define what is required to secure the future of the 
UK film and screen-based industries over the next 20 years, the company is 
undertaking detailed market and business case assessments through a range of 
experts in finance, film / media and property matters. The aim of these 
assessments is to allow Pinewood Studios Ltd to understand which existing 
facilities need to be replaced and what type and scale of additional facilities and 
investment is needed. The growth strategy will be focussed on supporting the 
international film industry in the UK but will include supporting television, 
advertising and digital media. An iterative design process will then be followed to 
inform the final scale and spatial parameters/configuration of the development 
framework. 

1.2 Purpose of this report 
The results of the EIA, set out in the Environmental Statement (ES), will provide 
an assessment of likely significant environmental effects which may be associated 
with proposals by Pinewood Studios Ltd for the growth and development of its 
facilities at Pinewood Studios. 

The purpose of this report is to request a Scoping Opinion under Regulation 13 of 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
20111 (the EIA Regulations hereafter) in respect of the proposed development.  In 
line with the requirements set out in the Regulations this report provides 
information on the following: 

� � existing site (Section 2) 

� � brief description of the nature and purpose of the development (Section 3) 

� � EIA methodology (Section 4) 

� � technical environmental topics to be assessed as part of the ES (Section 5), 
and in relation to each topic, the: 

o� � baseline environment 

o� � possible effects on the environment 

1 The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (SI 2011 No. 1824) 
which replace The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) 
Regulations1999 (SI No. 293) and all amendments. 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� � Page 1 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

  

   

  
 

 

     

 
 

   
 

 
   

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

  

  

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

  

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

o� � assessment methodology. 

The Scoping Report represents the first formal phase of the consultation process 
in the EIA programme. The aim of scoping is to take a collaborative approach 
with the local planning authority and key stakeholders in order to commence early 
engagement and to reach agreement on the scope of the EIA as efficiently and as 
quickly as possible. 

It should be noted that at the time of writing, extensive stakeholder consultation is 
being carried out as part of the ongoing refinement of the PSDF design. As such, 
many of the parameters of the scheme are not yet fixed. Despite this, Pinewood 
Studios Ltd has sought to provide as much information on the development as is 
known at the time of writing.  

1.3 Background and rationale to the PSDF 
Pinewood Studios Ltd is one of the leading providers of studio and related 
services to the worldwide film and television industries. Pinewood Studios has a 
notable heritage and was home to some of the most successful feature films and 
television shows ever made. 

The existing facilities at Pinewood Studios include sound stages, an underwater 
filming stage, specialist production resources, state-of-the-art television studios, 
post production and digital content services. Furthermore, the studios offer access 
to experienced crews, together with expertise from a range of complementary 
media companies based at the Pinewood Media Park. 

Pinewood Studios Ltd contributes significantly both economically and culturally 
at the local, national and international scale. The company however currently 
finds itself under threat from global competition and as such is considering some 
works to existing facilities and significant expansion through new and additional 
capacity, which is required to ensure that Pinewood Studios can adapt and grow to 
remain competitive. 

The PSDF will allow Pinewood Studios Ltd to: 

 maximise the existing facilities within the constraints of the existing studio 
complex 

 respond to new market requirements for different configuration of stages 
(in terms of height and scale) 

 respond to new market requirements for more ancillary space to support 
productions (including more office and workshop space) 

 accommodate demand in the growing global market for film through 
provision of “stages” 

� � accommodate major changes and expansion of the television industry such 
as the move towards large scale blockbuster productions through the 
provision of studios (which in turn place the same demands on the studio 
as large scale film productions) 

� � expand the centre of excellence at Pinewood which needs more space to 
accommodate tenants who want to be based at the heart of the industry. 
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The present application follows several previous proposals for the additional 
floorspace and the expansion of the Pinewood Studios complex. Specifically these 
included: 

� � The redevelopment of the existing Pinewood Studios complex, covering 
94,700m2 of floorspace. This masterplan was granted outline planning 
permission in 2006. A full Environmental Impact Assessment 
accompanied this planning application. 

� � A scheme (known as Project Pinewood) comprising three applications: 

o� � Pinewood Studios expansion incorporating significant residential 
development 

o� � works at Five Points roundabout 

o� � works at Sevenhills Road junction. 

A full Environmental Impact Assessment accompanied the above. Of the 
three planning applications, the Pinewood studios expansion and 
residential development was refused planning permission on appeal by the 
Secretary of State, with the latter two granted consent. 

Many of the unimplemented elements of the 2006 masterplan are now to be 
superseded by the PSDF. The elements of Project Pinewood which were refused 
planning permission will not proceed. The PSDF includes the site of the refused 
permission. However, it is acknowledged that the consented works to the two 
junctions may still be necessary to support the PSDF and as such these will be 
assessed in the EIA. 
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The site 

2.1 Overview 
The proposed application site (hereafter referred to as “the site”), is located within 
the South Buckinghamshire District Council (SBDC) area. The site includes part 
of the existing Pinewood Studios complex and adjacent land to the north and east 
(separated by Pinewood Road).  For ease of reference throughout this report the 
site comprises the West Area, the existing studios complex, and the East Area, 
the area to the east of Pinewood Road (see sections 2.2and 2.3 below). Figure 1 
below shows the extent of the site and the split between the West Area and the 
East Area. For reference, Figure 2 shows the location of the two road junctions 
described on the previous page. 

Figure 1  The site of the proposed development showing the areas referred to above 
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Figure 2: approximate location of highways enhancements (proposed as part of the 2009 
application) in relation to the current PSDF scheme 

The application site as a whole covers an area of 83 hectares and lies 
approximately 6km north east of the centre of Slough and 3km west of Uxbridge.  
The context of the site‟s location is shown on Figure 3. The site is bounded to the 
west by Black Park Country Park and to the south / south-east by the residential 
area known as Iver Heath. The village of Fulmer lies to the north west of the site. 
The M25 runs north-south to the east of the site adjacent to the site. 
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Figure 3 Site context�� 

2.2 West Area 
The West Area comprises the existing Pinewood Studios complex. The extent of 
the West Area includes the west and southernmost sections of the red line 
application boundary as shown on Figure 1 to Figure 3. The West Area comprises 
operational film stages, studios, offices, workshops/production suites and internal 
roads. The West Area lies to the east of Black Park Country Park. This part of the 
site is allocated for employment purposes in the adopted South Bucks Local Plan 
1999 (Saved Policies), with the exception of some land within the Metropolitan 
Green Belt. 

2.3 East Area 
The East Area lies to the north and east of the existing Pinewood studios. The 
East Area is designated as part of the Metropolitan Green Belt. Part of the area 
was previously used for mineral extraction and as landfill for material from the 
construction of the M25 motorway. The East Area is also within the Colne Valley 
Park and contains semi-improved and improved pasture grassland, including 
hedgerows, scattered scrub and woodland.  The East Area also contains a 
woodland feature known as The Clump, detailed further in section 5.5.  
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Development proposals 

3.1 Description of proposed development 
In accordance with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) Order 2010 and DCLG Circular 01/2006, 
a series of development parameters will be set out in respect of the types of 
accommodation to be provided (use), amount (quantum of development), scale 
(height, width, length of buildings), layout, appearance, landscape and access. 
These parameters will form the basis for the final EIA. 

The proposals will result in development of the site into a fully integrated facility 
ensuring Pinewood Studios remains competitive at a national and global level 
through growth. The proposals for the site include: 

� � new film and television stages (up to 25m in height and comprising�� 
approximately a 31,000m2 net increase in GEA)�� 

� � additional back lots and temporary workshops 

� � new workshop and production space to support the new stages and back 
lots (up to 14m in height and comprising approximately 29,000m2 net 
increase in GEA) 

� � associated production and media company office accommodation (up to 
17m in height and comprising approximately 32,000m2 GEA net increase 
in GEA) 

� � additional car parking facilities 

� � selected demolitions within the existing studio site 

� � associated access, roads, landscaping, ancillary facilities and infrastructure 
works. 

In addition to the above, the EIA will assess the likely significant environmental 
effects of off-site improvements to the local highway network required to support 
the proposed development even though those improvements may not form part of 
the planning application as planning permission has already been granted for off-
site highway improvements in the areas shown on Figure 2 in section 2.1 of this 
report.  

The proposed development is anticipated to be delivered in a phased manner over 
a period of at least 15 years. 

The exact area ranges for each land use (set out in the above bullet points) are still 
being refined at the time of writing as Pinewood Studios Ltd undertakes a series 
of detailed assessments alongside the EIA and consultation processes including 
discussions with SBDC.  

The main access to the site will be from Pinewood Road, where the existing 
access is currently located. The PSDF may also include provision for an additional 
site access onto Sevenhills Road. 
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At the time of writing the viability of renewable energy options, specifically 
combined heat and power systems, are being considered by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd. The ES will outline the size and likely location of any such facilities. 

The next section outlines the ongoing process stakeholder consultation (further 
detail on the EIA process is contained in Section 4). Development proposals for 
the East and West Areas are explained further in sections 3.3 and 3.4. 

3.2� Scheme development and stakeholder 
consultation 

At the time of writing, extensive stakeholder consultation is being carried out as 
part of the ongoing refinement of the PSDF design. As such, the parameters of the 
scheme are not yet fixed. Despite this, for the purpose of this scoping report, 
Pinewood Studios Ltd has sought to provide as much information on the 
parameters of the development as is known. 

It should also be noted that the parameters shown in the development framework 
may also change as a direct result of this scoping exercise and as the opinions and 
comments of consultees including SBDC are gathered and considered.  

3.3� Development proposals for the West Area 
The West Area contains the existing studio facilities and is broadly consistent in 
its boundary with the approved masterplan (discussed in section 1.3 of this 
report). It is the aim of the PSDF to maximise the potential of the existing 
Pinewood Studios complex whilst fully integrating it with the new proposals in 
the East Area. Existing buildings within the West Area will be retained, 
demolished or reconfigured as part of the proposals and new/replacement 
buildings erected. There are likely to be elements of the PSDF which are 
consistent with parts of the approved masterplan, in terms of the uses proposed. 
However, these elements are likely to represent a small proportion of the overall 
floorspace proposed.  

3.4� Development proposals for the East Area 
The development proposals for the East Area represent the extension of the 
Pinewood Studios complex with the elements of the PSDF which cannot be 
accommodated within the West Area. The proposals will result in a fully 
integrated Pinewood Studios complex operating across the East and West Areas. 

3.5� Landscape and ecology structuring principles 
It is anticipated that the PSDF will is expected to include provision for areas of 
potential green buffer zones and ecologically sensitive areas. The purpose of the 
green buffer zones will be to form a physical barrier between the edges of the built 
development and adjoining land including the residential properties at Iver Heath. 
They will also have the potential to reduce adverse and increase beneficial 
ecological effects. 

Some ecologically sensitive areas are present within the PSDF site (including The 
Clump to the east of the East Area and various existing hedgerows across both 
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Areas). The intention is to ensure that effects on existing ecological resources are 
protected and enhanced where possible. The exact details of these areas and how 
they will be integrated into the masterplan is currently being explored by the 
design team‟s ecologist and landscape architect. 

3.6 Construction programme and effects 
The development is expected to be brought forward in phases over a period of at 
least 15 years. Assumptions will be made with respect to construction 
methodology and plant in order to assess likely significant construction effects 
and their mitigation. These are currently being considered by the project team and 
will be set out in an outline construction methodology for the project. 
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Approach to the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) 

4.1 General approach to environmental assessment 
The EIA is proposed to be carried out in four stages, as outlined below. 

Stage one Scoping 

Stage two Baseline data gathering and consultation 

Stage three Impact assessment, identification of mitigation measures and consultation 

Stage four Preparation of environmental statement (ES) and non technical summary (NTS) 

The ES will be prepared in accordance with the EIA Regulations (2011); and, so 
far as current and relevant, Circular 2/99, Environmental Impact Assessment: A 
guide to good practice and procedures (consultation paper (2006)) and from 
guidance received from SBDC, Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) and 
other published sources. 

The scope of the environmental issues proposed for assessment in the EIA is 
outlined in Section 5. These will be clarified through discussions with SBDC and 
statutory consultees. 

4.2 Stage one: Scoping 
This report represents the formal request for a Scoping Opinion. This request is 
made in accordance with the following: 

� � European Council Directive 2011/92/EU (which supersedes the 1985 EIA 
directive and associated amendments) 

� � The EIA Regulations (Regulation 13). 

This request for a Scoping Opinion has had regard to the following, so far as 
current and relevant: 

� � Circular 02/99 Environmental Impact Assessment2 

� � Circular 01/2006 Guidance on Changes to the Development Control 
System3 

� � Guidance on EIA Scoping4 

� � Environmental Impact Assessment: A guide to good practice and � 
procedures5 (consultation paper); and� �

� � Policies and guidance relevant to the environmental topics being assessed. 

A Screening Opinion has not been requested from SBDC as it is considered that 
the proposals amount to EIA development (under Schedule 2 part 10 (a) / (b) and 

2 Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) Environmental Impact Assessment: 
3 DCLG (2006) Guidance on Changes to the Development Control System 
4 European Commission (June 2001) Guidance on EIA Scoping 
5 Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) (2006); Environmental Impact Assessment: A 
guide to good practice and procedures (Consultation Paper). 
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above 0.5 hectare) and therefore an EIA will be required to be submitted with the 
planning application in accordance with the EIA Regulations. 

A Scoping Opinion is sought to reach agreement on the topics and issues that 
should be addressed as part of the EIA and reported in the ES.  As required in 
Regulation 13 of the EIA Regulations, this scoping request includes the following 
information: 

� � “A plan sufficient to identify the land; 

� � A brief description of the nature and purpose of the development and of its 
possible effects on the environment; and 

� � Such other information or representations as the person making the request 
may wish to provide or make”. 

The environmental topics that have been considered within this scoping report are: 

� � air quality 
� � cultural heritage 
� � ecology and nature conservation 
� � ground conditions and contamination 
� � landscape and visual 
� � noise and vibration 
� � socio-economics 
� � light obtrusion 
� � transport 
� � waste 
� � water resources. 
� � micro-climate 
� � sunlight, shadowing and daylighting 
� � telecommunications. 

The EIA regulations require the consideration of likely significant environmental 
effects. Effects of lesser magnitude can therefore be scoped out of the assessment. 
Further information and preliminary analysis of all the environmental topics 
above, including those to be scoped out of the EIA, are presented in Section 5. 

4.3� Stage two: Baseline data gathering and 
consideration of alternatives 

Baseline data gathering 

The existing environment forms the general baseline for the assessment, against 
which likely changes arising from the proposed development are predicted and 
evaluated. Prior to undertaking the impact assessment, the detailed baseline 
environmental conditions will be identified. A wide range of information on the 
existing environment will be obtained from observations made on site, field 
surveys, information provided by consultees and desk based information. This 
will allow the existing environmental resources present to be identified and 
evaluated. Sufficient information and data will be obtained from various sources 
to allow a robust assessment to be undertaken, appropriate to the nature and scale 
of the proposed works. 
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The baseline data used for the impact assessments undertaken for the technical 
topics, is informed through legislation, policy and guidance documents, 
discussions with the local planning authority and county council where relevant, 
and professional judgement.  The baseline data sources used to inform the impact 
assessments will be stated in the topic chapters of the Environmental Statement 
(ES). 

Data on baseline environment (and for impact assessment discussed in the next 
section) will relate to different geographic scales such as: 

 National (the UK) 

 Regional (the South East) 

 County (Buckinghamshire) 

 District (South Bucks) 

 Local6 

In line with the EIA Regulations, the ES will also indicate any difficulties 
encountered in compiling current and predicted environmental baseline 
conditions. 

Consultation 

Consultation is an important part of the EIA process. Initial consultation has 
already commenced to inform the scoping report. Where possible and appropriate, 
preliminary outcomes from these consultations are included in this report. 
Consultation will continue where appropriate with relevant stakeholders as 
outlined in Section 5 of this report. 

Alternatives 

These alternatives will be considered in accordance with Schedule 4 of the EIA 
Regulations 2011 which requires an outline of the main alternatives studied by the 
application or appellant and an indication of the main reasons for the choice 
made, taking into account the environmental effects. These will include the do 
nothing option and alternative layouts of the proposals. 

4.4� Stage three: Impact assessment, identification of 
mitigation measures and consultation 

The EIA Regulations state that the ES must describe the likely significant effects 
of the project on the environment, with reference to its possible impact on: human 
beings, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets (including the 
architectural and archaeological heritage), landscape and the inter-relationships 
between the factors. 

The methodology for the assessment varies from topic to topic. In general 
however, all of the assessments would involve a process of interaction between 
the designers of the proposed development and the process of the EIA. 
Throughout the design process, attention will be paid to the avoidance or 

6 The definition of “local” may alter depending on the individual assessment topics; for example some may refer 
to local areas of political jurisdictions such as wards, output areas or administrative areas. Where this occurs, 
the definition of “local” will be set out in the assessment section of the ES. 
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minimisation of adverse effects on the environment during the demolition / 
construction and operation of the scheme. 

The assessment will consider all types of effect, including: 

� � direct and indirect 
� � cumulative and interactive 
� � short, medium and long-term 
� � temporary and permanent; and 
� � beneficial and adverse. 

An outline demolition and construction methodology will be prepared for the 
development, describing construction phasing, plant and machinery and working 
hours. This will enable an assessment of the likely significant effects of the 
demolition and construction phase.  

The operational assessment will identify effects arising from the existence and 
operation of the proposed development. 

The EIA regulations state that all projects with the potential to create cumulative 
effects (ie. those of a size considered significant enough to be relevant) will be 
considered as part of the assessment. This will include: 

� � all development that is currently under construction or has planning 
consent (such developments are collectively referred to as „committed 
development‟); and 

� � all developments that have been submitted for planning permission and are 
awaiting determination. 

The list of projects for consideration in the cumulative assessment would be 
developed in consultation with the development control department at SBDC. 
These may include the two planning permissions granted for highway works at the 
Five Points Roundabout and Sevenhills Road (as described in section 1.3 and 
shown on Figure 2). 

Mitigation and enhancement 

Mitigation and enhancement opportunities can be identified at any stage in the 
evolution of a scheme. In this sense, EIA is an iterative process that is used to 
help refine a scheme, with the objective of reducing adverse environmental effects 
and increasing beneficial effects. In this report, mitigation is defined as covering 
the following: 

� � avoidance – measures taken to avoid adverse effects 
� � reduction – measures taken to reduce adverse effects; and 
� � compensation – measures taken to compensate for significant adverse 

effects. These would usually take the form of attempting to replace what 
will be lost. 

As a result of early environmental input to the design process, mitigation 
measures will also be incorporated into the design of the development. 
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Beyond the mitigation of adverse effects, there may be opportunities for the 
proposed development to make a positive environmental enhancement.  
Enhancement is defined as additional measures over and above mitigation.  This 
may be guided by local policy and guidance documents in addition to guidance 
provided by statutory authorities.  Such measures will be identified in the ES and 
planning submission as appropriate. 

4.5� Stage four: Preparation of the ES and non-
technical summary 

The ES of the proposed development will be prepared in accordance with the EIA 
Regulations 2011. A non-technical summary of the information will also be 
provided. 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� Page 14 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

  

  
 

      
  

   

  

  

  

  

  

 
  

  
 

   
   

     

  

  

   
 

  

  

    

  

 
 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

5 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

Technical environmental topics 

5.1 Introduction 
This section considers the technical environmental topics that should be included 
for assessment in the EIA (scoped in). Sections 5.2 to 5.13 outline the technical 
topics to be scoped in and fully assessed in the EIA. For each of the technical 
topics to be scoped in the following is given: 

 an introduction to the technical topic 

 an overview of the baseline environment 

 an overview of the approach to consultation 

 a review of potential issues 

 an overview of the assessment scope and methodology 

Following preliminary analysis, those technical topics which are proposed to be 
scoped out of the EIA are also outlined in this section of the report (Section 5.14). 
For those topics proposed to be scoped out, a justification is given for why the 
topic is not to be included in the EIA. 

5.2 Topics to be included in the EIA 
Sections 5.3-5.13 include details of those technical environmental topics that have 
been scoped in and will be assessed as part of the EIA. 

5.3 Air quality 

5.3.1 Introduction 

The air quality assessment will consider the likely significant air quality effects 
resulting from the proposed PSDF. 

5.3.2 Baseline 

The development site lies within the local authority area of SBDC, adjacent to the 
M25 motorway. The corridor along the M25 motorway is designated as an Air 
Quality Management Area (AQMA) in relation to the pollutant nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2). The eastern border of the site borders on the AQMA. 

5.3.3 Consultation 

Consultation with the Environmental Health officer (EHO) at SBDC will take 
place to agree the details of the assessment method. 

5.3.4 Potential issues 

Potential issues may include the following matters: 
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� � Due to the close proximity of the AQMA to the site, the site is considered 
sensitive in terms of air quality. 

� � During construction the development has the potential to adversely affect 
local air quality at nearby sensitive receptors through emission from 
construction vehicles and dust nuisance. 

� � The key air quality effects associated with the operation of the proposed 
development would be the increase in pollutant concentrations at existing 
sensitive receptors at locations close to the site and close to roads on which 
traffic would travel to the development. Emissions from vehicles using on-
site car parks and circulation routes will also need to be considered. 

� � Any proposed on site plant and equipment (including any proposed 
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant) used for heating or cooling which 
may impact on air quality. The presence of these sources will be included 
in the dispersion modelling where applicable. 

5.3.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

The methodology proposed includes: 

� � Assembling and reviewing existing air quality data for the baseline conditions. 
Such data will be collated from SBDC Air Quality Review and Assessment 
documents, local air quality monitoring, the Department for Transport (DfT) 
website and the Defra website. 

� � Reviewing air quality guidance and relevant national, regional and local 
planning policy with regard to air quality. 

� � Obtaining information regarding the proposed operations of the development 
to determine the potential for emissions to air. It is anticipated that the 
primary source of operational emissions associated with the proposed 
development will be traffic travelling to and from the site. 

� � Consultation with SBDC to agree the approach to the air quality assessment. 
� � Assessing the impacts of the construction and operational traffic and 

combustion plant sources (including any potential CHP) using the ADMS-
Roads dispersion model and assessing impacts using the Environmental 
Protection UK (EPUK) guidance. 

� � Assessing the potential for dust nuisance during construction using the 
Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance. 

� � Identifying appropriate mitigation to minimise the impact of the identified 
effects during construction and operational phases of the PSDF. 

The assessment of construction effects will involve a review of the proposed 
construction works during the various phases of the development to identify any 
potentially adverse effects at nearby sensitive receptors. The significance of 
effects will be assessed using the method set out in the IAQM guidance. 

The operational effects will be examined using the ADMS-Roads dispersion 
model. The pollutants modelled will be NO2 and PM10, the pollutants of greatest 
concern nation-wide. Traffic scenarios with and without the development will be 
assessed so that the significance of the impact of the development can be 
calculated. Construction and operational traffic will be assessed using this 
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method. Combustion plant sources (including any potential CHP) and car park 
sources will also be included in the dispersion model. Contour plots will be 
produced to illustrate the extent of impact from the development. The 
significance of results from the ADMS-Roads modelling will be assessed using 
the approach given in EPUK Guidance7. 

The air quality assessment will be in accordance with all relevant guidance from 
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra). 

5.4 Cultural heritage 

5.4.1 Introduction 

An assessment of the potential effects of the development on the cultural heritage 
resource will be undertaken.  This will update the previous assessment undertaken 
for the 2009 Project Pinewood application and will include an assessment of the 
existing Pinewood Studio part of the site (West Area).  Features to be assessed 
will include above and below ground archaeology, built heritage structures and 
features, historic townscape/landscape features and relevant cultural traditions. 

Available information sources will be reviewed to determine the presence of 
designated cultural heritage assets. The extensive surveys and assessment carried 
out previously will be used to assess the significance of other identified features 
and the potential for the survival of below ground archaeological remains.  An 
updated Historic Aerial photographic Interpretation Survey will be commissioned 
for the site and the Historic Environment Records (HER) will be updated. 

5.4.2 Baseline 

Baseline data on the site will be gathered through: 

� � Identifying district (South Bucks) policies, legislation and guidance 
documents in relation to archaeological and cultural heritage in South 
Buckinghamshire. 

� � Reviewing information on the history of the development area to 
understand the context within which known and potential cultural heritage 
resources are set. 

� � Desk based review to obtain any relevant available information on the 
archaeology, built heritage and landscape history of the area and region to 
include; archaeological excavations and observations; artefacts and chance 
finds; ground conditions; historic buildings within and around the site; 
information on the development history of the wider landscape, including 
intangible heritage such as traditions and art. 

� � Review of aerial photography where available. 

� � The assessment will determine the potential significance of known and 
potential heritage resources. 

7 Development Control: Planning For Air Quality (2010 Update); available from www.environmental-
protection.org.uk 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� � Page 17 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

  

  

   

 

  
    

  
  

 

    
 

 

   

  

  

 
 

  
   
  

  

   
 

 
 

  

  

  
 

  
 

  
 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

5.4.3 Consultation 
During the assessment it will be necessary to consult with relevant organisations 
such as Buckinghamshire County Archaeologist, the South Bucks conservation 
officer and the HER. 

5.4.4 Potential issues 

Potential issues may include: 

� � Impact on known and potential archaeology, built heritage and historic 
landscape features which comprise the cultural heritage. 

� � Risk of significant impact on archaeological resources is expected to be 
low; however there may be some localised areas of archaeological 
potential which will be taken into account during the EIA. 

� � The impact of proposals on the setting of built heritage features (including 
listed buildings) beyond the proposed development including impact on 
sensitive receptors and key views. 

5.4.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

The proposed methodology would include: 

� � Assess the heritage value of the site and of its setting. 

� � Assessment of the impacts of the development and consider their potential 
effects on heritage resources in the absence of mitigation. 

� � Description of mitigation objectives that would: 
o� � reduce adverse effects on resources 
o� � propose methods to protect (buried and exposed) heritage features 

from accidental damage or natural degradation. 

� � Define, if appropriate, management and action plans to be incorporated 
into subsequent stages of the PSDF. 

� � An assessment of the residual effects following implementation of � 
mitigation measures. � 

5.5 Ecology and nature conservation 

5.5.1 Introduction 

The proposals for the PSDF have the potential to affect ecological features and 
resources that are present both on and surrounding the site, through impacts such 
as habitat loss and disturbance, and changes in ecological function.  These issues 
will be identified and quantified within the ES.  

Key ecological issues have been identified through a process of consultation with 
a number of organisations in addition to ongoing ecological surveys within and 
around the site. 
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5.5.2 Baseline 

Baseline data, comprising biological records and survey results, has been obtained 
in association with previous applications. This data is currently being updated as 
required and further details are provided as follows. 

Desk study information 

Updated biological records will be gathered for the site and surrounding area (up 
to 2km), to ensure that any relevant ecological features and/or resources are 
identified and to determine the local and district context of those ecological 
resources. 

Sources of information include: 

� � Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre 

� � Buckinghamshire County Council 

� � Natural England 

� � Environment Agency 

� � OS map information and aerial photographs 

� � Relevant planning documents; and 

� � Available internet information resources or databases, including the Multi-
Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) and the 
National Biodiversity Network (NBN) websites. 

Field surveys 

No sites designated for their nature conservation interest are present within the 
boundaries of the site. Black Park Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) lies 
adjacent to the west of the West Area. 

Habitat within the West Area comprises, mature tree lines and vegetated 
boundaries, mature gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub and ruderal 
vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species poor grassland and 
plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises a matrix of woodland, scrub and (predominantly) 
grassland habitats.  The semi-improved grassland is of moderate (local) value at 
best; the secondary woodland feature (known as The Clump) and the hedge and 
tree lines that radiate out from these are of greater ecological interest and are 
historical landscape features8. 

Surveys for protected and notable species are ongoing at the time of writing and 
comprise the following: 

� � Badgers – an updated badger survey of the West Area and the East Area 
will be undertaken. 

� � Bats: 

8 Information taken from the Project Pinewood, Environmental Statement, May 2009. 
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o� � The West Area – activity and dawn surveys of the site to ascertain 
how bats are using the site for foraging and commuting purposes.  
The dawn survey(s) will also aim to identify any potential roost 
sites.  In addition, the buildings on site which are likely to be 
demolished have been classified as to their roost potential.  Based 
on this, further targeted bat surveys will be undertaken as required. 

o� � The East Area – previous surveys of the site identified both 
confirmed potential roost sites on the East Area and provided 
detailed information of features of importance for bats and bat 
activity.  An initial daytime inspection survey will be undertaken in 
2012, to update the findings of previous surveys.  This will seek to 
confirm that previous features of note are still present, and will 
identify any additional features.  Bat surveys (dusk and dawn) will 
then be undertaken where necessary. 

� � Dormice – a survey of the West Area and an updated survey of the East 
Area is in the process of being undertaken (using nest tubes and nut 
searches). 

� � Great Crested Newts – surveys of water bodies on the West Area and the 
East Area undertaken in 2012 have now been completed. 

� � Reptiles – surveys of the West Area and updated surveys of the East Area 
are currently being undertaken. 

� � Invasive species (as determined by Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)) – a walkover of the West Area and 
the East Area to identify invasive species will be undertaken. 

In addition to the above, surveys were previously undertaken on the East Area for 
breeding birds, wintering birds, flora and terrestrial invertebrates (2008 to 2009).  
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey (2012) has identified that the habitat mosaic remains the 
same as in 2008/2009; therefore, it has not been considered necessary to repeat 
these surveys.  For the purposes of assessment and mitigation, the survey results 
from previous surveys will be used and a precautionary approach will be 
undertaken. 

5.5.3 Consultation 

Consultation will be undertaken with the following regulators and local interest 
groups: 

� � Natural England 

� � Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust (BBOWT) 

� � Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC), including Black Park. 

� � South Bucks District Council (SBDC) 

� � Iver Parish Council. 

Meetings to discuss the scope of the ecological surveys and the proposed 
approaches to mitigation and compensation (where necessary), will be held as 
required.  
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5.5.4 Potential issues 

Ecological issues of likely significance may include: 

� � The loss of habitat including open grassland and scrub habitats (East Area) 
to the proposed development footprint and the effects of this upon species 
reliant upon that type of habitat.  These include potentially significant 
impacts to populations of farmland birds (such as skylark), small 
mammals, reptiles, foraging badgers and bats, and certain invertebrates.  
Such issues would be addressed through the enhancement of grassland 
habitats retained within the proposals, new habitat creation, and the 
provision of additional off-site compensation measures, if necessary. 

� � Negative impacts may also be anticipated to the connectivity function of 
retained hedgerow and tree line habitats where some severance is expected 
to occur. 

� � Further impacts to the ecological function of retained habitat features may 
be anticipated where these become subject to increased pressures (people, 
noise, lighting etc), which may affect their ability to support populations of 
notable species.  Species that might be sensitive to this sort of effect would 
include reptiles.  These issues would be addressed through the detailed 
design of the proposals to avoid and minimise impacts, wherever possible. 

5.5.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

An ecological assessment will be undertaken in accordance with the EcIA 
guidance produced by the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 
(IEEM)9. Impacts will be assessed from empirical data and through experience of 
similar schemes locally and elsewhere.  Where possible, context will be given to 
the significance of impacts by reference to UK and local biodiversity targets.  

The ecological assessment will consider all habitats and species that are relevant 
to the site and surrounding area.  The assessment will establish the conservation 
objectives of current ecological guidance and policy and will be in compliance 
with: 

� � The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

� � National Planning Policy Framework (2012). 

� � SBDC Core Strategy and the Local Plan (Saved Policies). 

� � Related planning documents. 

� � The UK and Bucks and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Action Plans. 

An assessment will be made of the potential for habitats to support species 
protected by law or otherwise of particular nature conservation value.  The 
information collected will then be used to identify potential ecological constraints 
(and opportunities) and will be used to inform any further work necessary in 
regards to the proposed development. 

The assessment will take into consideration the following: 

9 IEEM (2006), Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the United Kingdom. 
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 Size, value and sensitivity of the ecological resource.��� 

 Severity and direction of potential impacts (positive or negative); � 

 Ability of the ecological resource to recover from temporary effects.��� 

 Potential for effective mitigation.��� 

 Consideration of duration of effect (short, medium or long-term).��� 

 Consideration of whether effects will be reversible.��� 

The assessment will inform the need for any mitigation whilst highlighting 
opportunities to incorporate ecological enhancements within and outside of the 
scheme. 

The assessment will follow the IEEM Guidelines.  The value of baseline 
ecological resources is determined using desk based and field survey data. The 
likely significance of effects on ecological resources that may arise from the 
proposals during construction will then be assessed.  

Significance criteria 

The significance of effects on terrestrial ecology will be determined following the 
IEEM Guidelines with consideration of the value of the ecological receptor, the 
magnitude of the impact, and the response of the ecological receptors. 

Determining the magnitude of impact 

The magnitude of impact is determined by describing the following features of the 
impacts based on the IEEM Guidelines: 

� � Extent of impact (extent of habitat loss, number of individuals of species 
that will be affected). 

� � Location of impact. 

� � The duration of the impact (permanent or temporary). 

� � Timing and frequency of impact (for example; 24 hours a day, night time 
only, for the duration of construction). 

� � Loss or gain in area and/or quality of habitat, and/or in population size of a 
notable species. 

� � The magnitudes of the impacts of the proposed development (taking 
account of any embedded measures) will be qualitatively consistent with 
IEEM guidelines.  

Determining significance of effects 

The assessment will use professional judgement to assess the likely effects of the 
change in the habitat resource or, populations, assemblages and distributions of 
species as a result of the impacts and will assess whether these effects would be 
significant under the following definitions (IEEM Guidelines): 

� � Ecologically significant effect - „an effect (either adverse or beneficial) on 
the integrity of a defined site or ecosystem and/or the conservation status 
of habitats or species within a given geographical area‟. 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� � Page 22 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

    

 
 

 

  
 

   
 

   

    

      
          

    
     

    

  

 

      
     

     
    

  

 
 

       
        

     

 
 

        
     

  
       

     
 

 
 

   

   
  

 

      
      

   
  

 
  

  
  

  
  

 
  

    
      
    

     
   

   
 

  
 

  

 

 

  
 

  

 
 

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

� � Site integrity - „the coherence of its ecological structure and function, 
across its whole area, which enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of 
habitats and/or levels of populations of the species for which it was 
classified‟. 

Effects on conservation status: 

� � Effects that may affect the habitats‟ long-term distribution, structure and 
functions. 

� � Effects that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of the 
species‟ populations. 

Table 1 Significance criteria 
Value Site or habitat Species 

International An internationally designated site or candidate site (SPA, 
pSPA, SAC, cSAC, pSAC, Ramsar site) or an area which 
Natural England has determined meets the published 
selection criteria for such designation, irrespective of 
whether or not it has yet been notified. 

Rare within an 
international 
context. 

UK/National A nationally designated site (SSSI, NNR) or a discrete 
area, which Natural England has determined meets the 
published selection criteria for national designation (eg. 
SSSI selection guidelines) irrespective of whether or not it 
has yet been notified. 

Rare within a 
national context. 

Regional A viable area of key habitat identified in the Regional 
BAP or smaller areas of such habitat which are essential to 
maintain the viability of a larger whole 

Rare within a 
regional context. 

County A County Wildlife Sites (CWS) equivalent to Sites of 
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). The 
selection process identifies sites that support the most 
important habitats and species in Buckinghamshire. A 
selection panel, in consultation with local authorities, 
designates the sites. 

Viable population 
of a species rare 
within the county. 
Notable assemblage 
of a collection of 
key biodiversity 
species. 

District Areas of habitat identified in the relevant Natural Area 
profile or District sites that the designating authority has 
determined meet the published ecological selection criteria 
for designation. 

Viable population 
of a species rare or 
scarce within the 
locality. 
Large number or 
concentration of a 
species of local 
biodiversity interest 

Local Any non-designated habitat assemblage of moderate 
biodiversity value - areas of habitat considered to 
appreciably enrich the habitat resource within the context 
of the locality or Parish and Local Nature Reserves 
selected on relevant ecological criteria. 

Few individuals of 
a regularly 
occurring species of 
local interest or 
biodiversity value 

Within the 
site 
boundary 

The project site. Notable within the 
context of the zone 
of influence. 

The level of confidence in the assessment of the significance of effects is 
determined according to the criteria shown in Table 2, as defined within the IEEM 
Guidelines.  The level of confidence is based on professional judgement. 
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Table 2 Significance confidence criteria from IEEM Guidelines 
Confidence Criteria 

Certain/near certain Probability estimated at 95% chance or higher. 
Probable Probability estimated above 50% but below 95%. 
Unlikely Probability estimated above 5% but below 50%. 
Extremely unlikely Probability estimated below 5%. 

Residual effects 

Following implementation of mitigation measures, residual effects will be 
assessed. This will then be used to inform the requirements for any additional 
offsetting measures and an Ecology Strategy, which would be developed to 
address these needs where required.  

5.6 Ground conditions and contamination 

5.6.1 Introduction 

This section describes the existing ground conditions on and around the 
application site and reviews the likelihood of significant effects on the ground 
conditions and water resources arising from the proposed development, due to 
ground contamination.  Extensive ground contamination and monitoring results 
datasets are available for parts of the site, this information having been gathered in 
connection with previous proposals and applications. 

The proposed environmental assessment methodology, and key aspects of the 
development which may give rise to significant environmental effects arising 
from contamination are highlighted, both for the construction and operational 
phases. 

5.6.2 Baseline 

The application site includes agricultural land to the east, and the operational 
Pinewood Studios complex to the west.  The agricultural land is mostly used for 
pasture, with parts having previously been used for mineral extraction and 
restored with fill material from offsite sources.  

Data Sources 

The subsurface ground conditions and potential for ground contamination on and 
around the site have been determined from the following data sources: 

� A site-specific Landmark Information Group Ltd (Landmark) Envirocheck 
Report, commissioned by Arup in 2008.  This report contains: historical 
Ordnance Survey (OS) mapping; a comprehensive compilation of public 
domain data relating to the site, information from the Environment Agency 
(EA), South Bucks District Council (SBDC), British Geological Survey 
(BGS), Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and 
Thompson‟s Trade Directories. 

� Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) records and archives. 
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� � Records of boreholes historically drilled and installed on and near to the site 
are held by the BGS.  

� � BGS, 1:50 000 Solid and Drift Geological Map, Sheet 255, Beaconsfield, 
(2004) 

� � Historical aerial photographs. 
� � The results of a ground investigation conducted by Concept Site Investigations 

Limited (Concept), on behalf of Pinewood Studios, across parts of the site in 
April and May, 2008. 

� � The results of previous ground investigations, and ongoing gas, leachate and 
groundwater monitoring, for a part of the site formerly owned by Carillion plc 
(Carillion). 

� � The results of a ground investigation undertaken by Soil Technics Limited 
(SoilTechnics), on behalf of Pinewood Studios Ltd, on parts of the site, in 
2007. 

In addition, further information on the history and ground conditions at the site 
has been obtained in consultations with SBDC, BCC and the EA, as described 
below. 

5.6.3 Consultation 

Extensive consultation was untaken in 2008/09 with SBDC, BCC and the EA in 
connection with the previous proposals (see section 1.3 of this report).  Full access 
was given by BCC to their records of back filling relating to the part of the site 
where mineral extraction has previously taken place and the ongoing monitoring 
of the three cells. It is proposed to consult with SBDC, BCC and the EA to request 
any additional information which may have become available since 2008/09. 
Further, it is proposed to consult with the EA, during scheme development, about 
the structure and foundation types for any buildings above or close to the 
backfilled cells. 

5.6.4 Potential Issues 

Potential contamination issues arising from the proposed development may 
include: 

� � Potential direct impact, in the short term and/or long term, on groundwater and 
surface water receptors arising from existing contamination at the site which 
may be released during construction. 

� � Similarly, potential direct impact on humans (construction workers, site 
visitors and neighbours) arising from existing contamination at the site which 
may be released during construction. 

� � Potential pollution of the ground, and/or groundwater or surface water, arising 
from inappropriate storage or handling of hazardous substances, particularly 
liquids (such as fuels) during the construction period. 

� � Protection of future users of the site from landfill gases in the ground and from 
emission of those gases at the surface. 
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The development proposals would seek to avoid significant disturbance of waste 
within the three lined cells, by any re-location of waste or excavations into the 
landfill.  

Depending upon the final development and foundation proposals, it is possible 
that piling through the landfill in the cells may occur, subject to appropriate 
methodology, risk assessments and any required permits being in place.   Liaison 
with regulatory bodies will be undertaken if any landfill material within the cells 
is to be disturbed.  Environmental permits may be required in respect of 
contaminated land to carry out the proposed development should landfill material 
within the cells be disturbed. 

5.6.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

A qualitative assessment of the ground contamination issues and mitigation 
requirements will be undertaken using a source-pathway-receptor risk assessment 
methodology.  This assessment will be based upon: 

� � CLR 11, Model Procedures for Contaminated Land. 
� � A seven tier scale of Significance of Effects from Major Adverse to major 

Beneficial. 
� � The results of the ground investigations that have been undertaken at the site. 
� � The results of the past and ongoing monitoring of the three landfill cells by 

Carillion, and independent sampling and monitoring of wells within and 
around the cells by Arup. 

� � The PSDF proposals. 
� � Professional judgment. 

Construction phase 

The construction phase assessment will be undertaken using: 

� � professional judgment 
� � existing information on ground conditions 
� � available details of the proposed excavation and re-grading of the site 
� � outline foundation proposals (where available) 
� � an assumed Code of Construction Practice for the development work. 

Operational phase 

The final condition of the ground, after development, will be required to be 
suitable for use, in accordance with Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act.  
Any buildings must also be suitable for occupation in accordance with Building 
Regulations. 

The operational assessment will consider the proposed land uses for different 
areas of the site in the context of the existing ground conditions and 
redevelopment groundworks proposals.  It will also consider the development 
proposals for continued monitoring, leachate control and venting of gases from 
the three landfill cells.  The assessment will be undertaken using a source-
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pathway-receptor conceptual model and mitigation measures will be 
recommended, as necessary. 

5.7 Landscape and visual 

5.7.1 Introduction 

This chapter will provide an assessment of the anticipated effects of the proposals 
on the character and features of the landscape and on visual amenity. The purpose 
of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) will be to identify any 
potential landscape and visual impacts and to feed the results into the 
masterplanning process to ensure that mitigation is in place to prevent or reduce 
any significant adverse impacts. 

5.7.2 Baseline 

The LVIA baseline will identify: 

� � the broad landscape character of the site and its environs 

� � landscape features of value within or adjacent to the site which could be 
affected by the scheme 

� � valued features around the site such as listed buildings, conservation areas 
etc 

� � public rights of way, roads and publicly open land within and round the 
site 

� � significant views and viewpoints into and out of the site (including from 
properties around the site, roads and public rights of way) 

� � A study area for the landscape and visual impact assessment which 
includes all the landscape elements and visual receptors which are likely to 
be affected by the proposals. 

The baseline conditions will be partially established through analysis of published 
documents including landscape character assessment, planning policy, and public 
rights of way mapping; analysis of topographical mapping; and reference to 
specialist studies on ecology, arboriculture, and the historic environment.  The 
following documents will form part of the desk top study: 

� � South Bucks District Core Strategy (2011) 

� � Saved Policies of the South Bucks District Local Plan (1999 consolidated 
in 2011) 

� � South Bucks Landscape Character Assessment (2003) 

� � Thames Valley Character Area 115 – Natural England 

� � National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 

� � South Bucks Open Space, Sports and Recreational Facilities Strategy 
(2008) 
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 Colne Valley Regional Park Action Plan (2009-12). 

Field study combined with the analysis of the above documents and reference 
material will establish the baseline conditions. Landscape character will be 
surveyed with particular reference to published landscape character assessments at 
national and local scale. Physical features such as topography and the pattern and 
scale of landform, land use, settlement and vegetation will be studied on site.  The 
condition of the existing landscape and its tolerance to change will be considered.  

Field survey will be used to identify visual receptors and typical views of the 
proposals.  This will include views from properties, public rights of way, public 
open spaces and roads. 

5.7.3 Consultation 

Potential issues may include: 

 the extent of the study area 

 the criteria for establishing sensitivity and magnitude of change 

 to agree the number and range of key viewpoints to be assessed; and 

 to agree the number and location of photomontages. 

A series of design workshops and public consultation events will inform the 
landscape proposals. 

5.7.4 Potential issues 

Potential issues may include: 

 effects on the landscape character and visual amenity of the Green Belt 

 effects on the landscape character and visual amenity of the Colne Valley 
Park and Black Park Country Park��� 

 protection of valued landscape features��� 

 ensuring the proposals fit properly in their landscape setting��� 

 protecting important views and visual amenity in views from local � 
properties, roads, public footpaths and public open spaces. 

5.7.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

The Landscape and Visual Assessment (LVIA) reviews the landscape planning 
policy context for the area, describes the landscape of the site and its wider 
context, describes the aspects of the development which have potential to cause 
landscape/visual effects and measures which have been incorporated into the 
design to mitigate these effects, and identifies the potential impacts of the scheme 
upon landscape character and visual amenity. 

Changes to the landscape and views of the landscape during both the construction 
phase and the operation phase will be considered. 
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The magnitude of change for visual receptors will take in to account changes to 
the views as a result of the proposals in both daytime and at night. 

The LVIA will be prepared in accordance with the following guidance: 

� � Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Landscape 
Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment and Management, 
Second Edition, 2002). 

� � Landscape Assessment Methodology, Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges (DMRB) Highways Agency. 

Both of these guidelines are currently under review and the methodology will seek 
to accommodate recent developments in the assessment of landscape and visual 
effects.  

These guidelines are not prescriptive and the assessment will be tailored to the 
specific requirements of the proposals. 

Significance criteria 

In line with published guidance the assessment will be based on consideration of 
the sensitivity of landscape character and views to change, and on the magnitude 
of change likely to occur. 

The assessment will set out criteria for the identifying the sensitivity of different 
landscape and visual receptors to change. It will identify the key landscape and 
visual receptors and ascribe sensitivity to each receptor.  The sensitivity of 
landscape character and views will be determined as being high, medium or low.  
The following table gives indicative criteria for determining sensitivity: 

Table 3 Criteria for establishing landscape and visual receptor sensitivity 
Sensitivity Landscape character Views 

High Landscapes of recognised national or 
regional value (eg. AONB), in good 
condition, distinctive and cohesive, with 
strong and attractive landscape features. 
Landscapes which are visually open and 
which may be intolerant to change or 
susceptible to small changes. 

Viewers which have long lasting or 
permanent views which are considered to 
be important to the visual amenity of the 
area, such as those located at public 
viewing points, on public rights of way 
or at residential properties. 

Medium Moderately valued landscapes with 
some attractive attributes and 
characteristics of local significance, but 
also some detracting features. A 
pleasant but unremarkable landscape 
which may be reasonably tolerant of 
change. 

Viewers located at facilities which are 
intermittently visited so that the views 
are not long lasting or permanent but are 
considered to have some importance to 
the visual amenity of the area. eg. public 
parks and gardens, sports and 
recreational facilities. 

Low Landscapes of moderate to low 
attraction, which lack distinctiveness 
and cohesion. No landscape features 
worthy of conservation and frequent 
detracting features. Landscapes which 
are enclosed and are potentially tolerant 
of substantial change. 

Viewers with fleeting views or public 
viewpoints which are infrequently 
visited, contributing little to visual 
amenity. eg. industrial premises, 
commercial properties, vehicular 
travellers 

The assessment will describe the changes which will result from the scheme and 
assess the magnitude of change to individual visual receptors, landscape elements 
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and characteristics, together with the consequential effect on landscape character 
and visual amenity.  The magnitude of predicted change to landscape character 
and views which would occur as a result of the proposed development will be 
determined as high, medium, low or negligible.  The following table gives 
indicative criteria for determining magnitude: 

Table 4 Criteria for establishing landscape and visual receptor magnitude of change 
Magnitude Criteria for assessing change to 

landscape character 
Criteria for assessing change to views 

High The proposals would be largely 
inconsistent with the existing landscape 
character and would result in extensive 
alterations to the landscape pattern and 
features within it. 

The proposed development would 
occupy a large proportion of the view 
and would become a prominent feature. 
There would be a substantial change, 
where the proposals would have a 
defining influence on the view. The 
works would be very noticeable. 

Medium The proposals would be partially 
inconsistent with the existing landscape 
character and would result in a 
weakening or strengthening of the 
landscape pattern and features within it. 

The proposed development would 
occupy a moderate proportion of the 
view and would become a readily 
noticeable feature. Changes would 
occur where proposals would be an 
important new element in the view and 
would be readily noticeable. 

Low The proposals would be largely 
consistent with the existing landscape 
baseline resulting in some but minimal 
change to the landscape pattern and 
features within it. 

The proposed development would 
occupy a small portion of the view and 
would become a minor but visible 
feature. The proposals would be 
partially visible, fleeting or from some 
considerable distance resulting in 
limited or minor changes to the view. 

Negligible Little or no effects on landscape 
characteristics. Negligible changes to a 
landscape are considered to be 
insignificant. 

The changes to views are barely 
discernible or completely unseen. 
Negligible changes to a view are 
considered to be insignificant. 

The sensitivity and magnitude will be combined to enable conclusions to be 
drawn on the significance of any effects that are predicted upon landscape features 
and character or on people‟s visual amenity. 

The significance of landscape and visual effects will be categorised as being either 
substantial, moderate, minor or negligible and can be either beneficial (positive) 
or adverse (negative). 

Mitigation 

Mitigation is generally more effective if considered as an integral part of the site 
layout and design to avoid, reduce or offset any adverse effects on the 
environment.  Mitigation will be part of an iterative process of project planning 
and design.  The PSDF will be adapted and modified to take account of the 
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constraints and opportunities of the site and to achieve the optimum 
environmental fit.  Therefore avoidance of impact through site planning and 
design will be the preferred and primary mitigation strategy for the avoidance of 
adverse landscape impacts. 

Where it is not possible to avoid an adverse impact, mitigation in the form of 
protection of landscape features, and visual screening (using landform and/or 
vegetation) will be employed. 

Where landscape features cannot be avoided and will be lost, compensation in the 
form of replacement or creation of other appropriate substitute features will be 
employed as deemed appropriate and necessary. 

Throughout the design process opportunities will be sought to provide additional 
landscape features and areas appropriate to the new development and its wider 
context. 

Residual effects 

Residual effects will be assessed after taking in to account any mitigation built in 
to the scheme. 

Residual visual impacts will be assessed at more than one point in time to take 
account the growth of proposed planting. 

Presentation of findings 

The LVIA chapter will be illustrated with maps, aerial photographs and 
photographs to describe the baseline. 

The landscape design will be prepared in conjunction with the LVIA to avoid 
significant landscape and visual impacts.  The mitigation proposals will be 
illustrated on plans and within the Design and Access Statement and will be 
referenced in the LVIA. 

The location and number of photomontages illustrating views from key locations 
will be agreed with the LPA and will show the proposals with mitigation. 

5.8 Noise and vibration 

5.8.1 Introduction 

This section of the scoping report reviews the potential for significant effects in 
relation to noise and vibration effects from the proposed development.  This will 
inform the assessment process by defining which aspects should be investigated to 
establish how the surrounding area may be affected by noise and vibration.  This 
will ensure that the breadth and level of detail of the resulting assessment is 
adequate to support the planning application. 

5.8.2 Baseline 

The site is bordered by the M25 on the eastern boundary.  Road traffic noise 
generally dominates the noise climate.  The closest noise sensitive receivers on all 
sides of the site would be considered as part of the assessment. Specific noise 
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sensitive areas to be included in the baseline survey are described below. The 
noise sensitive areas identified as relevant to the site are: 

� � properties to the south of the site in Pinewood Green, Pinewood Close, Bond 
Close, Cedar Close, Firs Close and Ashford Road 

� � properties to the north of the site on Saul‟s Farm, Ways Farm, Cherry Orchard 
Farm House, Field End Farm and Alderbourne Farm 

� � any other noise sensitive receptors identified by site visits and/or by the local 
authority. 

A baseline noise survey will be carried out. This is described below. 

Consultation 

SBDC environmental health officers will be consulted to agree the methodology 
and locations for the baseline noise survey. 

Noise from plant machinery or industrial noise from the development once 
operational would be controlled using target criteria based on guidance and terms 
defined within British Standard BS 414210. This is based on the likelihood of the 
introduced noise source giving rise to complaints.  The determining authority, 
SBDC, would be expected to require that the target noise level from the 
development (the rating level) would not exceed the background noise level.  
SBDC will be consulted to determine the requirements of the BS 4142 
assessment. 

We will also seek to agree with the local authority that the construction noise 
assessment should follow the guidance in British Standard BS 5228, „Noise and 
Vibration Control on Construction and Open Sites‟. 

5.8.3 Potential issues 

The proposed development would potentially affect the noise climate of the area 
by altering traffic patterns, introducing plant machinery noise sources and various 
other noise sources associated with the construction and operation of the proposed 
development. 

Potential issues may include: 

� � construction of the proposed development in terms of noise and vibration 
� � changes in road traffic noise due to changes in traffic flow or composition on 

existing surrounding roads 
� � plant machinery noise associated with buildings and facilities 
� � loading/unloading associated with delivery vehicles; and 
� � noise associated with filming activities, indoor and outdoor. 

10 BRITISH STANDARDS INSTITUTION (1997), BS 4142 Method for rating industrial noise affecting mixed 
residential and industrial areas, British Standards Institution 
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5.8.4 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

Potential noise and vibration issues relating to the proposed development have 
been outlined above.  The assessment of effects will be concentrated at the closest 
noise sensitive receivers surrounding the proposed development.  However, 
indirect effects will also be considered, ie. construction and operational traffic 
potentially some distance from the sites.  A methodology will be adopted to 
compare the predicted noise levels for each potential source with the expected 
noise levels in that area if the new noise source were not introduced.  An 
assessment will be made according to the predicted change in noise level in 
relation to an appropriate assessment criterion, as defined by local or national 
policy, or by established practice.  Specific noise requirements and assessment 
criteria are described in the sections below. 

Baseline survey 

Existing noise levels will be monitored around the proposed development site to 
establish the effects of any newly introduced noise sources.  In areas where 
existing noise levels are relatively high, perhaps from road traffic noise, it is 
possible that levels predicted from a new source would not be noticeable. 
Conversely, in quieter areas, the same noise source would be more prominent.  At 
night, when background noise levels are lower, the same noise source would 
potentially be more noticeable still. 

The following monitoring locations are recommended: 

 Pinewood Green 
 Bond Close 
 Saul‟s Farm; and 
 any other noise sensitive receivers identified during the survey. 

For the purposes of the construction assessment, noise measurements will be 
taken at sensitive locations at the times representative of the quieter periods 
during the day when construction noise would be most noticeable (i.e. outside of 
peak traffic flow times).  Measurements will also be taken during the late evening 
and late at night when noise levels would be at their lowest.  This will provide 
baseline data against which operational noise sources can be assessed.  Separate 
target criteria will be appropriate for day and night-time periods based on the 
measured background noise levels.  Night-time measurement data will also be 
valuable if it is necessary to assess noise from any exceptional night-time 
construction works. 

The baseline survey will allow the collection of all necessary assessment data, i.e. 
photos, detailed notes of the noise climate and any local screening features that 
might affect the propagation of noise. 

Policies and guidelines 

The highest level noise guidance document is the Noise Policy Statement for 
England11. The noise policy vision is to promote good health and a good quality 
of life through the effective management of noise within the context of 

11 Defra (2010), Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE), available at 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/2012/04/05/pb13750-noise-policy-england/ 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012 Page 33 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

  

  
 

 

 

 

  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
   

   

  
 

  
  

  

  
 

 

 

 
  

  
 

                                                 
              

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

government policy on sustainable development.  The vision is supported by the 
aim that through the effective management and control of environmental, 
neighbour and neighbourhood noise within the context of government policy on 
sustainable development: 

� � significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life are avoided; 
� � adverse impacts on health and quality of life and mitigated and minimised; 

and 
� � where possible, the development contributes to the improvement of health and 

quality of life. 

As part of the assessment procedure for an EIA12, there is a requirement that 
significant effects should be described and measures to control any significant 
adverse effects identified.  The relevant local and national methods adopted for 
the assessment of each source of noise would be adopted.  Some of these describe 
specific requirements or thresholds for amelioration. 

Assessment Methodology 

Construction 

The construction noise and vibration assessment will rely on information 
contained in the construction methodology which will accompany the planning 
application.  Subject to consultation with SBDC environmental health officer, the 
noise assessment may be qualitative or quantitative.  If quantitative, a prediction 
of construction noise levels at surrounding receivers would be carried out.  The 
methodology described in British Standard BS 5228 would be used to model the 
noise emission to sensitive receivers based on the combined noise generated by 
each of the construction activities.  This will allow a more precise evaluation of 
the effect of the construction works relative to existing background noise levels at 
surrounding receivers and the durations of these exposures.  Mitigation measures 
can then be examined to achieve acceptable noise levels as necessary. 

A qualitative assessment would be based on agreeing general conditions to ensure 
that noise levels would not exceed certain criteria to prevent excessive noise and 
disturbance.  The likely duration of the works in any particular area near to 
sensitive receivers would also be an important factor.  For example, significantly 
increased noise levels for a short period might be viewed as acceptable by the 
determining authority (eg. less than a month).  The construction assessment 
would, in the absence of predicted noise levels, need to set out the „best 
practicable means‟ as advised in BS 5228 to minimise noise levels.  This would 
include considerations for each stage of the construction works, eg. site 
preparation, earthworks, site infrastructure development, foundations, 
superstructures, and landscaping. 

Operation 

A quantitative assessment will be undertaken to assess the operational effects of 
the proposed development (from plant and general site operations) on the local 
noise climate. The exact assessment methodology will be determined following 
consultation with the Environmental Health Officer at SBDC. 

12 As specified in the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2011 

224788-SCOPING | Issue | 21 August 2012� � Page 34 
\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\SCOPING\SCOPING 
REPORT\210812 FINAL ISSUE\PSDF EIA SCOPING REPORT.DOCX 



   
   

 

      

       
     

  

 

 
 

 

  

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

 

  

 

                                                 
           

Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 

An assessment will also be undertaken to determine any impacts associated with 
indoor and outdoor filming activities on the nearest noise sensitive receptors. 

Road traffic 

The noise exposure arising from new or altered roads associated with the 
proposed development will be calculated using the Calculation of Road Traffic 
Noise (CRTN) method13. The method creates a spatial model of the area between 
the road and the noise sensitive receiver.  The noise source levels generated by the 
road are based on the volume, average speed and composition of the traffic.  The 
resulting noise levels at selected receiver locations are then calculated taking into 
account the propagation distance, intervening screening and other effects. 

Traffic noise levels within the sites will be estimated using this method depending 
on the volume of traffic using the internal roads infrastructure.  The method 
cannot be used for very low traffic flows.  The traffic flow corrections within 
CRTN will also be used to predict how traffic noise levels are likely to change on 
the roads surrounding the proposed development as a result of additional 
development traffic. 

Buildings plant machinery 

The likely effects will depend on the prominence of the introduced noise relative 
to background noise levels at each sensitive receiver location.  The methodology 
described in BS 4142 would indicate the likelihood of complaints at nearby 
residences.  Appropriate mitigation would be considered and the residual effects 
assessed. 

For plant machinery associated with buildings a commitment would be made to 
meet a target noise criteria set by the Council (relative to the background noise 
level), to ensure these sources do not have an adverse impact.  

Other noise sources 

Depending on the layout of the proposed development other sources of noise may 
be a potential source of disturbance to surrounding areas (eg. deliveries).  If 
appropriate (depending on the proposed location) these factors should be 
considered in the assessment. 

Similarly, the siting of car parks close to the boundary, although preferable to 
noisy sources, could still be a source of noise from vehicle movements and car 
door slamming.  Depending on distance to sensitive receivers, screening and 
intensity of use, the likely maximum noise level at nearby sensitive receivers 
could be determined. 

Mitigation 

The noise and vibration impact assessment will consider the mitigation required to 
control significant adverse effects.  These measures would then be proposed as 
part of the application to ensure that any disturbance was prevented or minimised 
to acceptable levels. 

13 Department Of Transport (1988), Calculation of Road Traffic Noise, HMSO 
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5.9 Socio-economics 

5.9.1 Introduction 

As part of the EIA, a detailed socio-economic impact assessment will be 
undertaken by AMION Consulting.  It will be conducted based on the HM 
Treasury Green Book14 guidance, together with the additionality guidance 
developed by AMION Consulting for the Homes and Communities Agency15. 

There are two main aspects to the socio-economic impact assessment: 

� � The first part will review the socio-economic baseline relating to the 
Primary Study Area (PSA), South Bucks District and wider areas and 
geographical scales (set out in section 4.3). This element of the report will 
set the scene in terms of the prevailing socio-economic characteristics of 
the area. 

� � The second part of the study will comprise a detailed assessment of the 
direct, indirect and induced impacts of the proposed development on local 
(PSA), sub-national and national employment in the creative industries.  It 
will also consider the effects during both the construction and operational 
phases on economic output, as measured by Gross Value Added (GVA).  

5.9.2 Baseline 

In order to assess the effect that the proposed development would have on the 
social and economic structure of the study areas, it is necessary to establish the 
current context and prevailing socio-economic characteristics of the areas.  In 
order to achieve this, regional and national comparators will be used to benchmark 
the local data. The socio-economic baseline will be structured under the following 
sub-headings: demographics, wealth and deprivation, education, labour market 
and industrial structure and business demography. 

Baseline conditions will be established through the interpretation of nationally 
recognised research and survey information, including the following Office for 
National Statistics (ONS) data sets: 

� � mid-year population estimates 

� � annual population survey 

� � annual survey of hours and earnings 

� � claimant count 

� � Annual Business Inquiry (ABI) 

� � Business Register Employment Survey (BRES) 

� � Business Demography data.  

14 The Green Book Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government (2011)� �
15 Additionality Guide: A standard approach to assessing the additional impact of interventions; English� �
Partnerships (2008).� �
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In addition, it will also consider the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 2007 
and 201016. 

Demographics 

A trend analysis of the key demographic indicators within the PSA and 
geographical comparator areas will include a study of population levels and 
profile, age structure and ethnic mix. 

Wealth and deprivation 

The change in wealth and deprivation for the PSA and comparator areas will 
primarily be assessed through an analysis of a number of indicators of economic 
and social deprivation (IMD 2007 and 2010). These include: income; 
employment; health and disability; education, skills and training; barriers to 
housing and services; crime; and living environment. 

In addition, and to help build a more complete picture of wealth and deprivation, 
an analysis of income levels (average gross weekly earnings) will be conducted 
for comparator areas. 

Education 

Educational attainment provides a useful measure of the economic health of an 
area and an indication of its future labour market characteristics.  The educational 
attainment pattern of the PSA will be assessed in relation to the comparator areas, 
and will encompass an analysis of the population that have achieved NVQ Levels 
1-5, together with those that hold no qualifications, and those holding „other 
qualifications‟ (level unknown). 

Labour market 

Labour market trends will be assessed with reference to economic activity, 
unemployment and occupational structure.  An analysis of economic activity will 
focus on the proportion of the working age resident population that are 
economically active (both employed and unemployed), together with those 
classed as economically inactive.  In terms of unemployment, assessing the 
changes in unemployment levels in an area, compared to wider comparator areas, 
can help to build up a clearer picture of its economic situation and potential 
wealth.  An analysis of the occupational structure of the PSA and comparator 
areas will assess the proportion of residents in each area employed in the 
respective Standard Occupational Classifications (SOC).  A detailed labour 
market impact model will be developed as part of the assessment, informed by 
surveys of Media Park Tenant companies, as well as Pinewood Studio employees 
and others employed on the site. 

Industrial structure and business demography 

This section will assess the industrial structure of the PSA and South Bucks 
District (where data is available) by providing analysis of sectoral composition in 
terms of employment change by sector.  In addition, an assessment of business 
demography trends will include an analysis of the change in the number of 
business births and deaths, together with the number of active enterprises. 

16 Available from DCLG at 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/research/indicesdeprivation/deprivation10/ 
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Summary of socio-economic baseline 

A summary of the socio-economic baseline will identify the salient points to be 
considered by the assessment of both construction and operational effects. 

5.9.3 Potential issues 

Potential issues to be examined may include: 

� � the nature of the local economy and associated social and economic issues, 
taking account of the local context and the principal social and economic 
effects (both positive and negative) that may result from the proposed 
development and assess the significance of these impacts 

� � the nature of the national and sub-regional creative industries, the social 
and economic effects (both positive and negative) that may result from the 
proposed development and the significance of these impacts 

� � measures for avoiding or reducing any identified adverse impacts, and/or 
enhancing positive impacts, where possible; and 

� � residual negative impacts that cannot be mitigated and to identify any 
positive impacts from the proposed development. 

5.9.4 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

Introduction 

Having established a socio-economic baseline, the Economic Impact Assessment 
will examine the socio-economic effects of the proposed development during its 
construction and operation. 

Consideration will be given to the following likely significant effects during both 
the construction and operational phases: 

� � Direct effects:  to include construction employment and permanent direct 
employment generated by proposed land uses. 

� � Indirect effects:  relating to employment and income resulting from 
indirect and induced or multiplier effects.  This will include the assessment 
of possible leakage; displacement; and repositioning (the effect of the 
project on other parts of the District), and the effect on existing social 
infrastructure. 

� � Wider socio-economic effects:  where relevant, to include the effect on 
enterprise, inward investment and regeneration elsewhere as a 
consequence of the project. 

Construction phase 

During the construction phase, the increase in employment as a result of 
construction activities will be assessed.  

The likely gross effect on construction employment will be calculated by dividing 
the total construction cost by the average turnover per construction employee at 
the appropriate spatial level. 
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Evidence-based adjustments will be made to gross figures in relation to leakage, 
displacement, multipliers and deadweight in order to derive net additional 
impacts. 

Operational phase 

The level of new permanent employment generated during the operational phase 
will be estimated by applying standard employment density assumptions to the 
anticipated floorspace areas.  The results of survey work and published research 
will be used to determine the potential indirect and induced impacts of the project. 

Again, evidence-based adjustments will be made to gross figures in relation to 
leakage, displacement, multipliers and deadweight in order to derive net 
additional impacts.  

Consideration will also be given to the wider impacts such as: 

� � supporting innovation through new technology and collaboration 

� � image and tourism 

� � community benefits 

� � upskilling and learning opportunities for learning providers 

� � potential economic impacts on UK exports/trade and the Balance of 
Payments, as well as the Exchequer; and 

� � the cultural effects arising from increased contribution to the creative 
industries. 

Mitigation measures 

This section will consider what mitigation measures are required to negate the 
impacts of any adverse effects identified within the socio-economic assessment. 

The potential to mitigate any adverse impact on local businesses and residents 
during the construction phase will be assessed.  Opportunities to promote local 
recruitment and training, as well as local procurement will be identified. 

A residual effect assessment will assume that any identified mitigation measures 
have been adopted during both the construction phase and completed 
development. The extent to which employment created through the construction 
phase would be beneficial will be assessed, together with identifying the likely 
timeframe and spatial level. In addition an assessment will be made on the 
existence of any residual effects in relation to employment and other key elements 
of the project. A short summary and conclusion with regard to any residual effects 
will be provided. 

Assessment summary matrix 

A summary table will highlight the key impacts, mitigation measures and 
resulting residual impact, whilst indicating the following significance criteria: 

� � M, m, s, n (Major, moderate, slight, negligible); 

� � +ve or –ve (positive or negative); 

� � D,I,S,C (Direct, Indirect, Secondary, Cumulative); and 
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 P,T (Permanent, temporary). 

5.10 Light obtrusion 

5.10.1 Introduction 

The main consequences of light obtrusion are the loss of dark night skies and our 
view of the stars, our perception of a satisfactory night time environment and 
damage to wildlife habitats. Light obtrusion also manifests itself as unnecessary 
energy waste. 

Light Obtrusion is now considered a statutory nuisance by the 2005 Clean 
Neighbourhoods and Environment Act and planning applications typically require 
a light obtrusion study. The purpose of such a study is to quantitatively compare 
the existing nocturnal lighting conditions with the proposed external lighting 
scheme. An objective opinion can then be provided on the impact of the new 
lighting proposals. 

In brief, the light obtrusion study will gather data on the baseline nocturnal 
lighting scene, using photographic and empirical methods. The findings of the 
survey can then be compared quantitatively with computer simulations of the 
proposed external lighting scheme. The data will also be cross referenced with 
the appropriate, recognised, guidance documents (set out below in the 
methodology section). Conclusions and recommendations can then be provided on 
any necessary mitigation (luminaire selection, control systems and guidance on 
compliance with the codes and regulations) related to the reduction of light 
obtrusion thus enabling a successful lighting scheme with no significant adverse 
effect on the night environment. 

5.10.2 Baseline 

A lighting survey will be undertaken of the whole site (East and West) to reveal 
the background baseline lighting scene; ie. that which is experienced by the local 
inhabitants and nocturnal wildlife. The East Area of the application site is 
currently undeveloped, and so provides no significant light obtrusion. 

5.10.3 Potential issues 

The PSDF includes construction on previously undeveloped land. This has the 
potential to create obtrusive light effects in the following locations: 

 within the development 
 towards existing neighbouring properties 
 towards existing wildlife habitats. 

These issues will need to be identified and quantified, to the extent possible, 
within the EIA. Other potential lighting-related issues for the PSDF site include: 

 Light spill from the development to existing properties surrounding the site 
from site-based lighting such as facade lighting, beautification lighting and 
street lighting. 
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� � Light spill to commercial buildings within the development from any site-
based lighting. 

� � Temporary light spill to properties both within and surrounding the site from 
night-time filming activity. 

� � Glare effects to roads in and around the site from new permanent and 
temporary lighting. 

Light Obtrusion has four associated characteristics: 

� � Light into windows – eg. spill light from a badly aimed floodlight straying 
beyond the task area and into a neighbouring dwelling. 

� � Source intensity – eg. how bright the source appears to an observer. 
� � Skyglow – a combination of Direct Upward Light and Indirect Upward Light. 

This effect is often seen as an orange glow in the night sky. 
� � Façade luminance – eg. excessive decorative floodlighting on a building 

façade. 

In many cases, light obtrusion can often be significantly reduced without 
detriment to the lighting task by correctly aiming floodlights, selecting more 
efficient floodlight optics or simply switching off any unnecessary external 
lighting. 

The potential for light obtrusion can be assessed during the project design stage 
and necessary mitigation put in place to minimise this negative impact on our 
environment. 

5.10.4 Consultation 

Consultation with SBDC will be undertaken to agree the scope of the light 
obtrusion assessment, focussing on light spill from the proposed development to 
existing surrounding properties. The relevant reference documents and 
requirements for lighting-related issues to be addressed in the EIA will be agreed. 

5.10.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

Reference documents against which the EIA assessment shall be completed 
include the following: 

� � ILP17 Guidance Notes For The Reduction Of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011 
� � Clean Neighbourhood And Environment Act 2005 – Sections 101-103 
� � Statutory Nuisance From Insects And Artificial Light18 
� � CIE19 1-1980. Guidelines For Minimising Urban Sky Glow Near 

Astronomical Observatories 
� � CIE 31-1976. Glare And Uniformity In Road Lighting 
� � CIE 66-1984. Road Surfaces And Lighting 
� � CIE 94-1993. Guide For Floodlighting 
� � CIE 115-1995. Recommendations For The Lighting Of Roads For Motor 

And Pedestrian Traffic 

17 Institute of Lighting Professionals 
18 Guidance on Sections 101 to 103 of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 
19 Commission Internationale de l'Eclairage 
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� � CIE 126-1997. Guidelines For Minimising Sky Glow 
� � CIE 129-1998. Guide For Lighting Exterior Working Areas 
� � CIE 132-1999. Design Methods For Lighting Of Road 
� � CIE 136-2000. Guide To The Lighting Of Urban Areas 
� � CIE 150:2003. Guide On The Limitation Of The Effects Of Obtrusive 

Light From Outdoor Lighting Installations. 

Obtrusive light within and external to the site will be assessed against the latest 
light obtrusion criteria as well as relevant national, regional and local planning 
policies, as outlined above. 

The baseline data gathering and assessment will include: 

� � A visit to the site and environs by night to take measurements: a) vertical 
plane illuminance, i.e. light trespass from the site, from all designated 
viewpoints and the site perimeter and, b) luminance measurements looking 
towards the site (ie. how bright the existing development is). 

� � Taking digital photographs for software analysis to determine the existing 
lighting conditions at each viewpoint. These would be calibrated using the 
site measurements, enabling the photograph to be used for intensity, glare and 
threshold increment analysis. 

The impact assessment will include the following stages: 

� � Create a 3D model including existing site buildings, proposed buildings, and 
topography extending to all designated viewpoints. 

� � Simulate the proposed lighting scheme using the 3D model and verify the 
scheme in terms of the above guidance notes for limiting light obtrusion. 

� � Compare the data from the simulated proposed lighting scheme with the 
baseline survey to assess the impact of the new lighting scheme. 

5.11 Transport 

5.11.1 Introduction 

The planning application will be accompanied by a full Transport Assessment 
(TA).  The TA will be undertaken by the Applicant‟s transport consultant Vectos.  
The findings of the TA will also be presented in the Transport chapter of the ES. 

5.11.2 Baseline  

Baseline conditions for each mode of transport to be assessed will be established. 
The current network of each mode of transport infrastructure and the 
“background” travel demand carried by these modes determines the existing 
baseline conditions. Reference will be made to any proposed or major upgrade in 
infrastructure that will affect the future transport capacity of the modes of 
transport serving the site. Other known developments or constraints will also be 
considered. 

The baseline assessment will include the following: 
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� � Description of the site and surrounding area. Details would include the 
key transport and highway features and current operation of the local road 
network. 

� � A review of public transport services and quantification of level of current 
usage. Description of committed public transport developments and 
programmes. 

� � Review of traffic patterns on the surrounding road network and 
quantification of current traffic flows on links and junctions within the 
study area. 

� � Identification of “committed development” schemes and trip generation 
arising from those schemes in the vicinity of the site (to be discussed and 
agreed with BCC and the Highways Agency). 

� � Examination of historical road traffic personal injury accident records. 

� � Identification and quantification of current traffic management regimes 
and related issues. 

� � Identification of any schemes relating to proposals for improving transport 
infrastructure and availability. 

Public transport 

The TA will outline existing public transport services operating in the surrounding 
and wider area. Information will be provided on the frequency of services, 
location of bus stops, mainline rail and London Underground (LUL) stations. 

Slough rail station is approximately 8km from the site and Gerrards Cross 
approximately 6.5km and these give access to Chiltern and First Great Western 
mainline services to London, Reading, Oxford.  

Uxbridge London Underground Station is approximately 6km from the site and is 
served by the Metropolitan and Piccadilly lines.  

The nearest bus stop is located approximately 1.6km from the site on Bangors 
Road North and is served by the bus route 44 which operates between Uxbridge, 
Langley, Slough and Britwell.  

Pedestrian and cycle networks 

The TA will describe existing walking and cycling networks and facilities, 
including nearby pedestrian / Toucan crossings and cycle routes and parking.  

Local highway network 

The TA will identify the road hierarchy and critical junctions in the surrounding 
highway network. 

To assess the highway impact of the development proposals, the existing traffic 
conditions on the local highway network will be established from traffic surveys. 
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Traffic surveys were carried out in July 2008 in the vicinity of the site.  The 
surveys included Automatic Traffic Counters (ATCs), fully classified vehicle 
counts, origin and destination vehicle surveys and pedestrian crossing counts.  

Automatic traffic counts and fully classified traffic counts were also undertaken in 
June 2012.  ATCs were installed for a week from Thursday 21st June.  The fully 
classified traffic counts were also carried out on Thursday 21st June.  The survey 
locations for the 2012 counts are shown on Figure 4 and Figure 5 overleaf. 

Figure 4: ATC survey locations 
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Figure 5: Turning count survey locations�� 

Road safety 

Personal Injury Accident (PIA) data will be obtained from Buckinghamshire 
County Council (BCC) for the latest five year period for the local area. The TA 
will include an analysis of the severity, casualty type and location of recorded 
accidents and identify any accident „hotspots‟ or trend in causality. 

5.11.3 Consultation 

In order to establish the exact scope of works and the parameters for assessment, 
detailed discussions will be held with BCC Highways Officers and the HA. 

Discussions will continue with officers of BCC and the HA in developing the TA. 

The TA will be prepared in accordance with Department for Transport (DfT) 
Guidance on Transport Assessment20 document.  

5.11.4 Potential issues 

The assessment of likely significant effects would include the following: 

 Trip generation estimates to and from the application site. 

 Prediction of modal split of person trips associated with the development. 

 Identification of times when transport impact is at its greatest, i.e. the peak 
combination of background network trips (both public transport and 
highway peak). 

20 Department for Transport; Guidance on transport assessment; March 2007 
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� � Provision of traffic projections at key links and junctions on the highway 
network. 

� � Assessment of the impact of the development proposals on the local 
highway network using industry-standard software such as ARCADY, 
LinSig and VISSIM where appropriate. 

� � Assessment of base and future traffic flows to identify whether impacts 
will occur beyond the study area which may require further investigation. 

� � Consideration of safety of cyclists and pedestrians. 

� � Examination of historical data for accident factors, trends and types of 
accident including type of road user. 

� � Assessment of public transport demand and comparison with capacity of 
public transport provision. 

� � Consideration of other initiatives to encourage a modal shift from private 
car to public transport. 

Where appropriate, transport mitigation measures will be proposed and assessed. 
Potential mitigation measures for the likely effects are likely to be:  

� � Indication of improvements and measures to be provided within the site to 
assist with the development of a more sustainable approach to transport 
within the area. 

� � Implementation of a Travel Plan. 

5.11.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

Within the ES, an assessment of the effects of the development on all transport 
modes will be undertaken, both during construction and upon completion.  

The TA will include a comprehensive description of the development proposals 
for the site to include land use, site access, parking and servicing proposals. 

The means of access to the site for visitors, staff, emergency and servicing 
vehicles will be identified. The TA will review the adequacy of these access 
points in relation to capacity and vehicle manoeuvring. It will detail the proposed 
access strategy, including junction layouts, operation and safety for all users. 

The TA will include details of how pedestrian and cycle routes to and through the 
development will be catered for and encouraged, and will include details of 
parking for cyclists. 

The potential effects during the construction phase of the development, including 
temporary disruption to pedestrians, cyclists and road vehicle users and temporary 
traffic generation in relation to Heavy Goods Vehicles during the construction 
works sits outside the scope of the TA and will be considered separately in the 
Transport and Access section of the ES.  
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5.12 Waste 

5.12.1 Introduction 

The purpose of the waste assessment would be to establish the likely significant 
environmental effects of solid waste generation in relation to the types and 
quantities that would be generated, the quantity of residual waste requiring 
disposal to landfill and the available capacity of waste management infrastructure 
in the county (Buckinghamshire) and regional area (South East of England) to 
manage this residual waste fraction.  

Landfill capacity in the UK is becoming increasingly scarce. Further, the Waste 
Hierarchy advocates the use of landfill disposal only as a last resort. This is due to 
a range of potential adverse effects associated with its use, such as resource 
depletion, methane production and nuisance effects (eg. dust and odour).  The 
Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 201121 also requires that a waste 
producer must apply the waste hierarchy to decisions concerning the management 
of its waste. The concept of available waste management infrastructure capacity in 
the county and regional area is also important in light of Planning Policy 
Statement 10 (Planning for Sustainable Waste Management) that advocates the 
use of the Proximity Principle such that waste is managed as close as possible to 
the point of its production without reliance on other communities to do this.  The 
likely significant environmental effects of solid waste generation can be lessened, 
therefore, through waste prevention strategies and diversion from landfill via re-
use, recycling and recovery.     

5.12.2 Baseline 

The baseline will establish the types, quantities and methods of management of 
solid waste currently generated at the site of the proposed development and within 
the county and regional area. It will also describe the availability (types and 
capacity) of existing and planned waste infrastructure for managing waste in the 
county and regional area. 

Baseline information will be gathered via a desk-based exercise from the 
information sources described further below.  These information sources will also 
be used to identify base case conditions for the relevant assessment periods, which 
would be: 

� � The duration of the construction programme for assessment of construction 
effects. 

� � The first full year of operation of the proposed development for assessment of 
operation effects.  

Information on the types, quantities and management methods of solid waste 
currently generated at the site is unknown but will be obtained directly from 
Pinewood Studios Ltd as appropriate.  Where this data cannot be obtained, 
existing waste arisings will be quantified using published waste generation rates 
applicable to the nature of the construction and operational activities undertaken. 

21 Statutory instruments no. 988 (2011): Environmental Protection, England And 
Wales; The Waste (England And Wales) Regulations 2011 
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Latest available published information from a range of sources, primarily 
Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) and the Environment Agency, will be 
used to identify existing and projected waste arisings, waste management methods 
and waste infrastructure capacity within Buckinghamshire and the South East of 
England.  

5.12.3 Consultation 

Where required, consultation will be undertaken with SBDC and BCC to help 
identify and / or confirm information on county and regional waste arisings, 
regional waste infrastructure capacity and relevant policies that should be taken 
into account during the assessment process.  

It may also be necessary to consult with other statutory and non-statutory 
consultees, such as the Environment Agency and/or representatives of the waste 
management industry to verify data on waste management arisings or availability 
of waste infrastructure in the county and regional area. 

5.12.4 Potential issues 

Potential issues may include: 

� � Solid waste generated during the construction phase. 
� � Demolition of existing buildings within the Pinewood Studios complex (West 

Area). 

� � Construction of new buildings within the site. 

� � The extent of any excavation and earthworks required is unknown at the 
present time but may be required given the scale of the proposed development.  
The construction, demolition and excavation waste (CDEW) generated by 
these activities may comprise of a variety of non-hazardous, hazardous and 
inert wastes.  

� � Solid waste would also be generated by occupants of the new buildings and 
stage facilities during operation.  This is likely to comprise mainly of non-
hazardous commercial and industrial (C&I) waste from the media production, 
workshop and office activities proposed. 

5.12.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

The nature and scale of the construction activities proposed mean that large 
quantities of CDEW may be generated, albeit only for a limited period of time, 
during the proposed construction programme.  Operational waste would be 
generated on a permanent basis throughout the lifetime of the proposed 
development, the scale of which will give rise to a net increase in the quantity of 
C&I waste generated at the site during each year of operation.  

The amount of solid waste likely to be generated during both construction and 
operation would need to be quantified and assessed in relation to the amount of 
residual waste that may require off-site disposal to landfill and the available 
capacity of waste management infrastructure in the county and regional area to 
manage this residual waste fraction.  
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Methodology: general 

The types and quantities of solid waste likely to be generated will be forecast and 
an assumption made with respect to the proportion likely to be diverted from 
landfill via re-use, recycling and recovery during both construction and operation 
of the proposed development.  These assumptions may be based upon corporate or 
government targets for the management of CDEW and C&I waste.  Alternatively, 
they may be based upon existing levels of landfill diversion performance 
applicable to CDEW and C&I waste in the county and regional area.    

The quantity of solid waste requiring landfill disposal will be assessed in relation 
to the quantity of landfill disposal capacity projected to be available during the 
relevant assessment periods for both construction and operation.  This may 
include non-hazardous, hazardous and inert landfill capacity according to the 
types of solid waste likely to be generated.  Waste significance criteria used to 
judge the severity of the likely significant environmental effects identified will be 
based upon professional judgement. 

Mitigation measures will be specified that are designed to further reduce waste 
generation and divert waste from landfill using methods that obtain maximum 
value from the waste produced.  This is in accordance with the waste hierarchy 
that advocates, in descending order of preference, waste prevention, re-use, 
recycling and composting, energy recovery and landfill as a last resort. 

Mitigation will take into account national, regional and county waste management 
policy and guidance where identified as being of relevance to the proposed 
development.  Mitigation measures will also reference any statutory requirements 
of relevance, including the current requirements of the Site Waste Management 
Plan Regulations22. 

The assessment of residual effects, following the consideration of any mitigation 
or enhancement measures identified, will be undertaken on a qualitative basis. 

Construction 

The types and quantities of solid waste likely to be generated during construction 
will be identified as follows: 

� Demolition: based on pre-demolition audit data or otherwise forecast using the 
WRAP Demolition Quantities Estimator (part of the WRAP Designing Out 
Waste Tool for Buildings).23 

� Excavated materials: based on scheme information for the volume of 
excavation required and ground conditions. Information on ground conditions 
will be obtained to assess whether any excavation arisings are likely to be 
inert, non-hazardous or hazardous in nature. 

� Construction and fit-out: estimated based on the proposed quantum of 
development and using published waste generation rates applicable to the 
nature of the construction activities being undertaken (eg. BRE SmartWaste 
Indicators for new build construction).24 

Operation 

22 The Waste Site Waste Management REGULATIONS 2008, SI no: 314.� �
23 WRAP Designing Out Waste Tool for Buildings http://dowtb.wrap.org.uk/. � 
24 BRE (2012) BRE Waste Benchmark Summary Data: Issued 10 January 2012 [online] available at� �
http://www.smartwaste.co.uk/page.jsp?id=37 (accessed May 2012).� �
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The quantity of solid waste likely to be generated during operation will be 
estimated based on the proposed quantum of development and using published 
waste generation rates applicable to each type of operational activity to be 
undertaken, ie. media production, workshop and office activities.25 

5.13 Water Resources 

5.13.1 Introduction 

The water resources assessment will cover issues relating to surface water and 
foul drainage, hydrology and flood risk, groundwater resources and water quality 
(excluding contamination, see section 5.6). 

5.13.2 Baseline 

General 

The extent to which the site is developed or not developed including the nature of 
the developed parts and underlying aquifer will be assessed. 

The site lies outside any designated Groundwater Source Protection Zones but is 
within the Colne Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy as designated by 
the Environment Agency (EA) at the boundary between the confined and 
unconfined chalk aquifer. 

Topography 

The topography and drainage of the site and its relationship to the EAs flood 
mapping will be assessed. Both the West and East Areas fall within Flood Zone 1 
(low risk area). 

5.13.3 Consultation 

During the previous Project Pinewood proposals (which covered the East Area), 
the Environment Agency was consulted with regard to the flood risk. They 
confirmed that the area now referred to as the East Area, does not lie within a 
floodplain and provided guidance on the content of the required Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) with the main consideration being surface water runoff and 
drainage. 

Existing service records for the surrounding areas were obtained from Three 
Valleys Water (water supply) and Thames Water (sewers) as part of Project 
Pinewood. Both organisations were also approached for information on the 
available capacity in their networks as part of the previous consultation. These 
two key providers conducted assessments of their respective networks and 
identified the new works required to accommodate the additional water supply 
demand and wastewater generated by Project Pinewood. Demands for Project 
Pinewood were dominated by the significant residential component.  The PSDF 
will not include any residential development and will focus on the provision of 
stages and support facilities and provision of new media park office space. The 

25 Such as those taken from British Standard Institution’s Waste Management in Buildings: Code of Practice 
(BS 5906:2005) for commercial office, retail and hospitality activities. 
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new demand for water supply and wastewater disposal will therefore be 
substantially less than would have been required for Project Pinewood. 

Additionally, the reconfiguration of parts of the West Area including the 
demolition of some buildings, will allow improvements in efficiencies to be made 
to the existing site and facilitate reduced water consumption and wastewater 
generation. It is proposed therefore that the approaches to supplying water and 
disposing of wastewater that informed the Project Pinewood application will be 
carried forward in assessing the environmental impacts for the PSDF application. 

5.13.4 Potential issues 

The potential issues that might result from the construction and operation of the 
development in the absence of mitigation or appropriate design could be as 
follows: 

� � Increased surface water runoff due to increased paved area and changes to 
topography/ground levels resulting in increased flood risk at the West Area 
and the East Area and/or increased flood risk off-site and potential adverse 
effects. 

� � Increased foul discharge to local sewer network resulting in adverse effect. 

� � Increased water demand from local water supply network resulting in adverse 
effects; or increased water demand from local water supply network resulting 
in adverse effect on the regional water resources such as the River Colne. 

� � Increased abstraction from the local deep aquifer causing lowering of water 
table resulting in adverse effects. 

� � Discharge of polluted water to local watercourses (eg. due to poor 
management of run-off from car-parks either directly or indirectly) resulting in 
adverse effects. 

� � Discharge of polluted water to the ground could have adverse effects on the 
underlying aquifers where presence of the protective upper clay layer is 
thin/non-existent.  

5.13.5 Methodology and scope of the assessment 

The methods used to identify key issues include:  

� � Assembling and reviewing existing surface water and hydrological data for the 
area. 

� � Reviewing available information on surface water and groundwater control 
systems and any foul water drainage and existing potable supply to the site. 

� � Reference to consultation outcomes with the Environment Agency, Thames 
Water and Three Valleys Water undertaken as part of the Project Pinewood 
Application in 2009 for the area now referred to as the East Area. 

� � Consideration of relevant local, national and European policies and guidance. 

� � Undertaking a site visit. 
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Based on the issues highlighted in the previous section, the proposed scope for the 
water resources assessment will be: 

The assessment of effects from construction will include a qualitative assessment 
of likely discharges, abstractions and water quality impacts.  

The effects operational assessment will include: 

� � Quantification of likely future storm water runoff rates and volumes and 
comparison with existing situation (desktop-based).  

� � Quantification of likely future foul peak and average discharge rates and 
comparison with existing situation (desktop-based).  

� � Quantification of water consumption and comparison with existing situation 
(desktop-based).  

� � Outline water supply strategy taking account of demand reductions from 
efficient water fittings in all new and replaced buildings, site wide adoption of 
rainwater harvesting site, potential use of greywater harvesting and potential 
groundwater abstractions to offset demands on local supply network. 

� � Outline foul water disposal strategy based on adoption of off-site network 
upgrades identified for Project Pinewood and consideration of an on-site 
treatment alternative. 

� � Outline surface water drainage strategy based on adoption of sustainable 
drainage systems (SuDS). 

� � Qualitative assessment (desk-based) of likely water quality impacts of any 
discharges (direct or indirect).  

As identified above, the change in demand for water supply and wastewater 
disposal created by the PSDF is likely to be significantly less than was determined 
and assessed as part of the previous Project Pinewood due to the elimination of 
the residential development.  As the analyses of the providers‟ offsite networks 
and the determination of upgrades needed to match the much higher additional 
demands were conducted at that time, it has been assumed that principles can be 
adopted for the PSDF.  The works relate to new offsite pipes and whilst the 
overall length of connections is unlikely to change, the pipe sizes will be reduced. 

Thames Water and Three Valleys will be engaged for their opinion by 
correspondence at the baseline data gathering stage. 

The proposals will be considered in the light of good practice for water 
conservation. Mitigation opportunities (eg. water recycling and re-use, SuDS, 
alternative water sources) will be identified for potential incorporation into the 
design. Residual impacts will also be assessed. 

A flood risk assessment will also be produced based on guidance provided by the 
EA for a site of this size that lies within Flood Risk Zone 1. 
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5.14 Topics to be scoped out 

5.14.1 Micro-climate 

In general terms, the effects of a building on the wind environment at pedestrian 
level becomes significant when there is a substantial height difference between the 
height of the proposed buildings and those of the surrounding area.  

Experience indicates that buildings of around 10 to 12 storeys above ground are 
likely to produce wind effects that might require full wind tunnel testing to assess 
the likely effects on the pedestrian level wind environment.  The PSDF will 
comprise buildings which at their tallest are 25m in height, as such, the likely 
effects on the pedestrian level wind environment are considered to be insignificant 
and therefore assessment of micro-climate effects as part of the EIA is not 
considered necessary.  

5.14.2 Sunlight, shadowing and daylight assessments 

Due to height of the buildings proposed as part of the PSDF it is considered that 
the potential for sunlight / shadowing effects and daylight issues on nearby 
properties / landowners or within the development itself are not likely to be 
significant. Further to this, in the Project Pinewood 2009 application, the sunlight 
and daylight assessment, found there to be little or no effect on surrounding 
dwellings (only negligible to moderate effects in a few areas). As such, it is 
proposed to scope sunlight, shadowing and daylight studies out of the EIA.  The 
effects of light obtrusion (pollution) will however be assessed as part of the EIA 
(see section 5.10). 

5.14.3 Telecommunications 

New buildings and structures can have an effect on television reception in the 
local vicinity, as a result of signal shadowing and reflection effects. The height of 
the tallest buildings and structures proposed in the PSDF will be 25m. 

Due to the relatively high location of the existing satellite and terrestrial television 
transmitters that serve this area, the potential for shadowing and reflection effects 
from the development is considered to be low and therefore unlikely to result in 
any significant impacts on radio and television reception.  On this basis, it is 
considered that an assessment of television and radio interference is not necessary 
and can be scoped out. 
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Issue for Planning

Landscape

Five Points Roundabout
Planting plan

Pinewood Studios Development
Framework and Five Points
Roundabout

Pinewood Studios Ltd

Pinewood Road, Iver Heath,

Buckinghamshire, England SL0 0NH

13 Fitzroy Street
London W1T 4BQ
Tel +44 (0)20 7636 1531 Fax +44 (0)20 7580 3924
www.arup.com

north

NOTE:
1. Refer to Five Points Roundabout Tree Removal
Plan (plan reference FPR-TR-001) for visibility splay.

LEGEND

F

M

F

H

M

F

F

S

Existing trees

Acer campestre - feathered

Alnus glutinosa - multi stem

Betula pendula - heavy standard

Betula pendula - multi stem

Betula pendula - feathered

Carpinus betulus - feathered

Fagus sylvatica - feathered

Quercus robur - standard

Proposed shrub planting

Five Points Roundabout Junction- Plant Schedule and Specification

Planting
Code

Species & Form
Age / Condition or no.

times transplanted
Girth (cm)

Overall height
(cm)

Clear stem (cm) Root condition
Minimum Size or

Range (litres)
Origin

Min. no. of
breaks /
branches

%age Density QUANTITY

F Acer Campestre - feathered 2x - 125-150 - B - UK 3 as shown as shown 9

M Alnus glutinosa - multi stem 3x - 200-250 - RB - UK 2 stems as shown as shown 18

H Betula pendula - heavy standard 3x 12-14 300-425 175 - 200 RB - UK 5 as shown as shown 8

M Betula pendula - multi stem 3x - - 200-250 RB - UK 2 stems as shown as shown 1

F Betula pendula - feathered 2x - 125-150 - C 5 UK 2 as shown as shown 6

F Carpinus betula - feathered 2x - 125-150 - B - UK 2 as shown as shown 12

F Fagus sylvatica - feathered 2x - 125-150 - B - UK 2 as shown as shown 9

S Quercus robur - standard (standard) 2x 8-10 250-300 175-200 RB - UK 3 as shown as shown 17

- as shown as shown 80

Shrub Code Species
Age / Condition or no.

times transplanted
Girth (cm)

Overall height
(cm) Habit Root condition

Minimum Size or
Range (litres)

Origin
Min. no. of

breaks /
branches

%age Density QUANTITY

S1

Crataegus monogyna 1 + 1 - 40-60 - B - UK - 30% 1m centres 900
Corylus avellana 1 + 1 - 40-60 Branched B - UK 2 20% 1m centres 600
Ilex aquifolium - - 30-40 Bushy C 2 UK 2 15% 1m centres 450

Rosa canina 1 + 0 - 40-50 Branched B - UK - 15% 1m centres 450
Salix caprea - - 40-60 Branched C 2 UK 3 5% 1m centres 150
Viburnum opulus - - 40-60 Branched C 2 UK 3 15% 1m centres 450

3000
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Issue for Planning

Landscape

Five Points Roundabout
Seeding Plan

Pinewood Studios Development
Framework and Five Points
Roundabout

Pinewood Studios Ltd

Pinewood Road, Iver Heath,

Buckinghamshire, England SL0 0NH

13 Fitzroy Street
London W1T 4BQ
Tel +44 (0)20 7636 1531 Fax +44 (0)20 7580 3924
www.arup.com

north

NOTE:
1. Refer to Five Points Roundabout Tree Removal
Plan (plan reference FPR-TR-001) for visibility splay.

LEGEND

Trees, to be retained

Seeding Type 1

Seeding Type 2

Seeding Type 3

Five Points Roundabout Junction - Seed Mixes

Seed Mix Type Provenance
Sowing Rate

Quantity (kg)

Type 1 Permanent Grass (Salt Tolerant) UK 20 1450 29

Type 2 Permanent Grass with Wildflowers UK 10 1450 14.5

Type 3 Woodland Rides and Shade UK 10 3800 38

Seed Mix Type 2
% Grass Species (80%) % Wild Flower Species (20%)
5 Agrostis capillaris 0.5 Achillea millefolium
3 Alopecurus pratensis 0.5 Centaurea nigra
3 Anthoxanthum odoratum 1.0 Centaurea scabiosa
2 Briza media 1.0 Daucus carota

10 Cynosurus cristatus 1.0 Dipsacus fullonum
8 Dactylis glomerata 0.5 Filipendula ulmaria
3 Deschampsia caespitosa 1.0 Galium mollugo
3 Deschampsia flexuosa 1.0 Geranium pratense
3 Holcus lanatus 1.0 Knautia arvensis
2 Hordeum secalinum 1.0 Leucanthenum vulgare
5 Festuca arundinacea 1.0 Plantago lanceolata
2 Festuca longifolia 1.0 Prunella vulgaris
8 Festuca ovina 2.0 Ranunculus acris
8 Festuca pratensis 2.0 Silene dioica
8 Festuca rubra ssp rubra 2.0 Silene vulgaris
2 Koeleria macrantha 0.5 Tanacetum vulgare
2 Phleum pratense 0.5 Torilis japonica
3 Trisetum flavescens 0.5 Trifolium pratense

1.0 Vicia cracca
1.0 Vicia sativa

Seed Mix Type 1
% Grass Species (100%)
35 Dawson Slender Red Fescue
25 Enprima Smooth Meadow Grass
25 Fults Reflexed Saltmarsh Grass
10 Highland Browntop Bent
5 Palestine Strawberry Clover

Seed Mix Type 3
% Grass Species (80%) % Wild Flower Species (20%)
5 5 Agrostis capillaris 1.0 Campanula trachelium

10 10 Brachypodium sylvaticum 0.5 Fragaria vesca
10 10 Cynosurus cristatus 1.0 Gallium mollugo
10 10 Deschampsia cespitosa 1.0 Geranium robertianum
10 10 D flexuosa 2.5 Geum urbanum
15 15 Festuca rubra ssp rubra 1.5 Hypericum perforatum
10 10 Luzula sylvatica 1.5 Lychnis flos-cuculi
10 10 Poa nemoralis 0.5 Primula vulgaris

1.0 Prunella vulgaris
2.0 Silene alba
3.0 Silene dioica
2.0 Stachys sylvatica
0.5 Stellaria holostea
1.0 Teucrium scorodonia
1.0 Viola riviniana
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NOTE:
1. The Tree Removal Plan is based on the junction
layout and the visibility splays as shown on plan
reference 110125/B/26 Rev B (which is based on
A068065-35-18-02 Rev A).
2. Proposed vertical alignments are indicatively
shown and are to be discussed with
Buckinghamshire County Council.
3. Refer to 'Five Points Roundabout and Denham
Road - Seven Hills Road Arboricultural Impact
Assessment' Landscape Planning Ltd.
4. Tree removal and arboricultural work to be carried
out in accordance with the Highway Agency Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges.
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Proposed Junction Layout

north

Trees along the new exposed edge shall be assessed by a
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd., in 2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the 
outline planning application for development within Pinewood Studios (West 
Area) and a green-field site adjacent to the east of Pinewood Studios (East Area).  
As part of the suite of surveys undertaken for the proposed development, a Phase 
1 Habitat Survey was undertaken and it is the results of this survey that are 
reported here.   

1.1.1 The site 

The West Area comprises the existing operational studio complex and associated 
buildings and infrastructure.  Habitat within the West Area includes, mature tree 
lines and vegetated boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, standing water, dense 
continuous scrub and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, 
rough species poor grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises an area of green-field land located between Pinewood 
Studios and Pinewood Road to the west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat 
within the East Area comprises a matrix of secondary woodland, mature tree lines 
and hedgerows, dense scrub and (predominantly) semi-improved grassland 
habitats.   

It is proposed that the West Area would be subject to the redevelopment of 
existing buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building use and the 
construction of new buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the usage 
of the site.   The East Area would be subject to the construction of additional 
studio space, workshops and office space with associated infrastructure. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 (Appendix A) and should be referred 
to for the locations of specific features referenced in this report. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 

Legislation 

The principal legislation relating to ecological resources, that are relevant this 
appraisal, are as follows: 

• Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 

• Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (which consolidates 
all the various amendments made to the Conservation [Natural Habitats, &c.] 
Regulations, 1994)   

• Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act 2000; 

• Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006; 
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• The Protection of Badgers Act 1992; and 

• Hedgerow Regulations 1997. 

Species specific legislation is described in further detail in the following 
paragraphs. 

Bats 

All species of bat are strictly protected in Europe and in the UK by the Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 
1994. This protection makes it illegal to intentionally kill, injure, capture or 
disturb bats, and to damage, destroy or prevent access to roost sites. 

Bats are listed as priority species under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP).  
The Bucks BAP includes plans for Daubenton’s bat, noctule, brown long-eared 
bat, pipistrelle and Natterer’s bat. 

Great Crested Newt 

The great crested newt is strictly protected in Europe and in the UK under the 
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) 
Regulations 1994. It is illegal to deliberately kill, injure, capture or disturb great 
crested newts or to obstruct access to areas where they live and breed.  Their 
habitat is also protected against damage or destruction. This legislation applies to 
all life stages including eggs, tadpoles, juveniles and adults. Great crested newts 
are listed as a priority species under the UK BAP.   

Dormouse 

The dormouse is strictly protected in Europe and in the UK under the Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 
1994.  It is illegal to intentionally kill, injure, capture or disturb dormice, and to 
damage, destroy or prevent access to their place of shelter.  

Dormouse is listed as a priority species under the UK BAP.   

Badger 

Badgers are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 and under 
Schedule 6 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  This makes it 
an offence to wilfully kill, injure, take, possess or cruelly ill-treat a badger or to 
attempt to do so; to interfere with a sett by damaging or destroying it; to obstruct 
access to a badger sett; or to disturb a badger whilst it is occupying a sett.  Certain 
works within 30 metres of a sett therefore require a licence, which is issued by 
Natural England.   

Birds 

Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), all birds, their nests 
and eggs are protected by law and it is thus an offence, with certain exceptions, to 
intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird; intentionally take, damage or 
destroy the nest of any wild bird whilst it is in use or being built; and intentionally 
take or destroy the egg of any wild bird. 

Additional protection is offered to those scarce species listed on Schedule 1 of the 
Act such that it is an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb any wild bird 
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listed on Schedule 1 while it is nest building, or at a nest containing eggs or 
young, or disturb the dependent young of such a bird.  

Reptiles  

All British native reptile species are afforded at least some level of protection 
under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Common lizards, grass 
snakes, adders and slow worms are protected from killing and injury only. 
Protection is not extended to their habitats.  Therefore, construction activities 
should not result in the death of individual reptiles where they are known to occur.  

Invertebrates 

Certain scarce or rare invertebrates are listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), affording them protection against possession 
and sale and, in some cases killing and injury or deliberate destruction of their 
habitat. 

The UK BAP lists invertebrate species which are considered to be especially 
threatened or scarce. Following a review of priority habitats and species in June 
2007, a list containing 411 such species was formally adopted.  The Bucks BAP 
includes plans for the hornet robberfly and striped lynchis moth. 

Hedgerows 

Important hedgerows are protected by the Hedgerows Regulations 1997.  Under 
the regulations, it is against the law to remove or destroy important hedgerows 
without permission from the local planning authority.  Permission is required 
before removing hedges that are at least 20 metres in length, over 30 years old and 
meet certain criteria (e.g. contain certain species of plant). 

Invasive Plants 

Japanese knotweed was introduced to the UK during the nineteenth century. This 
species has since become invasive, displacing native flora and reducing 
biodiversity. It is known to damage the integrity of structures and damage 
hardstanding, obstruct drainage channels or sight lines, and displace channel 
protection systems and erosion control materials. Growth is predominantly by 
vegetative means by root fragments (rhizomes), or by the base of the stem (crown) 
and stem fragments. 

It is illegal under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to carry 
out any activities that result in increasing the spread of Japanese knotweed. 
Japanese knotweed is classified as controlled waste under the Environmental 
Protection Act (1990).  Guidelines from the Environment Agency are in place to 
control the plant, including measures addressing its excavation and disposal. 

Policies and Guidance 

Biodiversity Action Plans 

As a result of new drivers and requirements, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 
Framework', published in July 2012, has now succeeded the UK BAP.  In 
particular, due to devolution and the creation of country-level biodiversity 
strategies, much of the work previously carried out under the UK BAP is now 
focussed at a country level.  Additionally, international priorities have changed: 
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the framework particularly sets out the priorities for UK-level work to support the 
Convention on Biological Diversity's (CBD's) Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 
2011-2020 and its five strategic goals and 20 'Aichi Targets', agreed at the CBD 
meeting in Nagoya, Japan, in October 2010; and the new EU Biodiversity 
Strategy (EUBS) in May 2011. The UK BAP lists of priority species and habitats 
remain, however, important and valuable reference sources (see below)1. 

The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) was produced in accordance with the 
1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity.  It describes the UK’s biological 
resources and commits a detailed plan for the protection of these resources, 
focusing on key habitats and species considered to be of particular significance to 
nature conservation within a UK context. 

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes BAP (Bucks BAP) promotes the 
protection and enhancement of the region’s most important and distinctive 
animals, plants and habitats, as well as its regional-level contribution to the UK 
Action Plan. 

Priority species and priority habitats listed under the UK BAP and Bucks BAP are 
addressed at all levels of UK planning policy, the aim of this being that 
development contributes to halting further losses and encouraging population 
enhancement.  Under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act 2006, it is now the duty of all governmental departments to take BAP species 
into account as a material consideration in the determination of planning 
applications. 

BAP species have been taken into account when assessing the value of ecological 
resources. 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published in April 2012 
replaces all Planning Policy Statements and Guidance (PPSs and PPGs) to set out 
the government’s planning policy in a less complex and more accessible manner.  

The stipulations for conservation and enhancement of the natural environment 
state that the planning system should minimise the impacts on biodiversity and 
where possible restore degraded or depleted habitats.  

The overall aim is to contribute to the government objective to halt the overall 
decline in biodiversity through the establishment of coherent ecological networks, 
that are more resilient to current and future environmental pressures. There has 
also been a range of conservation and enhancement principles established to guide 
planning processes and decisions. 

Local planning authorities have been given responsibility to set the strategic 
approach for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of 
biodiversity networks through planning at the landscape-scale, often across local 
authority boundaries.  

The NPPF emphasises the importance of local green space and states that Local 
Planning Authorities should plan positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of biodiversity networks and green infrastructure. 

                                                 
1 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5705-theme=textonly  
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The England 2020 Biodiversity Strategy 

The England Biodiversity Strategy 2020 (August 2011) was published by Defra in 
response to the National Environment White Paper. It sets the Government’s 
objectives for halting the net loss of biodiversity by 2020 and promotes the 
recognition of the intrinsic value of the benefits from biodiversity, by society. 

It emphasises the landscape-scale and ecosystems approach for the demonstration 
of the benefits obtained from ecosystem services, their interactions and feedbacks 
rather than a species approach in order to establish more coherent and resilient 
ecological networks.  

South East Plan 

The South East Plan (May 2009) sets out the spatial planning framework for the 
region for the period 2006-2026. The following policies are incorporated into the 
plan: 

Policy NRM5 ‘Conservation and Improvement of Biodiversity’ states that “local 
planning authorities and other bodies shall avoid a net loss of biodiversity, and 
actively pursue opportunities to achieve a net gain across the region” and “they 
shall require green infrastructure to be identified, developed and implemented in 
conjunction with new development.” 

Policy NRM7 ‘Woodlands’ includes policies for “protecting ancient woodland 
from damaging development and land uses” and “promoting the effective 
management, and where appropriate, extension and creation of new woodland 
areas”. 

Cross-Cutting Policy CC2 ‘Climate Change’ includes mitigation measures to 
adapt to forecasted climate change scenarios through the implementation of local 
planning policy, encouragement of behavioural changes and investment 
programmes to reduce significant greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide 
emissions. In relation to biodiversity and wildlife, particular attention has been 
focused on the promotion of land use that acts as carbon sinks and the provision 
of opportunities for species and habitat migration. 

Cross-Cutting Policy CC8 ‘Green Infrastructure’ will involve the collaboration of 
local authorities and partners to “plan, provide and manage connected networks of 
multi-functional green infrastructure” whilst incorporating other natural features 
that will “increase the environmental capacity of the locality as a whole”.  

The Local Nature Partnership for Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes Draft 
Strategic Action Plan 

This draft Strategic Action Plan2 produced in July 2012 provides an objective 
assessment of the needs and opportunities facing the natural environment in the 
county and the role that Local Nature Partnerships (LNPs) can play in addressing 
these issues. 

The Plan is in response to the recent Natural Environment White Paper (July 
2011) and provides guidance on meeting the targets outlined in it. 

                                                 
2 https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/documents/s14779/APP%20-
2%20Second%20draft%20Strategic%20Action%20Plan%20V2_0%20170712-
Nature%20Partnership.pdf 
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The LNP board are expected to approve this draft in autumn 2012 with a vision to 
place the natural environment at the heart of decision making. This should be 
reflected in policy, decision making and actions in both the private and public 
sector and has been divided into a series of strategic objectives and opportunities 
for intervention. 

The key objectives for nature conservation and biodiversity have been emphasised 
within three of the six categorised natural benefits; healthy conditions for life 
(high quality habitats), the perceptions of place (biodiversity hotspots) and active 
engagement with nature (public access to nature).  

Maintenance, enhancement, strategic planning and LNP engagement have been 
highlighted as necessary objectives to develop a framework to support landscape-
scale projects and influence spatial planning in the county. 

South Bucks Core Strategy 

The South Bucks Core Strategy3 Document is a key document for the Local 
Development Framework which sets the long-term vision, objectives and broad 
strategy for accommodating future development in the district up to 2026. It was 
adopted in February 2011 and superseded many of the Local Plan policies that 
had been in place. 

The Strategy has identified five Biodiversity Opportunity Areas where targeted 
conservation at the landscape-level is expected to have the greatest benefit. This 
process has been adopted in line with the England 2020 Biodiversity Strategy.  

The proposed development is located within the South Bucks Heaths and 
Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and will extend into the Colne 
Valley BOA. Within these designated areas proposed developments must seek to 
achieve appropriate conservation or biodiversity enhancement where possible.  

These landscape areas and features act as corridors between the designated sites 
efforts must be undertaken to shift to a net biodiversity gain within these areas in 
order to minimise habitat fragmentation from development. 

South Bucks District Local Plan 

The ‘Local Plan for South Bucks’ was adopted in 1989 and has been replaced by 
this plan which has been most recently consolidated in February 2011. The latest 
biodiversity and conservation policies relate only to development within a 
conservation area (C1), alterations and extensions to listed buildings (C6) and 
sites of geological importance (C15) and therefore do not need to be considered 
within this assessment for the proposed site. The remainder of the previous 
policies have been incorporated into the South Bucks Core Strategy. 

The proposed site is within the designated Green Belt and therefore policy GB1 of 
the Local Plan should be considered in relation to the control of development in 
the Green Belt. The District Council will only consider development appropriate 
to the Green Belt and essential facilities that will not ‘compromise the purposes of 
including land in the Green Belt’ and ‘retain its open and undeveloped character’.  

                                                 
3http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/includes/documents/cm_docs/2011/s/sbdccorestrategy.pd
f 
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Various woodlands within the site boundary are also protected under Tree 
Preservation Orders (TPO) which is included within policy L10 of the Local Plan. 
This policy relates to proposals involving works to trees covered by TPOs and 
states that the Council will make strong efforts to resist proposals that 
compromise such trees, however in exceptional cases permission may be granted. 

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this Phase 1 Habitat Survey were to: 

• record and appraise (relative value) the existing habitats on site; 

• search for any alterations of habitat condition within the proposed 
development boundary; 

• assess the implications of the findings of these studies for the development 
and provide any updated  recommendations required; and 

• advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following on from this introductory section, Section 2 provides details of the 
methodology used for this survey. Section 3 gives results and an appraisal of the 
surveys. Section 4 provides conclusions on the survey. 
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2 Methodology  

Information about the ecological features present on (and in the immediate 
environs of) the site have been gathered through a combination of desk study and 
field survey. The methodology for both the desk study and field survey are 
provided in this section, together with any limitations identified during the course 
of the study. 

2.1 Desk study 
Details of sites designated for their nature conservation interest and details of any 
legally protected and otherwise notable species that occur within 2 kilometres 
were considered. This desk study utilised on-line research tools including Nature 
on the Map (www.natureonthemap.org.uk), the National Biodiversity Network 
Gateway (www.nbn.org.uk), and the Multi Agency Geographic Information for 
the Countryside website MAGIC (www.magic.gov.uk). Records were also 
obtained from Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records 
Centre.  The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) and the Buckinghamshire 
and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Partnership (Local Biodiversity Action Plan - 
LBAP) were consulted for details of species of note that could be expected to 
occur in the area. 

This contextual information can assist in determining which species are likely to 
be affected by the proposed development, and has helped to focus the field survey 
in identifying signs of notable species that could be expected to occur in the 
vicinity.  

2.2 Field survey  
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried out on 18 April 2012.  The survey was 
undertaken in accordance with standard guidance (JNCC, 20074).  The extent of 
each area of homogenous vegetation was mapped and the characteristic plant 
species for each vegetation type were assigned a level of abundance using the 
DAFOR scale (Dominant, Abundant, Frequent, Occasional and Rare). The 
addition of the term Local has been used to describe variation on a small scale. 

Based on the habitats present at and around the site and on professional judgement 
informed by the findings of the desk study, the protected and notable species most 
likely to be present at the site were considered to be amphibians, reptiles, badger, 
brown hare, bat and birds.  Therefore searches for signs of these species, including 
footprints, scratch marks, droppings, foraging signs, staining, nesting or roosting 
places (including old bird’s nests) were searched for at the time of the survey and 
potential refugia (such as logs) were overturned.  Any signs of the presence of 
legally protected and otherwise notable species were reported. 

                                                 
4 Joint Nature Conservation Committee's Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey: A 
technique for environmental audit (2007). 
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2.3 Limitations 
The findings presented in this study represent those at the time of survey and 
reporting.  Variations in these conditions will take place as a result of seasonal 
factors, and with the general passage of time. 

It should also be noted that fauna may travel over wide areas and can have large 
home ranges and so can be overlooked within surveys. Species which are absent 
at the time of survey may also return to or colonise a site anew at any future time. 
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3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 

3.1.1 Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value 

There are no statutory or non-statutory sites within the site boundary. There are 
four statutory sites designated for nature conservation within the 2km search area; 
these are listed in Table 1 

Table 1 Statutory Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value within 2 km of the 
proposal site. 

 

 

 

Site 
name 

Type Location Description 

Stoke 
Common 

SSSI Lies approximately 
2km to the west of 
the West Area. 

An area of wet and dry heath with pockets of 
mixed woodland and several ponds. The heath 
supports a diverse invertebrate assemblage, 
including bog bush cricket Metrioptera 
brachyptera, as well as common lizard Lacerta 
vivipara and adder Vipera berus. 

Black Park SSSI Lies entirely within 
Black Park LNR and 
approximately 
0.12km to the west 
of the West Area. 

Comprises dry and wet heath, alder carr, mixed 
and coniferous woodland and small areas of 
acid grassland. Heathland and alder carr are 
very rare in Buckinghamshire and have species 
that are rare or uncommon within the county.  
The heathland attracts a diverse invertebrate 
assemblage, including the nationally rare 
Roesel’s bush cricket Metrioptera roeseli.  
Nationally scarce dead-wood beetles including 
Pedicus depressus and Mycetophagus piceus 
are found here.  The site is important to 
breeding and wintering birds as well as 
common reptiles and amphibians. 

Kingcup 
Meadows 
and 
Oldhouse 
Wood 

SSSI Approximately 
0.5km to the north-
east of the East Area. 

Adjacent to the River Alderbourne and 
comprises comprises a mosaic of woodland, 
unimproved pastures and semi and unimproved 
meadows.  Unimproved and wet grassland are 
scarce within Buckinghamshire and the 
waterlogged areas support locally uncommon 
marsh ragwort Senecio aquaticus.  The 
woodland has many species indicative of 
ancient semi-natural woodland, including herb 
Paris Paris quadrifolia.  Other locally rare 
species include pale sedge Carex pallescens 
and bristle club-rush Isolepis setacea.  

Black Park Local 
Nature 
Reserve 

Adjacent to the north 
west corner of the 
West Area. 

A 66 hectare site comprising woodland, heath, 
grassland and a lake. 
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Several non-statutory designated sites for nature conservation are present within 
2km of the proposal site; these are detailed in Table 2. 

Table 2 Non-statutory Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value within 2 km of the 
proposal site  

Site name Type Location Description 
Gossams 
Wood 

Local 
Wildlife Site 

Lies 
approximately 
0.5km to the north 
east of the site 

Mixed woodland with wet areas. 

Southlands 
Manor 

Local 
Wildlife Site 

1km to the west of 
the site 

Grassland with sneezewort, ragged robin 
and brown sedge. 

Rowley and 
Gallions 
Woods 

Local 
Wildlife Site 

2km to south-west Mixed woodland 

Wetland at 
Low Farm 
(Fulmer Mere) 

Local 
Wildlife Site 

2km to the north-
west  

Site is regularly flooded for at least six 
months of the year 

River 
Alderbourne 
east of Fulmer 

Biological 
Notification 
Site 

0.3km to the north Small river with adjacent meadow and 
pasture 

Black Park 
Lake 

Biological 
Notification 
Site 

1.5km to the 
south-west 

Large lake 

Black Park Biological 
Notification 
Site 

Adjacent to the 
north-west corner 
of the site 

Large area of mixed woodland and areas 
of heathland being restored. A large lake 
plus ponds. 

Wetland north 
of Long 
Coppice 

Biological 
Notification 
Site 

0.5km to the 
north-east 

Fen. Bank around ponds and south to a 
boggy area by Long Coppice. Bank 
dominated by rank grasses. Slow flow in 
drainage ditch. 

Long Coppice Biological 
Notification 
Site 

0.2km to the 
north-east 

Very mixed woodland; alder carr, tall 
yews, conifers. Site includes overgrown 
parkland with rhododendrons. 

Langley Park Biological 
Notification 
Site 

1.7km to south-
west 

Southern half has pasture, ponds and 
trees. Mature oak, birch and beech wood 
with clearings. Towards north damper 
with Sphagnum, some grass/heather/gorse 
heath. Nationally important site for dead-
wood invertebrates. 

 

3.1.2 Legally Protected or Otherwise Notable Species 

There are records of protected species and Local and UK BAP species within 2km 
of the proposal site; these are detailed in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Protected species historically recorded within 2 km of the site 

Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Slow worm Anguis fraglis Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Common Toad Bufo bufo  SPI X X  

Viviparous 
Lizard 

Lacerta vivipara Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Grass Snake Natrix natrix Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Adder Vipera berus Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Birds 

Sky Lark Alauda arvensis  SPI X X Red 

Kingfisher Alcedo atthis Schedule 1   X Amber 

Garganey Anas 
querquedula 

Schedule 1   X Amber 

Greylag Goose Anser anser Schedule 1   X Amber 

Tree Pipit Anthus trivialis  SPI X X Red 

Common 
Goldeneye 

Bucephala 
clangula 

Schedule 1   X Amber 

Nightjar Caprimulgus 
europaeus 

 SPI X X Red 

Lesser Redpoll Carduelis cabaret  SPI X  Red 

Linnet Carduelis 
cannabina 

 SPI X X Red 

Little Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
dubius 

Schedule 1   X  

Black Tern Chilidonias niger Schedule 1    Amber 

Cuckoo Cuculus canorus  SPI X  Red 

Lesser Spotted 
Woodpecker 

Dendrocopos 
minor 

 SPI X  Red 

Yellowhammer Emberiza 
citrinella 

 SPI X X Red 

Reed Bunting Embriza 
schoeniclus 

 SPI X X Amber 

Merlin Falco 
columbarius 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco peregrines Schedule 1     

Hobby Falco subbuteo Schedule 1   X  



Pinewood Studios Ltd 1TPinewood Studios Development Framework 
Appendix 8.1 - Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Draft 1 | 13 September 2012  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.1_PHASE1\APPENDIX8.1P1HABITAT_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 13 

 

Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Brambling Fringilla 
montifringilla 

Schedule 1   X  

Crossbill Loxia curvirostra Schedule 1     

Wood Lark Lullula arborea Schedule 1 SPI X X Amber 

Red Kite Milvus milvus Schedule 1   X Amber 

Yellow 
Wagtail 

Motacilla flava 
flavissima 

 SPI X X Red 

Spotted 
Flycatcher 

Muscicapa striata  SPI X X Red 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

 SPI X  Red 

Osprey Pandion 
haliaetus 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Continental 
Marsh Tit 

Parus palustris 
palustris 

 SPI X X  

House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

 SPI X X Red 

Honey 
Buzzard 

Pernis apivorus Schedule1    Amber 

Ruff Philomachus 
pugnax 

Schedule 1    Red 

Black Redstart Phoenicurus 
ochruros 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Wood Warbler Phylloscopus 
sibilatrix 

 SPI X X Red 

Dunnock Prunella 
modularis 

 SPI X X Amber 

Bullfinch Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

 SPI X X Amber 

Firecrest Regulus 
ignicapilla 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Starling Sturnus vulgaris  SPI X X Red 

Whitethroat Sylvia communis     Amber 

Dartford 
Warbler 

Sylvia undata Schedule 1   X Amber 

Common 
Greenshank 

Tringa nebularia Schedule 1     

Green 
Sandpiper 

Tringa ochropus Schedule 1   X Amber 

Redwing Turdus iliacus Schedule 1   X Red 

Song Thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

 SPI X X Red 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Fieldfare Turdus pilaris Schedule 1   X Red 

Ring Ouzel Turdus 
torquantus 

 SPI X  Red 

Lapwing Vanellus vanellus  SPI X X Red 

Common 
Sandpiper 

Actis 
hypoleucos 

    Amber 

Shoveler Anas clypeata     Amber 

Teal Anas crecca     Amber 

Wigeon Anas Penelope     Amber 

Mallard Anas 
platyrhynchos 

    Amber 

Meadow Pipit Anthus 
pratensis 

    Amber 

Water Pipit Anthus 
spinoletta 

    Amber 

Swift Apus apus     Amber 

Pochard Aythya farina     Amber 

Tufted Duck Aythya fuligula     Amber 

Brent Goose Branta bernicla     Amber 

Barnacle 
Goose 

Branta 
leucopsis 

    Amber 

Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
hiaticula 

    Amber 

Stock Dove Columba oenas     Amber 

House Martin Delichon 
urbicum 

    Amber 

Little Egret Egretta garzetta     Amber 

Kestrel Falco 
tinnunculus 

    Amber 

Snipe Gallinago 
gallinago 

    Amber 

Common 
Crane 

Grus grus     Amber 

Swallow Hirundo rustica     Amber 

Yellow-
legged Gull 

Larus 
argentatus 
michahellis 

    Amber 

Mew Gull Larus canus     Amber 

Lesser Black-
backed Gull 

Larus fuscus     Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Iceland Gull Larus 
glaucoides 

    Amber 

Great Black-
backed Gull 

Larus marinus     Amber 

Black-headed 
Gull 

Larus 
ridibundus 

    Amber 

Nightingale Luscinia 
megarhynchos 

    Amber 

Jack Snipe Lymnocryptes 
minimus 

    Amber 

Grey Wagtail Motacilla 
cinerea 

    Amber 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

    Amber 

Redstart Phoenicurus 
phoenicurus 

    Amber 

Willow 
Warbler 

Phylloscopus 
trochilus 

    Amber 

Green 
Woodpecker 

Picus viridis     Amber 

Sand Martin Riparia riparia     Amber 

Whinchat Saxicola 
rubetra 

    Amber 

Woodcock Scolopax 
rusticola 

    Amber 

Common 
Tern 

Sterna hirundo     Amber 

Sandwich 
Tern 

Sterna 
sandvicensis 

    Amber 

Whitethroat Sylvia undata     Amber 

Little Grebe Tachybaptus 
ruficollis 

    Amber 

Shelduck Tadorna 
tadorna 

    Amber 

Spotted 
Redshank 

Tringa 
erythropus 

    Amber 

Redshank Tringa totanus     Amber 

Mistle Thrush Turdus 
viscivorus 

    Amber 

Insects: ants, bees, wasps, beetles, dragonflies, flies, lepidoptera 
Click beetle Lacon querceus  SPI X  Red Data 

Book 1: 
Endangered 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Stag beetle Lucanus cervus  SPI X X Nationally 
scarce 

Purple 
Emperor 

Apatura iris    X High 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Small heath Coenonympha 
pamphilus 

 SPI X   

Small blue Cupido minimus  SPI X X Medium 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Wall Lasiommata 
megera 

 SPI X  Medium  
Priority 
Butterflies 

White 
admiral 

Limenitis 
camilla 

 SPI X X  

Silver-
studded Blue 

Plebejus argus  SPI X X High 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Grizzled 
skipper 

Pyrgus malvae  SPI X  Medium 
Priority 
Butterflies 

White-letter 
hairstreak 

Satyrium w-
album 

 SPI X   Medium 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Grey Dagger Acronicta psi  SPI    

Knot Grass Acronicta 
rumicis 

 SPI    

Flounced 
chestnut 

Agrochola 
helvola 

 SPI    

Green-
brindled 
crescent 

Allophyes 
oxyacanthae 

 SPI    

Ear moth Amphipoea 
oculea 

 SPI    

Mouse moth Amphipyra 
tragopoginis 

 SPI    

Large nutmeg Apamea anceps  SPI    

Dusky 
brocade 

Apamea remissa  SPI    

Deep-brown 
dart 

Aporophyla 
lutulenta 

 SPI    

Garden Tiger Arctica caja  SPI    

Sprawler Asteroscopus 
sphinx 

 SPI    
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Centre-barred 
sallow 

Atethmia 
centrago 

 SPI    

Minor 
shoulder-knot 

Brachylomia 
viminalis 

 SPI    

Mottled rustic Caradrina 
Morpheus 

 SPI    

Oak lutestring Cymatophorima 
diluta 

 SPI    

Small square-
spot 

Diarsia rubi  SPI    

Figure of 
eight 

Diloba 
caeruleocephala 

 SPI  X  

Small 
phoenix 

Ecliptopera 
silaceata 

 SPI    

September 
thorn 

Ennomos 
erosaria 

 SPI    

Dusky thorn Ennomos 
fuscantaria 

 SPI    

August thorn Ennomos 
quercinaria 

 SPI    

Spinach Eulithis 
mellinata 

 SPI    

Small 
emerald 

Hemistola 
chrysoprasaria 

 SPI    

Ghost moth Hepialus humuli  SPI    

Rustic Hoplodrina 
blanda 

 SPI    

Rosy rustic Hydraecia 
micacea 

 SPI    

Brindled 
beauty 

Lycia hirtaria  SPI    

Lackey Malacosoma 
Neustria 

 SPI    

Dot moth Melanchra 
persicariae 

 SPI    

Shoulder-
striped 
wainscot 

Mythimna 
comma 

 SPI    

Powdered 
quaker 

Orthosia 
gracilis 

 SPI    

Shaded 
broad-bar 

Scotopteryx 
chenopodiata 

 SPI    

White ermine Spilosoma  SPI    
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

lubricipeda 

Buff ermine Spilosoma 
luteum 

 SPI    

Feathered 
gothic 

Tholera 
decimalis 

 SPI    

Blood-vein Timandra 
comae 

 SPI    

Cinnabar Tyria jacobaeae  SPI    

Oak hook-tip Watsonalla 
binaria 

 SPI    

Sallow Xanthia icteritia  SPI    

Dark-barred 
twin-spot 
carpet 

Xanthorhoe 
ferrugata 

 SPI    

Neglected 
rustic 

Xestia castanea  SPI    

Mammals 
Water vole Arvicola 

terrestris 
Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Hedgehog Erinaceus 
europaeus 

 SPI X X  

Badger Meles meles Badgers 
Act 

    

Noctule bat Nyctalus 
noctula 

Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Common 
pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

Schedule 5   X  

Soprano 
pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus 

Schedule 5 SPI X   

Plants 
Starfruit Damasonium 

alisma 
Schedule 8 SPI X X County rare 

Tubular 
water-
dropwort 

Oenanthe 
fistulosa 

 SPI X   

Annual 
knawel 

Scleranthus 
annuuss 

 SPI X  County 
scarce 

Marsh 
stitchwort 

Stellaria 
palustris 

 SPI X   
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3.2 Field survey 
A site overview map (Fig 1) and A Phase 1 Habitat Survey Map (Fig 2) are 
provided in Appendix A. Habitat descriptions, together with details of 
characteristic and/or constant species, are provided below. 

3.2.1 Habitat description – East Area 

3.2.1.1 Acid semi-improved grassland 

The grasslands throughout the southern half of the site support species that are 
indicative of an acid grassland community.  Generally, the fields have been 
subject to agricultural management that has effectively neutralised the substrate 
conditions permitting a neutral and increasingly improved grassland structure to 
develop.  However, along the edge of the fields and in particular where it appears 
that rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus) populations continue to graze the grassland, 
the acidic communities persist.  These communities are dominated by species 
such as red fescue (Festuca rubra), sheep fescue (Festuca ovina) and common 
bent (Agrostis capillaris); also present within the structure are star moss (Tortula 
ruralis), neat feather moss (Pseudoscleropodium purum) and springy turf moss 
(Rhytidiadelphus squarrosus).   

3.2.1.2 Amenity grassland 

This habitat is restricted to small areas around Saul’s Farm and an isolated area 
immediately north of the houses in Iver Heath along Pinewood Green where a 
resident has bridged the ditch along the back of their property and has mown an 
area of field to create an extension of their lawn.  The sward is much shorter than 
the surrounding structure, however a number of species less commonly associated 
with lawns persist and provide an indication of the previous acid grassland that 
was present at this location. 

3.2.1.3 Bracken 

Associated within and along the perimeter of The Clump site are found several 
stands of bracken (Pteridium aquilinum).   

3.2.1.4 Defunct species poor hedgerow 

These hedgerows are confined to the north of the East Area of the site lying 
between Pinewood Road and Sevenhills Road.  They entirely consist of newly 
planted hedgerows of hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) and willow (Salix sp.).  
The structure of these hedgerows, as recently planted whips, ensure that they are 
not currently stock-proof and are on average 1.5 to 2.5 metres in height and >1 
metre in width.  They have limited ground flora that are dominated by competitive 
grassland species from the improved grasslands into which the hedgerow was 
planted.  In many locations, the plastic liner around the planting area restricts all 
ground flora. 
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3.2.1.5 Dense scrub 

This habitat type is present along the edges of the fields in association with the 
hedgerows and around The Clump and within fields F7 and F9.  This habitat takes 
different forms and structures varying with the dominant species present; the main 
species forming dense scrub within the proposal site include: bramble (Rubus 
fruticosus) and blackthorn (Prunus spinosa).  These patches of scrub also support 
species such as buddleia (Buddleia davidii), cleavers (Galium urbanum) and field 
rose (Rosa arvensis). 

The size and nature of mammal tracks passing through these areas of scrub as well 
as associated droppings and scat suggest that the scrub provides cover for rabbit 
(Oryctolagus cuniculus), fox (Vulpes vulpes) and a mustelid species (such as 
weasel (Mustela nivalis) or stoat (Mustela erminea)). 

3.2.1.6 Dry ditch 

All the ditches around the site lie parallel to either hedgerows or the perimeter of 
The Clump.  The ditches are largely devoid of vegetation and were at the time of 
the survey filled with leaf litter and other rotting vegetation, the tops of the banks 
supporting woodland or scrub flora.  The absence of any ground flora within the 
ditches suggests that they support standing water for at least part of the year.   

3.2.1.7 Ephemeral/short perennial 

The main area of the site that supports this habitat type is a disused gravel access 
track that bisects the site to the west of The Clump along H7.  The flora is 
dominated by a star moss species (Tortula sp.), common mouse-ear (Cerastium 
fontanum) and occasional germander speedwell (Veronica chamaedrys) with 
much reduced ruderals such as ragwort (Senecio spp.) and spear thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare). 

This habitat is also present in the small isolated patch of land to the north of 
Sevenhills Road although the reason for its presence at this location is uncertain 
as the substrate was indistinct and the surrounding grassland had been intensively 
grazed by horses to the point that it was dominated by a sparse moss flora 
comparable to that of this restricted habitat. 

3.2.1.8 Intact species poor hedgerow 

This habitat occurs in a few places, predominantly along Pinewood Road in the 
west of the site.  The dominant species within the hedgerow structure is hawthorn 
(Crataegus monogyna) with occasional goat willow (Salix caprea); the ground 
flora is dominated by improved grassland species with occasional shade loving 
species such as ivy (Hedera helix). 

All hedgerows have associated ditch lines that, at the time of survey, did not have 
standing water, although the rare presence of fool’s watercress (Apium 
nodiflorum) indicates that for most of the year standing water is present within 
sections of the ditch along Pinewood Road. 
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3.2.1.9 Improved grassland 

This habitat is dominant in the northern half of the site, in fields F1-F6. The small 
field to the north of Sevenhills Road (F7) has been subject to the most intensive 
regime with horse grazing reducing the vegetation structures such that bryophytes 
now dominate the vegetation structure with limited reduced stature grasses and 
ruderals such as common bent (Agrostis capillaris), ragwort (Senecio sp.) and 
spear thistle (Cirsium vulgare). 

The fields to the south and east of Saul’s Farm were at the time of survey being 
grazed by horses and cattle and supported a limited floral diversity with species 
recorded indicative of long periods of grazing and perhaps seeding/fertilization of 
the grassland areas.  Isolated stands of common nettle (Urtica dioica), 
broadleaved dock (Rumex obtusifolius) and spear thistle (Cirsium vulgare) have 
formed within the grassland which is dominated by perennial rye grass (Lolium 
perenne) and false oat-grass (Arrhenatherum elatius). 

3.2.1.10 Marshy grassland 

Immediately to the west of The Clump is an area of wet grassland with small 
stands of goat willow (Salix caprea) and damp depressions in the ground that 
appear to hold water for part of the year.  The area is dominated by rush (Juncus 
spp.) and willowherb (Epilobium spp.), with occasional common fleabane 
(Pulicaria dysenterica) stands. 

This habitat appears to be developing from a previously managed grassland, as the 
willow are all sapling of up to three years growth.  The grassland species 
dominant in the areas of grassland around the wetter ground are giving way to the 
rushes of the marshy grassland communities. 

3.2.1.11 Neutral semi-improved grassland 

This habitat occurs throughout the site within fields that otherwise show acidic 
tendencies.  The species within these areas that lend themselves to a more neutral 
grassland community are also evidence of historic intensive grazing.  The sward is 
significantly taller than the adjacent acidic grassland and is dominated by species 
common to areas that have received low levels of fertilizer or have been 
grazed/managed more intensively so that the forbs have been reduced in species 
diversity and abundance.  These areas of grassland are not, however, as restricted 
in diversity as the improved grasslands to the north of the site. 

The grasslands are dominated by species such as Yorkshire fog (Holcus lanatus), 
cock’s foot (Dactylis glomerata) and false oat-grass (Arrhenatherum elatius) with 
a limited forb flora including creeping buttercup (Ranunculus acris), tufted vetch 
(Vicia cracca) and sheep’s sorrel (Rumex acetosella). 

Due to an apparent recent lack of management of the grasslands within these 
areas, the sward is becoming overgrown with ruderal species such as thistle 
(Cirsium spp.), dock (Rumex spp.) and ragwort (Senecio spp.)  Scrub communities 
are developing within this habitat in one field and patches of bramble (Rubus 
fruticosus agg.) and hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) are prevalent within this 
area. 
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3.2.1.12 Plantation broadleaved woodland 

This habitat type is limited to the perimeter of field F6 in the northern portion of 
the site.  It lines the Sevenhills Road south-east of Saul’s Farm.  The planting mix 
is predominantly oak (Quercus sp.) and field maple (Acer campestre) with 
occasional hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) and gorse (Ulex europaeus). 

The plantation is relatively new with almost no ground flora due to heavy 
poaching by cattle and horses.  

3.2.1.13 Plantation mixed woodland 

This habitat type, as with the broadleaved plantation, is limited to the perimeter of 
a field in the northern portion of the site.  It lines the Sevenhills Road south-east 
of Saul’s Farm.  The planting mix is comparable to that of the broadleaved 
plantation with occasional Scot’s pine (Pinus sylvestris). 

3.2.1.14 Scattered scrub 

This habitat is present throughout the site with the exception of the northern area 
of improved grassland.  The main scrub types recorded are stands of bramble 
(Rubus fruticosus agg.), hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), ash (Fraxinus 
excelsior) and oak (Quercus spp.).  The bramble stands are scattered throughout 
the grassland areas, occasionally covering large areas; the other species were 
recorded as recent sapling growth along the edge of grasslands adjacent to 
woodland/hedgerows; this scrub development is likely a result of the recent 
cessation of management of the grasslands. 

3.2.1.15 Scattered trees 

There are few semi-mature or mature trees outside The Clump or any of the 
hedgerows.  Three field maple (Acer campestre) have been planted within the 
southernmost field adjacent to Iver Heath, apparently in association with a 
memorial park bench. 

3.2.1.16 Semi-natural broadleaved woodland 

The main area of this habitat present within the proposal site is The Clump, an 
area of woodland in the east of the site that appears to have been enclosed by 
constructing ditches presumably during a similar period to the excavation of those 
lining the radiating hedgerows.  The woodland in the Clump is a mixture of 
mature standard pedunculate oak (Quercus robur) and occasional sweet chestnut 
(Castinea sativa) with areas of re-growth dominated by silver birch (Betula 
pendula).  The scrub layer of the woodland is dominated by hawthorn (Crataegus 
monogyna) and elder (Sambucus nigra) with occasional honeysuckle (Lonicera 
periclymenum); however, a large proportion of the woodland is open and has a 
sparse scrub layer with occasional dense patches of bramble (Rubus fruticosus 
agg).  A number of old hawthorn and apple (Malus spp.) trees were recorded in an 
area where the remains of tree-stumps were also prevalent in the north of the 
woodland. 
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Also present within The Clump was an area perceivably wetter than the 
surrounding area and this was dominated by goat willow (Salix caprea).  The 
ground flora was occasionally dominated by bracken (Pteridium aquilinum); 
however, the paths and occasional grassy areas were lined with and supported a 
diverse flora including species such as greater stitchwort (Stellaria holostea), 
wood dock (Rumex sanguinea), wood sage (Teucrium scorodonia) and foxglove 
(Digitalis purpurea). 

The woodland appears to have been subject to a coppicing regime; this 
management appears to have continued up until approximately five years ago. 
This was ascertained from the most recent growth of hazel (Corylus avellana) that 
appeared to have been the last trees coppiced.  A number of mature sweet chestnut 
(Castinea sativa) show signs of coppicing having multiple trunks from a single 
base.  The varying ground flora and occasional areas of bramble and bracken 
further provide an indication of a historical rotational coppicing regimen. 

A narrow band of broadleaved semi-natural woodland projects to the south of The 
Clump along an old hedgerow; the hedgerow is defunct, lined with scrub to the 
west and to the east the scrub and tree communities have developed adequately to 
be described as woodland. 

The moss flora of the The Clump was relatively diverse perhaps indicating a well-
established woodland and floral community.  The variety of habitat present, 
including mature trees and saplings, rotting stumps and open areas of short 
vegetation, provided for a number of species.  The fungi recorded within the 
woodland during the survey was limited due to the seasonality of the visits, 
however six species were recorded within The Clump as well as a number of 
small bonnet caps (Mycena sp.) recorded within the grasslands.  Lichens that were 
recorded were limited in diversity and generally dominated by epiphytes in 
particular common orange lichen (Xanthoria parietina); a few trees supported up 
to 4 species.  Many of the trees supported colonies of Trentepohlia algae that 
covered trunks and branches; these species are indicative of humid environments 
and are spreading throughout the UK with an increase in annual average ambient 
temperatures. 

Three other small areas of broadleaved woodland are present on site, two in the 
most southerly field and one within an area of scrub adjacent to Sevenhills Road.  
These appear to have developed from areas of dense scrub or possibly a 
plantation.  The scrub layer is almost entirely absent and the ground flora either 
comparable to those habitats immediately around the woodland, or, in the case of 
the small area of wet willow (Salix sp.) woodland in the south-eastern corner of 
the site, there were a high proportion of bryophytes.  

Two non-native invasive species were recorded during the survey; hollyberry 
cotoneaster (Cotoneaster bullatus) and montbretia (Crocosmia × crocosmifolia).  
The cotoneaster was a tall shrub recorded at a number of locations throughout The 
Clump; montbretia was recorded at two distinct points. 

3.2.1.17 Species poor hedgerow and trees 

These hedgerows are the predominant landscape feature across the site.  
Particularly within the southern half, they radiate out from The Clump and bisect 
the fields towards Iver Heath. 
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The hedgerow species are up to 4 metres in height and the width of the hedgerow 
varies along the length from 1.5 to 3 metres.  The hedgerows were originally 
planted on a hedge-bank alongside a ditch and in many places these features are 
still clearly evident along with evidence of former hedge-laying practices. 

The tree standards along these hedgerows have matured to a woodland canopy 
height, the predominant species being pedunculate oak (Quercus robur sp.) 
creating the effect of a single-tree width linear woodland strip. 

Scrub patches on either side of these hedgerows and tree-lines are creating patches 
of woodland habitat that are linked by the hedgerow structures.  They also serve 
to increase the width of these hedgerows. 

The ground flora along these hedgerows, particularly within the ditches and along 
the hedge-banks, is representative of that recorded within The Clump, showing 
that these hedgerows have a connection to the historic woodlands of this area and 
are well-established.  Species recorded include greater stitchwort (Stellaria 
holostea) and hedge woundwort (Stachys sylvatica).  The hedge-banks also 
support a linear acid grassland structure that has survived where the adjacent field 
grassland community has been altered by the grazing and management regimes. 

3.2.1.18 Species rich hedgerow and trees 

This habitat occurs in one location (separating fields F10 and F11) where the 
species diversity within the hedgerow was relatively greater than the others 
present on site.  The extra species recorded are holly (Ilex aquifolium) and yew 
(Taxus baccata).  Other than the increased number of species, the hedgerow itself 
is entirely comparable to the structure and condition of the other hedgerows 
radiating from The Clump. 

3.2.1.19 Spoil piles 

Within and around the fields adjacent to the bridge crossing of Sevenhills Road 
over the M25 there are a number of spoil piles that parallel the hedgerows and 
block gates.  These have mostly grassed and scrubbed over, however brick, flint, 
gravel and sand remains exposed in some locations. 

3.2.1.20 Standing water 

This was recorded in one location within the East Area, in the southern corner of 
field F4. Given the habitats present elsewhere across the site, it is considered that 
this habitat is likely to be present in several other locations at other times during 
the year, particularly within the ditch network and potentially within the marshy 
grassland.  Water was retained within two old drainage ditches along the old 
gravel access track that was described above under ephemeral/short perennial at 
its southern end immediately adjacent to the Pinewood Road.  A third ditch, also 
holding water that links the other two, was formed where the access track was 
truncated, presumably to prevent access.  The ditches supported rushes (Juncus 
spp.) and a small community of great reedmace (Typha latifolia). 
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3.2.1.21 Tall ruderal 

This habitat occurs across the site in varying scales and locations; it is present 
within the grasslands, along the edge of woodlands and hedgerows.  The species 
composition varies with location, the main species present include: common nettle 
(Urtica dioica), bracken (Pteridium aquilinum), rosebay willowherb (Chamerion 
angustifolium), cleavers (Galium aparine) and hogweed (Heracleum 
sphondylium). 

3.2.2 Habitat description – West Area 

3.2.2.1 Buildings 

The West Area comprises a large complex of operational studios. The central 
section of the site is occupied by a number of buildings associated with the 
production operations of the studios.  These buildings vary in type, age, size and 
usage.  A number of buildings have the potential to support protected or notable 
species.  The TV studios and nearby buildings (labelled TN1-2 on Figure 2) 
support nesting house martins (Delichon urbica).  This species is categorised as 
Amber status5.  The buildings on site have been assessed for their potential to 
support bats. This information is detailed in a separate Bat Survey Report, Arup 
(2012). 

3.2.2.2 Hardstanding and made ground 

Hardstanding is present surrounding many of the buildings in the form of 
roadways and car parks.  These areas are considered to be of negligible ecological 
value.  Back lot areas are present adjacent to studio buildings, these areas are used 
for set production and filming purposes and are also considered to be of negligible 
ecological value due to an absence of semi-natural habitat and high levels of 
disturbance. 

3.2.2.3 Amenity grassland 

Areas of amenity grassland are present around the site, the main expanse lies 
within the gardens in the south east.  These comprise ornamental lawns which are 
considered to be of low ecological value in view of their highly managed nature 
and short sward. 

3.2.2.4 Plantation woodland 

Located in the northern most tip of the site is an area of plantation woodland of 
approximately twenty-five to thirty years old.  This woodland is of limited 
ecological value being relatively uniform in nature and lacks any features of use to 
species such as roosting bats.  

The mature gardens in the south east of the site are bordered by dense ornamental 
plantation woodland.  This contains a variety of tree species including both native 
                                                 
5 The UK's birds can be split into three categories of conservation importance - red, amber and 
green.  Red is the highest conservation priority, with species needing urgent action.  Amber is the 
next most critical group, followed by green. 
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and non-native species.   This woodland has the potential to support protected and 
notable species such as bats and breeding birds. 

3.2.2.5 Introduced shrub 

Within the gardens and located around the boundary of the site, primarily the 
eastern and southern boundary, are dense sections of introduced shrub including 
species such as laurel.  These shrubs have been planted for ornamental purposes 
and are mature in nature.  They are likely to be of benefit to birds for foraging, 
nesting and refuge purposes. 

3.2.2.6 Dense continuous tree-lines 

This habitat type is found along the boundaries of site and along roadways in 
south east of site. 

3.2.2.7 Standing water 

A small ornamental lake is present within the ornamental gardens to the south of 
the site. The lake contains fish and has little to no emergent vegetation and thus 
has a relatively low potential for biodiversity. A balancing pond is found at TN 3 
and has two small stands of Japanese Knotweed (Fallopia japonica) associated 
with it. 

3.3 Appraisal – East Area 
A diverse mosaic of habitats are present, including acid grassland and mature 
woodland alongside areas of ephemeral standing water and carr, within the 
proposal site.  The species diversity indicates that the area is probably the location 
of an historic heath; the age of the standard oaks within the hedgerows (estimated 
to be upwards of 100 – 150 years) indicate that the area was likely brought under 
management after the General Inclosure Act, 1845.  The historic management of 
the proposal site has not been so intensive such that all evidence of the previous 
heath habitat has disappeared. The site is still relatively diverse and supports 
species and relict communities indicative of a historic landscape that was 
managed less intensively and supported a variety of diverse natural communities. 

The acid grassland communities that remain are isolated and restricted to the 
boundaries of fields, either where the impacts of cattle/horse grazing activity 
(poaching, altering topsoil pH, sward damage, increasing nutrient levels) was 
least, or where subsequent rabbit grazing has ensured that conditions are more 
appropriate for the more diverse acid communities over the nutrient loving species 
that are prevalent throughout the fields. 

The Phase 1 Survey report undertaken in 2011, describes the grasslands present as 
neutral species poor and, whilst it is unlikely that the botanical communities 
would have changed significantly in four years, it is possible that the distinctions 
made between grassland type have become more apparent in recent years, for 
example with any increases in improvement (fertiliser inputs) within the northern 
fields, and an increase in the extent (or visibility) of marshy grassland and carr 
habitats through a recent lack of management. The differentiation between neutral 
and acidic will also be facilitated by surveying at a time of year when the sward 
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structures are more obvious.  The structures and communities now recorded are 
developing into a more natural system, one recovering from a period of intensive 
management; the habitat mosaic developing (acid grassland, marshy grassland, 
pools, carr, woodland) is representative of a heathland habitat.  It is considered 
possible that a natural reversion to heath-like structure and communities is 
occurring. 

The ditches and hedgerows support many species that are indicative of acid 
grassland and also of ancient woodland.  The hedgerows and woodland provide 
continuity of habitat and therefore a genetic bank for the locale from which, with 
suitable management, a more natural and diverse community could be regained.  
The Clump comprises relatively diverse and complex woodland, with a floral 
diversity representative of a mature or ancient woodland.  The ground flora of the 
Clump was noticeably diverse at a time when ground flora has died back and not 
always evident; this is indicative of a diverse floral structure with a likely 
historical continuity.  Ground flora such as this will be very sensitive to alterations 
due to activity such as increased pedestrian and cyclist access and dog walking (in 
particular the chemical and physical impacts of dog waste). 

The site supports a number of non-native invasive species including a hollyberry 
cotoneaster (Cotoneaster bullatus) and montbretia (Crocosmia × crocosmifolia).  
The latter in particular will spread within the woodland damaging and reducing 
the native ground flora.  Both these species are listed under Schedule 9, Part II of 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, such that it is an offence to plant these 
species or cause them to grown in the wild. 

The age and number of oak (Quercus sp.) present across the site provide suitable 
habitat for oak polypore fungus (Piptoporus quercinus) (afforded protection by its 
listing under Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981). Another 
Local BAP fungi species that may be present is a bearded tooth fungus (Hericium 
cirrhatus) (also classified as Creolophus cirrhatus), although the latter is likely to 
be limited by the relative lack of upright dead oak and beech remaining within the 
woodland structure of The Clump.  Whilst this specific habitat is infrequent, 
generally the deadwood habitat within the woodland is varied and potentially 
provides for a variety of fungal species; given the historic nature of the site and 
the apparent, relatively sensitive nature of the historic management of the 
woodland it is considered likely that The Clump supports a diverse myco-flora. 

The lichen flora recorded during the survey was relatively restricted and appeared 
to be dominated by basophilic species indicating local high levels of nitrogen or 
adjacent sources of air pollution; these are most likely to be the M25 and M40.  
Many of the trees within The Clump supported colonies of Trentepohlia algae 
indicating humid conditions.  The indications are that local air quality and the 
dominance of more common basophilic lichens precludes the potential for the 
proposal site to support a diverse lichen population. 

Evidence of mammal species at site recorded during the survey included badger 
(Meles meles), fox (Vulpes vulpes), roe deer (Capreolus capreolus), rabbit 
(Oryctolagus cuniculus) and a mustelid such as a weasel (Mustela nivalis) or a 
stoat (Mustela erminea).  Many trees within the woodlands have features that are 
suitable for bats, the surrounding properties also are potential roost locations.  The 
hedgerows provide a structure within the landscape for commuting bats and the 
grasslands, particularly the marshy areas, would provide suitable foraging ground 
for these animals. 
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The habitats present are suitable for reptile species including slow-worm, 
common lizard and grass snake; the limited pools of standing water present on site 
will limit the presence of populations of amphibian; however low populations of 
common species are anticipated to be present.   

The site provides potential habitat for many invertebrate species, the mosaic of 
acid grassland, marshy grassland and woodland is suitable habitat for a number of 
those listed within the UK and LBAPs. 

3.4 Appraisal – West Area 
The West Area consists of the operational Pinewood site which is heavily built up 
with film production infrastructure consisting of older and newer buildings, some 
very limited areas of ornamental plantings are found associated with a small 
number of the buildings.  

Large areas of bare earth, which are used as ‘backlots’, are located in the north 
and south of the site. These are in constant use for set building and have little 
potential for biodiversity. 

A large area of the south of the site is dominated by a formal ornamental gardens 
with a small lake. This area, although formal, does have the potential for relatively 
high levels of biodiversity compared to the rest of the site. 

Running along the southern boundary of the site are a line of mature horse 
chestnut and oak trees together with a manmade earth bund. The earth bund 
continues along the southern extent of the western boundary. The western 
boundary is likely to be the most sensitive area of the site given its adjacent 
proximity to Black Park LNR and Black Park SSSI. 

A number of buildings, including a number of dilapidated huts in the south east 
corner of the site and an old coach house west of the original Pinewood entrance 
have potential for roosting bats.  

The southern part of the site has significantly more trees and linked habitats. 
These would provide important links for commuting and foraging bats. 
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4 Conclusions  

4.1 Summary of findings 

4.1.1 East Area 

The most valuable habitats are within the southern half of the proposal site 
between Iver Heath and The Clump; the latter is the most valuable and sensitive 
habitat resource on the East Area. 

The habitats of the southern and central sections of the site are, relatively, the least 
affected by intensive management, with relict diverse grassland, old hedgerows, 
scrub communities and diverse woodland with a sensitive ground flora.  To the 
north and west of The Clump, beyond the area of marshy grassland and carr, the 
fields have been managed in such a manner to significantly reduce the diversity of 
the grasslands.  What hedgerows remain within this area are recently 
planted/species poor are support a minimal ground flora.  This northern/western 
area is significantly less valuable in terms of continuity of habitat and species 
diversity. 

No new habitats, or significantly different habitats to that which were originally 
recorded, have developed on site since the previous surveys were conducted.  The 
grasslands however, have been differentiated and areas of acidic grassland 
identified; these appear to be in a transitional condition and therefore have limited 
intrinsic value. 

4.1.2 West Area 

The majority of the West Area is heavily developed and is subject to high levels 
of disturbance from the associated filming activities. However, the southern 
section of the site has a significant number of scattered trees and larger wooded 
areas. These would provide habitat for a range of species and also provide habitat 
corridors linking the east of the site to Black Park LNR and Black Park SSSI in 
the west. 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd to conduct a Phase 1 Habitat Survey at Five Points Roundabout which 
requires highways works in association with the proposed Pinewood Studios 
Development Framework project. 

1.1.1 The site 

Five Points Roundabout lies at the southern end of Pinewood Road, 0.9 km to the 
south of Pinewood Studios. It is proposed that a junction relief road be located 
within a triangle of land immediately northeast of the Five Point Roundabout 
junction between the A412 and A4007, OS grid ref: TQ 021 828. 

Figure 1 in Appendix A presents an overview of the Five Points Roundabout site 
covered by this Phase 1 Habitat Survey. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 

Legislation 

The principal legislation relating to ecological resources, that are relevant this 
appraisal, are as follows: 

 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 

 Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (which consolidates 
all the various amendments made to the Conservation [Natural Habitats, &c.] 
Regulations, 1994)   

 Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act 2000; 

 Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006; 

 The Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 

Species specific legislation is described in further detail in the following 
paragraphs. 

Bats 

All species of bat are strictly protected in Europe and in the UK by the Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 
1994. This protection makes it illegal to intentionally kill, injure, capture or 
disturb bats, and to damage, destroy or prevent access to roost sites. 

Birds 

Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), all birds, their nests 
and eggs are protected by law and it is thus an offence, with certain exceptions, to 
intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird; intentionally take, damage or 
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destroy the nest of any wild bird whilst it is in use or being built; and intentionally 
take or destroy the egg of any wild bird. 

Additional protection is offered to those scarce species listed on Schedule 1 of the 
Act such that it is an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb any wild bird 
listed on Schedule 1 while it is nest building, or at a nest containing eggs or 
young, or disturb the dependent young of such a bird.  

Reptiles  

All British native reptile species are afforded at least some level of protection 
under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Common lizards, grass 
snakes, adders and slow worms are protected from killing and injury only. 
Protection is not extended to their habitats.  Therefore, construction activities 
should not result in the death of individual reptiles where they are known to occur.  

Policies and Guidance 

Biodiversity Action Plans 

As a result of new drivers and requirements, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity 
Framework', published in July 2012, has now succeeded the UK BAP.  In 
particular, due to devolution and the creation of country-level biodiversity 
strategies, much of the work previously carried out under the UK BAP is now 
focussed at a country level.  Additionally, international priorities have changed: 
the framework particularly sets out the priorities for UK-level work to support the 
Convention on Biological Diversity's (CBD's) Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 
2011-2020 and its five strategic goals and 20 'Aichi Targets', agreed at the CBD 
meeting in Nagoya, Japan, in October 2010; and the new EU Biodiversity 
Strategy (EUBS) in May 2011. The UK BAP lists of priority species and habitats 
remain, however, important and valuable reference sources (see below)1. 

The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) was produced in accordance with the 
1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity.  It describes the UK’s biological 
resources and commits a detailed plan for the protection of these resources, 
focusing on key habitats and species considered to be of particular significance to 
nature conservation within a UK context. 

The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes BAP (Bucks BAP) promotes the 
protection and enhancement of the region’s most important and distinctive 
animals, plants and habitats, as well as its regional-level contribution to the UK 
Action Plan. 

Priority species and priority habitats listed under the UK BAP and Bucks BAP are 
addressed at all levels of UK planning policy, the aim of this being that 
development contributes to halting further losses and encouraging population 
enhancement.  Under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act 2006, it is now the duty of all governmental departments to take BAP species 
into account as a material consideration in the determination of planning 
applications. 

BAP species have been taken into account when assessing the value of ecological 
resources. 
                                                 
1 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5705-theme=textonly  
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The National Planning Policy Framework 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published in April 2012 
replaces all Planning Policy Statements and Guidance (PPSs and PPGs) to set out 
the government’s planning policy in a less complex and more accessible manner.  

The stipulations for conservation and enhancement of the natural environment 
state that the planning system should minimise the impacts on biodiversity and 
where possible restore degraded or depleted habitats.  

The overall aim is to contribute to the government objective to halt the overall 
decline in biodiversity through the establishment of coherent ecological networks, 
that are more resilient to current and future environmental pressures. There has 
also been a range of conservation and enhancement principles established to guide 
planning processes and decisions. 

Local planning authorities have been given responsibility to set the strategic 
approach for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of 
biodiversity networks through planning at the landscape-scale, often across local 
authority boundaries.  

The NPPF emphasises the importance of local green space and states that Local 
Planning Authorities should plan positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of biodiversity networks and green infrastructure. 

The England 2020 Biodiversity Strategy 

The England Biodiversity Strategy 2020 (August 2011) was published by Defra in 
response to the National Environment White Paper. It sets the Government’s 
objectives for halting the net loss of biodiversity by 2020 and promotes the 
recognition of the intrinsic value of the benefits from biodiversity, by society. 

It emphasises the landscape-scale and ecosystems approach for the demonstration 
of the benefits obtained from ecosystem services, their interactions and feedbacks 
rather than a species approach in order to establish more coherent and resilient 
ecological networks.  

South East Plan 

The South East Plan (May 2009) sets out the spatial planning framework for the 
region for the period 2006-2026. The following policies are incorporated into the 
plan: 

Policy NRM5 ‘Conservation and Improvement of Biodiversity’ states that “local 
planning authorities and other bodies shall avoid a net loss of biodiversity, and 
actively pursue opportunities to achieve a net gain across the region” and “they 
shall require green infrastructure to be identified, developed and implemented in 
conjunction with new development.” 

Policy NRM7 ‘Woodlands’ includes policies for “protecting ancient woodland 
from damaging development and land uses” and “promoting the effective 
management, and where appropriate, extension and creation of new woodland 
areas”. 

Cross-Cutting Policy CC2 ‘Climate Change’ includes mitigation measures to 
adapt to forecasted climate change scenarios through the implementation of local 
planning policy, encouragement of behavioural changes and investment 



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Appendix 8.2 - Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report - Five Points Roundabout 

 

001 | Issue | 16 November 2012  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.2_5POINTSPHASE1\APPENDIX8.2_5 POINTS PHASE 1 REPORT_ISSUE24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 4 

 

programmes to reduce significant greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide 
emissions. In relation to biodiversity and wildlife, particular attention has been 
focused on the promotion of land use that acts as carbon sinks and the provision 
of opportunities for species and habitat migration. 

Cross-Cutting Policy CC8 ‘Green Infrastructure’ will involve the collaboration of 
local authorities and partners to “plan, provide and manage connected networks of 
multi-functional green infrastructure” whilst incorporating other natural features 
that will “increase the environmental capacity of the locality as a whole”.  

The Local Nature Partnership for Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes Draft 
Strategic Action Plan 

The draft Strategic Action Plan2 produced in July 2012 provides an objective 
assessment of the needs and opportunities facing the natural environment in the 
county and the role that Local Nature Partnerships (LNPs) can play in addressing 
these issues. 

The Plan is in response to the recent Natural Environment White Paper (July 
2011) and provides guidance on meeting the targets outlined in it. 

The LNP board are expected to approve this draft shortly with a vision to place 
the natural environment at the heart of decision making. This should be reflected 
in policy, decision making and actions in both the private and public sector and 
has been divided into a series of strategic objectives and opportunities for 
intervention. 

The key objectives for nature conservation and biodiversity have been emphasised 
within three of the six categorised natural benefits; healthy conditions for life 
(high quality habitats), the perceptions of place (biodiversity hotspots) and active 
engagement with nature (public access to nature).  

Maintenance, enhancement, strategic planning and LNP engagement have been 
highlighted as necessary objectives to develop a framework to support landscape-
scale projects and influence spatial planning in the county. 

South Bucks Core Strategy 

The South Bucks Core Strategy3 Document is a key document for the Local 
Development Framework which sets the long-term vision, objectives and broad 
strategy for accommodating future development in the district up to 2026. It was 
adopted in February 2011 and superseded many of the Local Plan policies that 
had been in place. 

The Strategy has identified five Biodiversity Opportunity Areas where targeted 
conservation at the landscape-level is expected to have the greatest benefit. This 
process has been adopted in line with the England 2020 Biodiversity Strategy.  

The proposed development is located within the South Bucks Heaths and 
Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and will extend into the Colne 

                                                 
2 https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/documents/s14779/APP%20-
2%20Second%20draft%20Strategic%20Action%20Plan%20V2_0%20170712-
Nature%20Partnership.pdf 
3http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/includes/documents/cm_docs/2011/s/sbdccorestrategy.pd
f 



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Appendix 8.2 - Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report - Five Points Roundabout 

 

001 | Issue | 16 November 2012  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.2_5POINTSPHASE1\APPENDIX8.2_5 POINTS PHASE 1 REPORT_ISSUE24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 5 

 

Valley BOA. Within these designated areas proposed developments must seek to 
achieve appropriate conservation or biodiversity enhancement where possible.  

These landscape areas and features act as corridors between the designated sites 
efforts must be undertaken to shift to a net biodiversity gain within these areas in 
order to minimise habitat fragmentation from development. 

South Bucks District Local Plan 

The ‘Local Plan for South Bucks’ was adopted in 1989 and has been replaced by 
this plan which has been most recently consolidated in February 2011. The latest 
biodiversity and conservation policies relate only to development within a 
conservation area (C1), alterations and extensions to listed buildings (C6) and 
sites of geological importance (C15) and therefore do not need to be considered 
within this assessment for the proposed site. The remainder of the previous 
policies have been incorporated into the South Bucks Core Strategy. 

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this Phase 1 Habitat Survey are to: 

•  Provide information on the nature, location, extent and distribution of 
habitat types present at the sites. 

•  Provide an evaluation of the likely ecological interest of the sites, their 
ability to support protected species, and the scope of further survey 
work required in relation to these resources. 

•  Inform the development proposals in order to avoid and mitigate any 
detrimental ecological impacts associated with the proposals. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following on from this introductory section, Section 2 provides details of the 
methodologies of the desk-based and field surveys and assessment, including any 
limitations of the exercise. Section 3 details the results and an appraisal of the 
desk study and field survey. Section 4 provides conclusions and 
recommendations. 
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2 Methodology  

Information about the ecological features present on (and in the immediate 
environs of) the site have been gathered through a combination of desk study and 
field survey. The methodology for both the desk study and field survey are 
provided in this section, together with any limitations identified during the course 
of the study. 

2.1 Desk study 
This desk study utilised on-line research tools including Nature on the Map 
(www.natureonthemap.org.uk), the National Biodiversity Network Gateway 
(www.nbn.org.uk), and the Multi Agency Geographic Information for the 
Countryside website MAGIC (www.magic.gov.uk). Records were also obtained 
from Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre.  The 
UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) and the Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes Biodiversity Partnership (Local Biodiversity Action Plan - LBAP) were 
consulted for details of notable species that could be expected to occur in the area. 
The area covered by these surveys extended up to 2km from the main Pinewood 
Studios site. As Five Points Roundabout, the site covered by this report, lies less 
than 1km from the Pinewood Studios site and is relatively small in size, it is 
considered appropriate and sufficient to use the data from these surveys. 

This contextual information can assist in determining which species are likely to 
be affected by the proposed development, and has helped to focus the field survey 
in identifying signs of notable species that could be expected to occur in the 
vicinity.  

2.2 Field survey  
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried out in April 2012.  The survey was 
undertaken in accordance with standard guidance (JNCC, 20074).  Habitat types 
were mapped in the field, noting the dominant plant and vegetation communities 
present. Evidence of protected species, or the potential for the site to support 
protected species, were also noted and are represented as target notes on the phase 
1 habitat survey map (Appendix B).  

Searches for protected species included identification of field signs such as the 
paths, tracks and scats of mammal species, for example badger (Meles meles), 
plus areas of shelter, such as badger setts and potential bat roost sites within trees 
or built structures.  Any man-made or natural refugia were inspected and lifted 
where possible, to search for sheltering wildlife such as reptiles and amphibians.   

Based on an understanding of the habitat types present and consideration of the 
site’s position within the wider landscape, an assessment was made of the site’s 
potential to support protected species and species of high individual nature 
conservation value, which may be impacted by the proposed works.  The 
assessment will identify possible ecological constraints to the proposed works 
programme and will recommend dedicated survey works for protected species if 
appropriate.   
                                                 
4 Joint Nature Conservation Committee's Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey: A 
technique for environmental audit (2007). 
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2.3 Limitations 
The findings presented in this study represent those at the time of survey and 
reporting.  Variations in these conditions will take place as a result of seasonal 
factors, and with the general passage of time. 

It should also be noted that fauna may travel over wide areas and can have large 
home ranges and so can be overlooked within surveys. Species which are absent 
at the time of survey may also return to or colonise a site anew at any future time. 
However, the survey was conducted at an appropriate time of year for recording 
dominant plant species and mapping habitats 
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3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 

3.1.1 Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value 

There are no statutory or non-statutory sites within the site boundary. There are 
three statutory sites designated for nature conservation within the 2km search 
area; these are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1 Statutory Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value within 2km of the 
proposal site. 
Site 
name 

Type Location Description Resource value 

Black 
Park 

SSSI Lies entirely 
within Black 
Park LNR and 
approximately 
1.7km to the 
west of the 
site 

Comprises dry and wet heath, alder 
carr, mixed and coniferous 
woodland and small areas of acid 
grassland. Heathland and alder carr 
are very rare in Buckinghamshire 
and have species that are rare or 
uncommon within the county.  The 
heathland attracts a diverse 
invertebrate assemblage, including 
the nationally rare Roesel’s bush 
cricket Metrioptera roeseli.  
Nationally scarce dead-wood 
beetles including Pedicus depressus 
and Mycetophagus piceus are found 
here.  The site is important to 
breeding and wintering birds as well 
as common reptiles and 
amphibians. 

National 

Kingcup 
Meadows 
and 
Oldhouse 
Wood 

SSSI Approximately 
0.5km to the 
north-east of 
the site 

Adjacent to the River Alderbourne 
and comprises a mosaic of 
woodland, unimproved pastures and 
semi and unimproved meadows.  
Unimproved and wet grassland are 
scarce within Buckinghamshire and 
the waterlogged areas support 
locally uncommon marsh ragwort 
Senecio aquaticus.  The woodland 
has many species indicative of 
ancient semi-natural woodland, 
including herb Paris Paris 
quadrifolia.  Other locally rare 
species include pale sedge Carex 
pallescens and bristle club-rush 
Isolepis setacea.  

National 

Black 
Park 

Local 
Nature 
Reserve 

Approximately 
1.5km to the 
north west 

A 66 hectare site comprising 
woodland, heath, grassland and a 
lake. 

District 
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Several non-statutory designated sites for nature conservation are present within 
2km of the proposal site; these are detailed in Table 2. 

Table 2 Non-statutory Sites Designated for Nature Conservation Value within 2km of the 
proposal site.  
Site name Type Location Description 

Black Park Lake Biological 
Notification Site 

1.6km to the west 
of the site 

Large lake 

Black Park Biological 
Notification Site 

1.7km to the north 
west of the site 

Large area of mixed woodland and 
areas of heathland being restored. A 
large lake plus ponds. 

Long Coppice Biological 
Notification Site 

2km to the north-
east of the site 

Very mixed woodland; alder carr, 
tall yews, conifers. Above yews is 
an overgrown parkland with 
rhododendrons. 

Langley Park Biological 
Notification Site 

1.5km to south-
west of the site 

Southern half has pasture, ponds and 
trees. Mature oak, birch and beech 
wood with clearings. Towards north 
damper with Sphagnum, some 
grass/heather/gorse heath. 
Nationally important site for dead-
wood invertebrates. 

 

3.1.2 Legally Protected or Otherwise Notable Species 

There are records of protected species and Local and UK BAP species within the 
2km search area; these are detailed in Table 3. 

Table 3: Protected species historically recorded within the 2km search area 

Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Slow worm Anguis fraglis Schedule 5 SPI X X  
Common Toad Bufo bufo  SPI X X  
Viviparous 
Lizard 

Lacerta vivipara Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Grass Snake Natrix natrix Schedule 5 SPI X X  
Adder Vipera berus Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Birds 

Sky Lark Alauda arvensis  SPI X X Red 
Kingfisher Alcedo atthis Schedule 1   X Amber 
Garganey Anas 

querquedula 
Schedule 1   X Amber 

Greylag Goose Anser anser Schedule 1   X Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Tree Pipit Anthus trivialis  SPI X X Red 
Common 
Goldeneye 

Bucephala 
clangula 

Schedule 1   X Amber 

Nightjar Caprimulgus 
europaeus 

 SPI X X Red 

Lesser Redpoll Carduelis cabaret  SPI X  Red 
Linnet Carduelis 

cannabina 
 SPI X X Red 

Little Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
dubius 

Schedule 1   X  

Black Tern Chilidonias niger Schedule 1    Amber 
Cuckoo Cuculus canorus  SPI X  Red 
Lesser Spotted 
Woodpecker 

Dendrocopos 
minor 

 SPI X  Red 

Yellowhammer Emberiza 
citrinella 

 SPI X X Red 

Reed Bunting Embriza 
schoeniclus 

 SPI X X Amber 

Merlin Falco 
columbarius 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco peregrines Schedule 1     

Hobby Falco subbuteo Schedule 1   X  
Brambling Fringilla 

montifringilla 
Schedule 1   X  

Crossbill Loxia curvirostra Schedule 1     
Wood Lark Lullula arborea Schedule 1 SPI X X Amber 
Red Kite Milvus milvus Schedule 1   X Amber 
Yellow 
Wagtail 

Motacilla flava 
flavissima 

 SPI X X Red 

Spotted 
Flycatcher 

Muscicapa striata  SPI X X Red 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

 SPI X  Red 

Osprey Pandion 
haliaetus 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Continental 
Marsh Tit 

Parus palustris 
palustris 

 SPI X X  

House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

 SPI X X Red 

Honey Pernis apivorus Schedule1    Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Buzzard 
Ruff Philomachus 

pugnax 
Schedule 1    Red 

Black Redstart Phoenicurus 
ochruros 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Wood Warbler Phylloscopus 
sibilatrix 

 SPI X X Red 

Dunnock Prunella 
modularis 

 SPI X X Amber 

Bullfinch Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

 SPI X X Amber 

Firecrest Regulus 
ignicapilla 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Starling Sturnus vulgaris  SPI X X Red 
Whitethroat Sylvia communis     Amber 
Dartford 
Warbler 

Sylvia undata Schedule 1   X Amber 

Common 
Greenshank 

Tringa nebularia Schedule 1     

Green 
Sandpiper 

Tringa ochropus Schedule 1   X Amber 

Redwing Turdus iliacus Schedule 1   X Red 
Song Thrush Turdus 

philomelos 
 SPI X X Red 

Fieldfare Turdus pilaris Schedule 1   X Red 
Ring Ouzel Turdus 

torquantus 
 SPI X  Red 

Lapwing Vanellus vanellus  SPI X X Red 
Common 
Sandpiper 

Actis 
hypoleucos 

    Amber 

Shoveler Anas clypeata     Amber 
Teal Anas crecca     Amber 
Wigeon Anas Penelope     Amber 
Mallard Anas 

platyrhynchos 
    Amber 

Meadow Pipit Anthus 
pratensis 

    Amber 

Water Pipit Anthus 
spinoletta 

    Amber 

Swift Apus apus     Amber 
Pochard Aythya farina     Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Tufted Duck Aythya fuligula     Amber 
Brent Goose Branta bernicla     Amber 
Barnacle 
Goose 

Branta 
leucopsis 

    Amber 

Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
hiaticula 

    Amber 

Stock Dove Columba oenas     Amber 
House Martin Delichon 

urbicum 
    Amber 

Little Egret Egretta garzetta     Amber 
Kestrel Falco 

tinnunculus 
    Amber 

Snipe Gallinago 
gallinago 

    Amber 

Common 
Crane 

Grus grus     Amber 

Swallow Hirundo rustica     Amber 
Yellow-
legged Gull 

Larus 
argentatus 
michahellis 

    Amber 

Mew Gull Larus canus     Amber 
Lesser Black-
backed Gull 

Larus fuscus     Amber 

Iceland Gull Larus 
glaucoides 

    Amber 

Great Black-
backed Gull 

Larus marinus     Amber 

Black-headed 
Gull 

Larus 
ridibundus 

    Amber 

Nightingale Luscinia 
megarhynchos 

    Amber 

Jack Snipe Lymnocryptes 
minimus 

    Amber 

Grey Wagtail Motacilla 
cinerea 

    Amber 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

    Amber 

Redstart Phoenicurus 
phoenicurus 

    Amber 

Willow 
Warbler 

Phylloscopus 
trochilus 

    Amber 

Green Picus viridis     Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Woodpecker 
Sand Martin Riparia riparia     Amber 
Whinchat Saxicola 

rubetra 
    Amber 

Woodcock Scolopax 
rusticola 

    Amber 

Common 
Tern 

Sterna hirundo     Amber 

Sandwich 
Tern 

Sterna 
sandvicensis 

    Amber 

Whitethroat Sylvia undata     Amber 
Little Grebe Tachybaptus 

ruficollis 
    Amber 

Shelduck Tadorna 
tadorna 

    Amber 

Spotted 
Redshank 

Tringa 
erythropus 

    Amber 

Redshank Tringa totanus     Amber 
Mistle Thrush Turdus 

viscivorus 
    Amber 

Insects: ants, bees, wasps, beetles, dragonflies, flies, lepidoptera 
Click beetle Lacon querceus  SPI X  Red Data 

Book 1: 
Endangered 

Stag beetle Lucanus cervus  SPI X X Nationally 
scarce 

Purple 
Emperor 

Apatura iris    X High 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Small heath Coenonympha 
pamphilus 

 SPI X   

Small blue Cupido minimus  SPI X X Medium 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Wall Lasiommata 
megera 

 SPI X  Medium  
Priority 
Butterflies 

White 
admiral 

Limenitis 
camilla 

 SPI X X  

Silver-
studded Blue 

Plebejus argus  SPI X X High 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Grizzled Pyrgus malvae  SPI X  Medium 
Priority 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

skipper Butterflies 
White-letter 
hairstreak 

Satyrium w-
album 

 SPI X   Medium 
Priority 
Butterflies 

Grey Dagger Acronicta psi  SPI    
Knot Grass Acronicta 

rumicis 
 SPI    

Flounced 
chestnut 

Agrochola 
helvola 

 SPI    

Green-
brindled 
crescent 

Allophyes 
oxyacanthae 

 SPI    

Ear moth Amphipoea 
oculea 

 SPI    

Mouse moth Amphipyra 
tragopoginis 

 SPI    

Large nutmeg Apamea anceps  SPI    
Dusky 
brocade 

Apamea remissa  SPI    

Deep-brown 
dart 

Aporophyla 
lutulenta 

 SPI    

Garden Tiger Arctica caja  SPI    
Sprawler Asteroscopus 

sphinx 
 SPI    

Centre-barred 
sallow 

Atethmia 
centrago 

 SPI    

Minor 
shoulder-knot 

Brachylomia 
viminalis 

 SPI    

Mottled rustic Caradrina 
Morpheus 

 SPI    

Oak lutestring Cymatophorima 
diluta 

 SPI    

Small square-
spot 

Diarsia rubi  SPI    

Figure of 
eight 

Diloba 
caeruleocephala 

 SPI  X  

Small 
phoenix 

Ecliptopera 
silaceata 

 SPI    

September 
thorn 

Ennomos 
erosaria 

 SPI    

Dusky thorn Ennomos 
fuscantaria 

 SPI    

August thorn Ennomos  SPI    
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

quercinaria 

Spinach Eulithis 
mellinata 

 SPI    

Small 
emerald 

Hemistola 
chrysoprasaria 

 SPI    

Ghost moth Hepialus humuli  SPI    
Rustic Hoplodrina 

blanda 
 SPI    

Rosy rustic Hydraecia 
micacea 

 SPI    

Brindled 
beauty 

Lycia hirtaria  SPI    

Lackey Malacosoma 
Neustria 

 SPI    

Dot moth Melanchra 
persicariae 

 SPI    

Shoulder-
striped 
wainscot 

Mythimna 
comma 

 SPI    

Powdered 
quaker 

Orthosia 
gracilis 

 SPI    

Shaded 
broad-bar 

Scotopteryx 
chenopodiata 

 SPI    

White ermine Spilosoma 
lubricipeda 

 SPI    

Buff ermine Spilosoma 
luteum 

 SPI    

Feathered 
gothic 

Tholera 
decimalis 

 SPI    

Blood-vein Timandra 
comae 

 SPI    

Cinnabar Tyria jacobaeae  SPI    
Oak hook-tip Watsonalla 

binaria 
 SPI    

Sallow Xanthia icteritia  SPI    
Dark-barred 
twin-spot 
carpet 

Xanthorhoe 
ferrugata 

 SPI    

Neglected 
rustic 

Xestia castanea  SPI    

Mammals 
Water vole Arvicola 

terrestris 
Schedule 5 SPI X X  
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Hedgehog Erinaceus 
europaeus 

 SPI X X  

Badger Meles meles Badgers 
Act 

    

Noctule bat Nyctalus 
noctula 

Schedule 5 SPI X X  

Common 
pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

Schedule 5   X  

Soprano 
pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus 

Schedule 5 SPI X   

Plants 
Starfruit Damasonium 

alisma 
Schedule 8 SPI X X County rare 

Tubular 
water-
dropwort 

Oenanthe 
fistulosa 

 SPI X   

Annual 
knawel 

Scleranthus 
annuuss 

 SPI X  County 
scarce 

Marsh 
stitchwort 

Stellaria 
palustris 

 SPI X   

 

3.2 Field survey 
A Phase 1 Habitat Survey Map (Figure 2) is provided in Appendix A. A habitat 
description, together with details of characteristic and/or constant species, are 
provided below. 

3.2.1 Habitat description  

This is a small area of land some 1.6 ha in extent, consisting of a meadow area 
fringed by scrub and trees. 

Figure 2 shows the southern part of the site as broad-leaved woodland. Within this 
woodland, two trees (TN1) have the potential for roosting bats.  The main area of 
the site is made up of semi-improved neutral grassland, locally-dominated by 
black knapweed (Centaurea nigra), and is probably harvested for hay. Meadow 
brown butterflies (Maniola jurtina) were noted here at the time of the survey.  A 
band of scrub surrounds the grassland with a narrow band of broad-leaved 
woodland to the west and a thicker band to the east. 
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3.2.2 Protected Species 

 Although the grassland area is probably harvested for hay, the opportunity 
exists for reptiles to be present, particularly at the boundary between grass 
and scrub habitats. The area is unlikely to be suitable for great crested 
newts or other amphibians. 

 No signs of badgers were seen in this area. Furthermore, the area is 
surrounded on three sides by busy roads, thus it is unlikely that a sett of 
any type would be present at the site.  

 Birds will be using the wooded and scrub areas for nesting. It is also likely 
that ground-nesting birds will use the grassland area.  

 This site is small and isolated and is considered generally unsuitable for 
dormice. 

 Bats are likely to be using woodland edges and the central grassland area 
for foraging, and trees illustrated by TN1 may provide suitable roosting 
sites. A series of bat surveys is therefore recommended.  

3.3 Appraisal 
Five Points Roundabout is a small site, largely isolated by roads to the north, 
south and west. As a consequence of this, it does not represent a site of high 
biodiversity potential. 

Proposed works within this site will involve extensions to the existing roundabout. 
The effects of this will be the direct loss of habitat and the additional 
fragmentation of the remaining habitat. Further surveys are required to inform 
upon the area’s use by reptiles and bats.  
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4 Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.1 Summary of findings 
No statutory or non-statutory sites designated for their importance to nature 
conservation fall within the boundaries of the site. Although a number of 
designated areas are found within the wider local area, none are likely to be 
impacted by the proposed level of works. Furthermore, land take over the site will 
be relatively small and is unlikely to have a significant negative impact upon 
biodiversity in the wider area.   

Nevertheless, at a site level, protected species may be at risk from the proposals 
and mitigation or compensation measures may be required to ensure that there is 
no net negative effect to habitats and species in the longer-term. Therefore, a 
number of species-specific surveys will be needed, to identify which species are 
present and how and to what extent they may be impacted by the proposals. 

4.1.1 Reptile Surveys 

Reptile surveys will be needed to establish if the grassland and scrub area are 
being used by these species. 

4.1.2 Bat Surveys 

Bat surveys will be needed to inform upon the general level of bat activity, 
whether any roosts will be affected by the proposed works and whether important 
foraging and/or commuting routes are present.  

4.1.3 Birds 

The site is likely to be suitable for a range of common bird species.. The level of 
works proposed is unlikely to have a significant impact upon any populations at 
the local or regional level. However, all nesting birds, their young and eggs are 
protected by law and thus any vegetation clearance should be undertaken outside 
of the nesting season (generally from March to August inclusive). Guidance 
should be sought from a suitably-qualified ecologist with regard to clearance 
works at any time of the year.   

4.2 Summary of Recommendations 
• Land take should be kept to an absolute minimum when impacting 

semi-natural habitats, in order to reduce the risk of impacts upon 
protected species and the level of mitigation required for such impacts. 

• All British native reptile species are afforded at least some level of 
protection under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981(as amended); 
thus a reptile survey is recommended  

• Bat surveys should be undertaken to identify the levels and types of 
use by bats. 
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• With regard to breeding birds, any tree, scrub or ground clearance 
works associated with the proposals should be conducted outside of the 
breeding season, which generally runs from March to August inclusive 
and habitat should be checked by an ecologist prior to works at any 
time of year.  
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners International Ltd (Arup) were commissioned by Pinewood Studios Ltd in 
2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the outline planning application 
of Pinewood Studios (West Area) and a green-field site adjacent to the east of Pinewood Studios 
(East Area).  A suite of protected species surveys were undertaken for the proposed development, 
including a series of bat surveys, the results of which are reported here.  These bat surveys build 
on the findings from earlier surveys undertaken by Arup in 2008, which were undertaken to 
inform a previous outline planning application for the East Area.  

The West Area comprises the operational studios and its associated infrastructure.  Habitat within 
the West Area includes, mature tree lines and vegetated boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, 
standing water, dense continuous scrub and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity 
grassland, rough species poor grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises an area of green-field land located between Pinewood Studios to the 
west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat comprises a matrix of secondary woodland, mature tree 
lines and hedgerows, dense scrub and (predominantly) semi-improved grassland habitats.   

The proposed redevelopment of the West Area will comprise minor reconfigurations of current 
building use and the construction of new buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the 
usage of the site.  The East Area would be subject to the construction of additional studio space, 
workshops and office space with associated infrastructure. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 and should be referred to for the locations of the 
East site and West site, in addition to each site boundary. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 
All species of bats native to the UK are protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) and by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010). The legislation 
makes it an offence to recklessly or intentionally kill or injure individual bats, to disturb or 
obstruct access to any roost site (even when bats are not present), or to damage or destroy such a 
roost site at any time, unless a licence has first been obtained from Natural England.  Licences are 
granted on the basis that there is over-riding public interest for the works to take place or that the 
work would result in benefits to the environment. Licences are only granted where the proposed 
works would not affect the favourable conservation status of the species. Therefore, mitigation 
and compensation measures may be required to ensure that the favourable conservation status of 
the bat species concerned is not threatened or compromised.  

Bats are listed as priority species under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) and, at a local 
level, under the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes BAP.  Because of inclusion on these BAPs, 
bats are considered at all levels of UK planning policy, the aim of this being that development 
contributes to halting further losses and encouraging population enhancement.   

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this study were to: 

 gather existing bat records for the site and surrounds; 

 undertake surveys to update those carried out in 2008 (East Area) and determine the 
number and species of bats present on site; 
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 determine which areas of the site are important to bats for foraging and commuting and 
what their value is in the context of bat conservation interest; 

 determine what types of roost are present (if any) and what their value is in the context of 
bat conservation interest;  

 assess the implications of the findings of this study for the proposed development and 
provide recommendations to inform the detailed design of the proposals and any 
appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, Section 2 sets out the methodology used to carry out this study and 
the limitations of the work.  Section 3 presents the results of the surveys including an overview of 
the results of previous surveys and an appraisal of bat activity observed at the site.  Section 4 
provides recommendations for addressing these interests and guidance on ecological 
enhancements that can be provided within the proposals that would benefit bats. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment updated bat records from within 3km of the site have been 
provided by the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre. 

Included within the previous planning application, a desk study was undertaken as part of the 
Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey undertaken by Ecosulis Ltd in March 2008.  Bat records within 
4km of the site were provided by the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental 
Records Centre.  Neither Natural England nor the Environment Agency held any bat records for 
the area. 

2.2 Scoping 
A site walkover was undertaken of the West Area (operational studios site) and East Area 
(greenfield site) by two experienced ecologists on 18th April 2012, in order to identify features of 
potential value to roosting, commuting and foraging bats on site.  This survey aimed to update 
previous surveys undertaken on the East Area (greenfield site) and identify: 

 buildings on and adjacent to the sites which had potential to support roosting bats;   

 trees within the sites with suitable voids, crevices and other such cavities which allow for 
stable conditions and shelter required by roosting bats; and   

 features likely to be used by commuting and foraging bats such as hedgerows, tree lines 
and woodland. 

The initial scoping survey was followed by more detailed bat activity surveys as well as tree and 
building inspections, as described in the following sections. 

2.3 Building inspections 
Buildings on the West Area (operational studios site) and East Area (greenfield site) were 
assessed for potential to support roosting bats.  These assessments were followed by internal and 
external inspections (access permitting) to check for signs of recent roosting activities.  Roof void 
access points were identified and inspected, as were external ledges, walls and other likely 
features where signs of bat activity (including droppings, insect remains and exit/entry grease 
marks) might exist.   

Direct access to buildings located adjacent to the site (off-site) was not possible, but visual 
inspections were undertaken to inform roost potential assessments and to allow for external 
restricted external inspections.   

2.4 Tree inspections 
Surveys of potential tree roosts were undertaken in the East Area (greenfield site) on 11th July and 
15th of October 2012. These surveys comprised a visual inspection of all accessible trees 
(including those detailed in the 2008 bat survey report) on site except some areas within the 
central part of the Clump were not accessible due to dense vegetation, to identify and assess those 
with potential to support roosting bats.  The aim of the survey was to determine whether the 
assessment of tree roost opportunities detailed in the 2008 bat survey report has altered over the 
subsequent four year period, and therefore which trees with current notable roost potential may be 
impacted by the proposed development.   
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Based on the results of the visual inspection, trees were graded according to their suitability to 
support roosting bats in line with the suitability criteria shown in Table 1.  The grade was based 
upon professional judgement of an experienced ecologist. 

 
 
Table 1  Assessment criteria for potential of trees to support bat roosts. 

Suitability Description 

Low Tree generally in good condition with a few features of limited value to bats, 
such as ivy cover or loose bark.  Tree may have features such as cavities which 
on closer inspection are superficial or features which are heavily exposed to the 
weather and provide suboptimal conditions.  Probability of usage slight.  

Moderate Semi-mature or mature tree with one or two features with the potential to be used 
by roosting bats.  This may include cracks, fissures, thick ivy or knot holes but 
features do not extend very deeply or lead to a hollow trunk.  

High Mature or dying trees with multiple features including woodpecker holes, large 
cracks and crevices, a hollow trunk or very dense ivy.  Tree in a good location 
for to provide local foraging opportunities. 

Trees in the West Area were surveyed by an aboriculturist in July 2012 with an assessment made 
of each trees age and structure. Using the detailed information provided in the aboricultural 
survey each tree was subsequently evaluated in terms of its potential to support roosting bats in 
order to inform the design and route of subsequent bat activity surveys (detailed below). 

2.5 Bat emergence/re-entry & activity surveys 
A total of four emergence/re-entry and activity surveys were undertaken in the West Area 
(operational studios site) between the 20th of June 2012 and the 11th of July 2012. These 
comprised three dusk emergence/activity surveys and one dawn re-entry/activity survey.   

Each survey replicate was undertaken by a team of six experienced ecologists using Anabat SD2 
and Pettersson D240x bat detectors to locate and identify bats.  The dusk surveys commenced 30 
minutes before dusks and continued for a further 2 hours after dusk.  The dawn surveys 
commenced 2 hours before sunrise and finished 5 minutes after.   

The initial periods of each dusk survey (from 30 minutes before dusk to 45mins after dusk) were 
used to focus on features of moderate to high roost potential to identify any active bat roosts. The 
subsequent periods of each dusk survey (from 45 to 120 minutes after dusk) were used to 
undertake activity surveys which followed pre-defined routes, illustrated in Figure 2, which 
focussed on likely key foraging habitats and dispersal corridors, including tree lines, formal 
gardens, hedgerows and woodland.  Dawn surveys followed a similar format with the first 90 
minutes of the survey used to focus on likely key foraging habitats and dispersal corridors and the 
remaining 35 minutes used to focus on features of moderate to high roost potential.   

Records of bat behaviour were taken during the course of each survey with further recordings of 
bat echolocation also made using Anabat bat detectors which were later analysed using Analook 
bat survey data analysis software to confirm species identification. 

2.6 Limitations 
The surveys have used appropriate current guidance and the judgement of experienced surveyors 
to provide a responsible and thorough assessment of likely presence/absence of bats.  Inevitably 
with such surveys, demonstrating non-occupancy of a roost site cannot be absolutely guaranteed 
by not finding bats on any given survey occasion.  Bats use different roost sites at different times 
of year and for different purposes (e.g. maternity roosts, hibernation roosts and day roosts).  It is 
therefore possible that bats may colonise a suitable roosting site at any time.  This is particularly 
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the case for tree roosts, which may only be occupied for short periods but still receive protection 
when not in use.   

The surveys were undertaken over an extended period between the months of April and October 
2012. Certain other periods of bat activity, such as autumn swarming and hibernation were not 
covered, but there are no features of significant potential to support hibernating bats at the site 
and consequently hibernation and autumn swarming surveys were not considered necessary. 

 

3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 
The records provided in Table 2 below were provided in 2008 by the local records centre. 

Table 2 2008 Bat Records 

Species Number of records within 
4km search area 

Nearest record to the East 
Area (greenfield site) 

Noctule, Nyctalus noctula 3 1.7km south-west of site 

Common pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus 

6 1.7km south-west of site 

Brown long-eared bat, 
Plecotus Auritus 

1 2.3km south-west of site 

These records have been updated by a more recent records search of bat records within 3km of 
the site in 2012 provided by the local records centre.  These are detailed below in Table 3. 

Table 3 2012 Bat Records 

Species Number of records 
within 3km search 
area 

Nearest record to the 
West Area (operational 
studios site) 

Date of Latest 
Record 

Noctule, Nyctalus 
noctula 

2 1.8km south-east of site 2011 

Common pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

2 1.8km south-east of site 2011 

Soprano pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus pygmaeus 

2 1.8km south-east of site 2011 

Pipistrelle sp. 3 2.5km west of site 2010 
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3.2 Habitats & features 
The following habitats and features provide suitable commuting, foraging and roosting 
opportunities for bats. 

3.2.1 West Area (Operational Studios Site) 

Trees 

An assessment of those trees detailed in the arboricultural tree survey for the West Area site 
(operational studios site) identified a total of 94 trees with potential to support roosting bats.  
These can be found in the south of the site, and include lines of lime trees which lie adjacent to 
the ornamental gardens.  Detailed descriptions of each of the trees with roost potential in the West 
Area site are presented in Table A1, which can be cross referred to the locations shown in Figure 
6. 

The ornamental gardens at the south end of the site contain a total of 39 trees displaying bat roost 
potential ranging from low to moderate/high.  Mature specimens of oak, sycamore, horse 
chestnut, Aesculus hippocastanum, and ash are present and display features favoured by bats such 
as broken limbs, ivy cover, bark damage, deadwood, dieback and internal cavities. 

The south-east corner of the site contains a small area of woodland with a ground covering of ivy, 
Hedera helix, and leaf litter.  This area of the site contains four trees of between low and high bat 
roost potential.  These are a mature horse chestnut with bark damage approximately one and a 
half meters up the trunk; a mature scots pine, Pinus sylvestris, with a snapped and hanging limb; 
a dead ash; and an over-mature hollow oak with a cavity at the base of the trunk. 

A line of trees along the western boundary of the site, where it adjoins Black Park Country Park 
(SSSI) has been identified as having twenty trees of low to moderate bat roost potential.  These 
include; oak, lime, horse chestnut, ash and Norway maple, Acer platanoides, all of which display 
potential roost features including deadwood, lost limbs, bark wounds and cavities. 

A line of mature trees displaying features of potential value to bats also exists on a vegetated 
bund along the southern boundary of the site.  The fourteen trees of note are of moderate/high 
roost potential and include oak, horse chestnut, lime, silver maple, Acer saccarinum, and Norway 
maple.  Potential roost features displayed amongst these trees include bark damage as well as 
decayed and dead stems. A number of the trees are also dead.  

An area of mature mixed exists to the west of the site and is connected to the West Area site by 
Black Park Country Park (SSSI).  The maturity and diversity of trees within this woodland parcel 
suggests there to be a number of opportunities for bat roosting within.  

Woodland 

Black Park Country Park is located immediately to the west of the operational studios site and is 
a designated SSSI.  It comprises of a variety of woodland habitats; alder carr, mixed woodland 
and coniferous woodland.  Black Park Local Nature Reserve is also located adjacent to the site, 
and north of the Country Park, and contains areas of mixed woodland. 

An area of plantation woodland is located at the most northern tip of the site and is approximately 
twenty-five to thirty years old.  This woodland is of limited value to bats, owing to the tree 
species present, their uniform age structure and the lack of features of potential as bat roosts.  

It should be noted however, that an area of mixed woodland, containing numerous mature 
specimens of both deciduous and coniferous species, exists adjacent to the site and immediately 
north of the area of plantation woodland. This includes a number of trees likely to be of 
significant value to bats with regard to both roosting and foraging activities. 
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The gardens in the south of the site also comprise areas of mature planted woodland which 
include a variety of native and non-native tree species. Many of these trees exhibit notable 
structural diversity and have consequently been assessed as having high value for bats. 

Mature tree lines 

There are a number of dense continuous tree lines around the site.  The most significant of these 
(which include a boulevard of mature limes, Tilia cordata, red woods, Sequoiadendron sp. and 
horse chestnuts, Aesculus hippocastanum) are located in the south east of the site and along the 
site boundaries, parallel to the adjacent roadways.  These linear features connect areas of 
woodland in the east and west of the site and have potential to be used by bats when dispersing 
between roosting and foraging sites.  The lines of trees themselves may also provide foraging 
opportunities for a number of bat species, with each mature lime tree, for example, supporting an 
associated community of invertebrates prey species. 

Scrub (dense / continuous) and ruderal vegetation 

Areas of dense and scattered scrub are located in various locations around the site, in particular 
the western and southern boundaries.  This scrub habitat is comprised primarily of bramble, 
Rubus fruticosus agg., which in turn supports associated insect assemblages of potential value to 
foraging bat as they commute between roosts and other key foraging habitats. 

Ruderal vegetation is present in the north western and south western corners of the site.  This is 
interspersed with rubble and substrate which has been used to create earthen bunds and 
embankments in these locations.  The linear structures of the earthen bunds are likely to be 
favoured by bats as they represent features which may be used to aid navigation across the wider 
landscape. The ruderal vegetation is again also likely to support an associated invertebrate 
assemblage which will represent a foraging resource of value to a number of species. 

Introduced shrub 

Areas of introduced shrub are present on site within the gardens located primarily around the 
eastern and southern boundaries of the site.  Vegetation is dense in these areas and comprises a 
number of species including laural, Laurus nobilis.  These shrubs appear to have been planted 
some time ago for ornamental purposes and are now mature.  They have the potential to support a 
number of invertebrate species and hence represent a foraging resource for bats.  

Amenity grassland 

Areas of amenity grassland are present around the site, the main expanse of which lies within the 
gardens in the south east of the west site.  These comprise ornamental lawns which have been 
assessed as being of low value to bats as a result of their short sward and the highly managed 
nature of these habitats. 

Standing water 

There are four bodies of standing water within the boundary of the west site.  A small balancing 
pond is located along the western boundary of the site, in a depression adjacent to access roads, 
car parks and studio buildings.  The pond is relatively open in terms of vegetation encroachment 
and marginal vegetation is limited in its extent.  Surrounding habitat comprises semi-improved 
grassland, bramble scrub and scattered trees.  This waterbody is an attenuation pond and 
consequently undergoes rapid fluctuations in water levels and can become turbid in times of high 
rainfall.  The balancing pond is likely to support a diverse community of invertebrates which in 
turn, have potential to support foraging bats. 

There is a large pond located in the gardens to the south of the site which is relatively open and 
contains limited amounts of aquatic vegetation.  Surrounding habitat comprises amenity grassland 
and narrow belts of semi-mature trees.  This waterbody is likely to support a community of 
diverse invertebrate species which may afford an important foraging resource for various bat 
species. 
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Two ditches are also present in the south area of the site, one located in the west and one in the 
east of the area of formal gardens.  Both ditches hold standing water during periods of high 
rainfall.  The transient nature of these waterbodies means that they are likely to be of low value to 
bat species, but may provide an additional foraging resource in times of heavy rainfall and for 
short periods during which the ditches retain water. 

Buildings 

There are a number of buildings on site which have the potential for supporting roosting bats.  
These are described below, with their locations depicted in Figure 3. 

B1(W):  An industrial, brick-built structure estimated to have been constructed in the 1950’s.  
This building has a flat asbestos-covered roof and was noted for displaying various potential 
access points for bats within the brick work as well as potential roosting features in the form of 
cracks in the outer walls.  The building has limited surrounding vegetation and is subject to 
regular ongoing disturbance in the form of artificial lighting, noise and regular human activity 
within and around the immediate vicinity. No evidence of bat activity was recorded during the 
assessment and the building was classified as having low-moderate potential to support 
roosting bats. 

B2(W):  An industrial, brick built structure estimated to have been constructed in the 1950’s.  
This building has a flat roof constructed from reinforced plastic.  Wall vents provide potential 
access points for bats, with potential roosting areas within the cavity wall and behind facia 
boards.  T The building has limited surrounding vegetation and is subject to regular ongoing 
disturbance in the form of artificial lighting, noise and regular human activity within and around 
the immediate vicinity. No evidence of bat activity was recorded during the assessment and the 
building was classified as having low-moderate potential to support roosting bats. 

B3(W):  An industrial, brick built structure estimated to have been constructed in the 1940’s.  The 
sloped asbestos and slate roof provides potential access points for bats at the gable apex and 
between tiles in addition to potential roosting sites beneath the tiles.  The building has limited 
surrounding vegetation and is subject to regular ongoing disturbance in the form of artificial 
lighting, noise and regular human activity within and around the immediate vicinity. No evidence 
of bat activity was recorded during the assessment and the building was classified as having low-
moderate potential to support roosting bats. 

B4(W):  A brick built office building with an estimated construction date in the 1940’s.  The 
sloped roof is constructed of reinforced plastic and provides a potential site for roosting bats with 
access points where the roof meets the tops of the external walls.  There are additional potential 
access points amongst the brick and stone work of the building.  The building has limited 
surrounding vegetation and is subject to regular ongoing disturbance in the form of artificial 
lighting, noise and regular human activity within and around the immediate vicinity. No evidence 
of bat activity was recorded during the assessment and the building was classified as having low-
moderate potential to support roosting bats. 

B5(W):  A brick built, tiled, sloped roofed house with an estimated construction date in the 
1940’s.  The roof affords various potential access opportunities for bats as well as potential roost 
sites beneath the tiles and within the roof void itself.  The house is linked to an adjacent grassland 
area via hedgerows in the garden.  The building is reasonably well connected to surrounding 
habitats by adjacent vegetation and though subject to regular ongoing disturbance in the form of 
artificial lighting, noise and regular human activity within and around the immediate vicinity, was 
classified as having moderate potential to support roosting bats. No evidence of bat activity 
was recorded during the assessment and the building. 

B6(W):  A circa 1920’s brick building with a clock tower and associated outbuildings. The main 
structure is likely to have been originally used as a porters lodge and has a pitched slate roof with 
various provides potential access points for bats under the soffits and across the roof structure as 
a whole.  Cracks and gaps exist within the brickwork which also provide potential access & 
egress points.  The outbuildings are roofed with corrugated asbestos which again provides various 
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access/egress points for bats in the form of gaps between the roofing sheets.  There are also 
access opportunities amongst gaps in the brick wall mortaring. Trees planted within the vicinity 
of the building link it to an area of adjacent grassland and other surrounding habitats.  This 
building complex has been classified as having moderate potential to support roosting bats, 
though no evidence was recorded of bats using the buildings during its assessment.   

B7(W): A circa 1920’s brick built gatehouse with a slate tiled roof.  There are various 
access/egress opportunities for bats   between the lead flashing which runs along the apex of the 
roof and the roof tiles as well as at the gable end of the east side of the building. The building has 
a number of ventilation bricks, though these have been sealed and consequently no longer afford 
opportunities for bat access. Adjacent street lighting is limited and surrounding vegetation serves 
to connect this potential roost site with foraging habitats in the near vicinity. Consequently, this 
building has been assessed as having moderate potential to support bat roosts. 

B8(W): A dilapidated breeze block structure with a corrugated asbestos roof.  There are 
numerous opportunities for bats to access this building including; through cracks and holes in the 
soffits boards, between  gaps between wooden joists above the doors, through a hole in the wall 
by one of the doors, and; through cracks and gaps amongst the mortaring of the rear wall. This 
structure is partially covered with a dense layer of ivy, has several mature trees adjacent as well 
as nearby foraging habitat.  Lighting in the vicinity is minimal and the building was consequently 
been assessed as having high roost potential. Subsequent bat emergence/re-entry and activity 
surveys undertaken in 2012 suggest that this structure may support an active pipistrelle roost. 

B9(W):  A wooden hut which appears to have been built in the 1960s, set within an area of 
broadleaved woodland. The structure has a pitched corrugated asbestos roof and exhibits various 
potential access points for bats between the roofing panels.  This building has been classified as 
having high potential to support roosting bats, though no evidence was recorded of bats using 
the building during its assessment.   

B10(W): A wooden and brick built hut set within a small area of broadleaved woodland with a 
pitched, corrugated asbestos roof. The building appears to have been constructed in the 1960’s 
and exhibits various potential access points for bats both between the corrugated asbestos roofing 
panels and the brick work where there are cracks as well as patches of loose and missing mortar. 
The walls and roof are partially obscured by dense heavy ivy cover and afford potential roosting 
opportunities for bats.  This building has been classified as having high potential to support 
roosting bats, though no evidence was recorded of bats using the building during its assessment. 

B11(W): A wooden hut which appears to have been built in the 1960s, set within an area of 
broadleaved woodland.  The structure has a pitched corrugated asbestos roof and exhibits various 
potential access points for bats between the roofing panels and along the roof apex.  The hut is 
subject to only low levels of artificial lighting and has been classified as having high potential to 
support roosting bats, though no evidence was recorded of bats using the building during the 
course of the inspections. 

3.2.2 East Area (Greenfield Site)  

Important features for bats within and adjacent to the East area are shown on Figures 4 and 5, 
including trees and buildings with notable roost potential for bats.  These features are described in 
detail in this section.  

Trees 

The 2008 bat survey report identifies 15 trees and a telegraph pole in the East Area site of 
potential value to roosting bats.  The locations of these are shown in Figure 4.  Each of the trees 
and the telegraph pole were re-assessed with regard to roost potential in 2012. It should be noted 
that some individual features of potential value to roosting bats may remain unrecorded owing to 
visual inspections being obstructed by dense ivy cover or surrounding vegetation.  This was 
particularly true within the woodland area known as The Clump where the density of trees and 
other vegetation is particularly high. 
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T1(E): This ash tree, which was assessed as having high roost potential in 2008, has now fallen 
over with a ~1 metre high stump being all that remain. It has now been assessed as having 
negligible roost potential. 
T2(E): This lime tree is in the same condition as when surveyed in 2008, with knot holes at 
approximately the same depth (~3 cm deep). It has been assessed as having negligible roost 
potential. 

T3(E): This large ash has been assessed as having high roost potential in line with the 2008 
assessment. 
T4(E): As in 2008 this telegraph pole still has only two woodpecker holes.  No staining was 
apparent beneath the holes and they appear to have the same dimensions as originally described 
same in 2008. The telegraph pole has been assessed as having low roost potential. 

T5(E): Could not be located. 
T6(E): As in 2008, this large beach is still assessed as having low to moderate roost potential 
owing of continuing evidence of hornets’ nest and a lack of other potential roost features. 
T7(E): Could not be located. 
T8(E): Could not be located. 
T9(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same high roost potential as when previously 
surveyed in 2008. 
T10(E): Could not be located. 
T11(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same low roost potential as when previously 
surveyed in 2008. 
T12(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same moderate roost potential as when 
previously surveyed in 2008. 
T13(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same low to moderate roost potential as when 
previously surveyed in 2008. 
T14(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same low to moderate roost potential as when 
previously surveyed in 2008. 
T15(E): This tree was heavily rotted in 2008 and has now fallen over with <0.5 metres of stump 
remaining. It has therefore been re-assessed as have no roost potential. 
T16(E): This tree has been assessed as having the same moderate roost potential as when 
previously surveyed in 2008. 

T17(E): This tree was in the same condition as previously surveyed in 2008, thus potential to 
support roosting bats remains moderate. 

Woodland 

The Clump is an area of broadleaved woodland located within the south-eastern quarter of the 
East Area of the site. It is dominated by mature birch, beech, Fagus sylvatica, and oak, Quercus 
robur, and affords a number of potential foraging and roosting opportunities for several bats 
species.  This woodland area also contains a number of clearings which are dominated by under 
storey species including bramble, Rubus fruticosus and bracken, Pteridium aquilinum and which 
represent favourable foraging habitats for various bat species.  A number of potential bat 
dispersal corridors exist which connect The Clump to surrounding habitats, including a tree-lined 
pathway along the northern boundary of the wood.  

Browns Wood is another area of broadleaved woodland which exists immediately to the north of 
the site. It is dominated by sycamore, Acer pseudoplatanus, oak and holly, Ilex aquifolium and 
affords further potential foraging and roosting opportunities for bats.  Some standing dead wood 
was also recorded within this woodland parcel, further enhancing its potential to support both 
transient and maternity roosts. 
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Scrub 

Areas of scrub and immature trees exist in the immediate vicinity of site. These are dominated by 
aspen and afford potential foraging opportunities for bats as well as some limited roosting 
opportunities.  

Hedgerows 

The majority of the hedgerows on site provide suitable commuting and foraging corridors for 
bats, particularly those that are directly connected with The Clump.  The hedgerows are generally 
dominated by hawthorn, Crataegus monogyna, and blackthorn, Prunus spinosa with several 
mature trees, mainly ash, Fraxinus excelsior, and oak.  Some of the hedgerows grade to scrub 
vegetation (mainly represented by bramble), improving their value as foraging areas.  Hedgerows 
H4 and H6 (Figure 4) in the western part of the site are less suitable, as they are species-poor 
(comprised mainly of hawthorn) and are less well-established. 

Onsite Buildings 

The buildings onsite were assessed for roost potential in 2008.  These assessments were then 
followed by internal and external inspections to check for signs of roosting activity.  The 
buildings were subsequently revisited on the 11th of July 2012 to re-asses their roost potential and 
to undertake internal and external inspections to check for signs of current roosting activity. 
Details relating to these assessments and internal/external inspections are provided below.   

B1(E): Saul’s Farm is situated in the north of the East Area site.  The farm comprises a total of 
seven structures (see Figure 5), details of which are provided below: 

 Bi(E): The main farm house is a two-storey painted brick building with a pitched, slate 
roof.  Possible access/egress points for bats exist in the form of gaps between the lead 
flashing and slate tiles at the base of the chimney as well as at the gable ends beneath the 
overhanging roof.  The farm house has two porches, again with slate tiled roofs present on 
both sides. 

An internal inspection of this property was undertaken in 2008.  This found a large, warm 
roof void with a partially complete dividing wall (lower section of the dividing not 
present) leading to a second roof void area.  A scattering of probable brown-long-eared 
bat droppings were noted beneath the ridge line and many older droppings were found 
across the surface of the roof insulation in the second roof void area.  A single brown 
long-eared bat was tucked between the beams along the ridge beam within the main void 
area.  

The external assessment undertaken in 2012 suggests that little has changed in the 
intervening period in terms of the building’s potential to support bats, and bat droppings 
were again recorded   at several locations around the exterior walls. Consequently, the 
structure has been assessed as still having high roost potential and it appears to 
continue to support and active brown long-eared bat roost.  

 Bii(E): A garage is located close to the farm house.  This is a brick structure with a 
corrugated asbestos roof and thick ivy covering the eastern side.  The structure is also 
wood clad and affords a number of potential roosting opportunities for bats.  
The 2008 internal and external inspections found a large collection of feeding remains, 
comprising approximately 250 moth wings on the western wall.  A further ~30 insect 
wings and ten brown long-eared bat droppings were found on top of the car inside the 
garage and a sparse scattering of moth wings and bat dropping were also found across the 
garage floor.  The garage was accessible via the permanently open garage door, though it 
was noted that it would be most likely to as a night roost only since the high ambient light 
levels and cluttered rood void are likely to render it unsuitable as a day roost.   
The 2012 inspections identified that the open area of the garage at the western end is still 
used by brown long-eared bats as a night feeding perch with six fresh droppings and a 
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large number fresh feeding remains recorded mainly, as in 2008, on the west wall and the 
adjacent area of floor. There was no access to the eastern end of the structure which is a 
closed garage with a garage door.  The 2012 assessment suggests again that little has 
changed in the intervening period in terms of the building’s potential to support bats and it 
has been confirmed that the structure continues to support a brown long-eared bat 
roost. 

 Biii(E): Brick storage building with corrugated asbestos roof and potential access/egress 
points for bats through gaps where walls meet the roof.  The building was observed to 
have a cluttered roof void and to be generally damp and well lit. One brown-long eared 
bat dropping was identified close to the door, though no further evidence of feeding or 
roosting activity was identified inside or outside of the building.  However, materials 
stored within the building made a full internal inspection impossible. Hence, the presence 
of further feeding remains or signs of roosting activity cannot be ruled out.   
Owing to the field signs recorded during the course of the internal inspection this 
building, which was assessed as having low bat roost potential in 2008, the observation 
of a single bat dropping identifies the building the status as a suspected bat roost.  

 Biv(E): A brick storage structure with a corrugated asbestos roof and an open roof void.  
In 2008 a potential access/egress point for bats was recorded in the form of a hole in one 
of the external walls where pipe work has been removed.  This hole did not appear to be 
in use at the time of the inspections as it was covered by cobwebs.  The structure’s 
potential to support bats was noted to be limited owing to the number of solid wooden 
beams which crossed the roof void and also due to the building being well lit. However, 
opportunities for roosting bats were recorded amongst the darker areas likely to exist 
behind the plywood-lining to the roofing.   
Potential access holes for bats were recorded in a number of locations during the course of 
the 2012 inspections, including around the door, windows and within the roof. Due to the 
large volume of stored materials within this structure, only the area immediately next to 
the door was accessible for internal inspection. The building was noted as having changed 
little since its 2008 assessment as having low to moderate potential to support bat roosts.  
However, one bat dropping was found on top of stored materials close to the door 
identifies the building the status of a suspected bat roost. 

 Bv(E): A wooden shed with corrugated asbestos roofing and chipboard internal lining.  
The 2012 inspections identified no significant changes to the building since 2008 with 
regard to bat roost potential, with high light levels and a cluttered roof void reducing 
suitability.  No signs of bat roosting activity were found, although the interior of the 
building could not be accessed and hence internal inspections were not possible. As in 
2008, the building was assessed as having low potential to support roosting bats. 

 Bvi(E): A painted breezeblock storage shed and workshop with pitched asbestos roof and 
associated a roof void.  Access was only available to the furthest west of the rooms where 
no signs of bat activity were recorded.  The remaining units were not accessible and 
internal inspections could not be undertaken.  The 2008 assessments recorded these sheds 
and workshops as having low-moderate potential to support roosting bats.  Subsequent 
to the 2012 inspections, this assessment remains the same. 

 Bvii(E): A wood clad barn with corrugated asbestos roofing.  The 2008 inspections found 
that the wood cladding did not have sufficient overlap to provide crevices for roosting 
bats and the wooden roof beams were of modern construction and did not have crevices at 
the joints.  The light levels in the building were high and there was no roof void.  
However, several brown long-eared droppings were found within the building and a pile 
of approximately 30 moth wings was found beneath the main ridge beam.  This identified 
that the barn as a night roost used by brown long-eared bats which often hang from ridge 
beams whilst feeding.  The 2012 inspections confirmed that this building still supports an 
active night roost used by brown long-eared bats. 
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B2(E):  An additional cattle shed structure exists on site.  This is situated in the northern area 
of the site, south west of Saul’s Farm.  This building is constructed from breeze blocks with a 
corrugated concrete roof supported by metal frame.  One side is entirely open and, owing to 
the high levels of exposure, has been assessed as having negligible potential to support 
roosting bats.  

Off-Site Buildings 

There are a number of buildings off-site which have the potential to support roosting bats.  These 
buildings are described below and their locations are shown in Figure 4: 

 B3(E): A brick farmhouse with pitched, slate tiled roof and adjacent barns with metal and 
corrugated asbestos roofs.  These buildings were assessed in 2008 as having high 
potential to support roosting bats.  

A repeat assessment of this building in 2012 re-confirmed the original assessment. 

 B4(E): The original property at Field End Farm which was described in 2008 as having 
high bat roost potential has now been demolished and replaced with a new, brick built 
structure with a tiled roof. Access to the new structure in 2012 was not possible. However, 
assuming no specific bat-friendly features have been incorporated into the new building, 
the structure is assumed to be in good condition and consequently of negligible value to 
bats. 

 B5(E): A small cottage with a pitched, tiled roof and adjoining porch.  The property sits 
approximately 100m from the site along with adjacent barns constructed from metal with 
corrugated asbestos roofs.  The structures have collectively been assessed as having high 
potential to support bat roosts owing to the presence of various features of value to bats 
as well as their proximity to adjacent woodland foraging habitats. This assessment was re-
confirmed by the repeat inspections undertaken in 2012 (this was however undertaken 
using binoculars from a short distance away). 

 B6(E): Ways Farm is a large pebble-dashed cottage with pitched tiled roof and an 
adjoining ivy covered porch which was assessed in 2008 as having high potential to 
support roosting bats.  This assessment was re-confirmed by the repeat inspections 
undertaken in 2012 

 B7(E): Home Farm is a large two storey brick house of modern construction with a slate 
roof and in a good state of repair.  The building was assessed in 2008 as having moderate 
potential to support roosting bats.  The brick outbuildings associated with this property 
have corrugated asbestos roofs and were recorded as having low roost potential for bats.  
These assessments were re-confirmed subsequent to the repeat inspections undertaken in 
2012. 

 B8(E): A row of detached modern residential properties with tiled roofs and gardens 
backing on to East Area site.  These properties were assessed in 2008 as collectively 
having moderate to high potential to support roosting bats. No significant alterations 
appear to have been made to the structures in the intervening four year period and a 
number of features of potential value to bats remain. Consequently, the 2012 inspections 
re-confirm the original assessments. 

3.3 Bat activity surveys 
Bat activity surveys were not undertaken in the East Area of the site in 2012 owing to there 
already being a robust baseline dataset relating to how bats utilise this area from the 2008 
surveys. Instead, the surveys which were undertaken in 2012 focussed on the West Area of the 
site to provide an appreciation of potential impacts of the proposed development on bats using 
this area. 
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The results of the bat emergence/re-entry and activity surveys undertaken across the West Area 
site are detailed in Table 4, below.  The routes followed by surveyors when undertaking these 
surveys are shown in Figure 2, with recorded bat activity throughout these surveys depicted in 
Figure 7 and Figure 8.
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Table 4: Bat emergence/re-entry and activity survey Results 

Time Species Activity 

20/06/2012 Dusk activity survey, Location 1 (north corner of the operational studios site) Sunset – 21:21 

21:45 Common pipistrelle Commuting 

21:46 – 21:50 Common pipistrelle Continuous foraging heard near woodland edge on west side of site. 

21:51 Common pipistrelle Opportunistic feeding while commuting 

21:52 – 21:54 Common pipistrelle Commuting passes along woodland edge at west of site. 

21:55 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass along woodland edge at west of site. 

22:00 Common pipistrelle Foraging near north point of plantation. 

22:02 Common pipistrelle Two bats commuting past north point of plantation. 

22:11 Common pipistrelle Commuting along north east boundary of the site. 

22:19 Common pipistrelle Two bats foraging over puddle between two earth bunds. 

22:24 – 22:27 Soprano pipistrelle Two bats continuously foraging over puddle between two earth bunds. 

22:27 – 22:29 Soprano pipistrelle Continuous foraging over puddle between two earth bunds. 

22:48 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging along woodland edge and west 
of site. 

22:59 Soprano pipistrelle Faint call heard near the two earth bunds, bat not seen. 

27/06/2012 Dusk survey, Location 1 (north corner of the operational studios site)               Sunset - 21:22 

22:00 – 22:03 Common pipistrelle Constant foraging along tree line close to large oak tree close to 
northern end of the site 

22:19 Common pipistrelle Commuting across area just south of plantation woodland. 

22:47 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

22:58 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

23:00 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting, direction not seen. 

10/07/2012 Dusk survey, Location 1 (north corner of the operational studios site)               Sunset - 21:15                                                                   

21:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines in the northern corner of the site. 

21:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines in the northern corner of the site. 

21:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines in the northern corner of the site. 

21:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines in the northern corner of the site. 

21:43 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

21:47 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:47 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:50 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:51 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:51 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:52 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:52 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:53 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:53 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:53 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:53 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:54 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 
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21:54 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

21:54 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around tree lines and vegetated bunds. 

22:01 Common pipistrelle Commuting across the site, direction of flight not seen. 

22:05 Common pipistrelle Foraging close to the trees on the western boundary of the site. 

22:06 Common pipistrelle Foraging close to the trees on the western boundary of the site. 

22:06 Common pipistrelle Foraging close to the trees on the western boundary of the site. 

22:09 Common pipistrelle Foraging close to the trees on the western boundary of the site. 

22:09 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:10 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:10 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:10 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:11 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:11 Common pipistrelle Foraging, direction of flight not seen. 

22:12 Common pipistrelle Commuting across the site, direction of flight not seen. 

22:14 Common pipistrelle Commuting across the site, direction of flight not seen. 

22:17 Common pipistrelle Commuting across the site, direction of flight not seen. 

11/07/2012 Dawn survey, Location 1 (north corner of the West Area site)            Sunrise – 04:57 

03:43 Common pipistrelle Commuting along woodland edge on western border of the site. 

03:46 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along woodland edge on western border of the site. 

03:51 Common pipistrelle Commuting across the site, direction of flight not seen. 

03:53 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting along woodland edge on western border of the site. 

03:57 Common pipistrelle Flying over bunds with opportunistic foraging. 

04:00 Common pipistrelle Flying over bunds with opportunistic foraging. 

04:00 Common pipistrelle Flying over bunds with opportunistic foraging. 

04:17 Common pipistrelle Commuting, flight direction not seen. 

04:18 Common pipistrelle Commuting, flight direction not seen. 

04:21 Common pipistrelle Commuting, flight direction not seen. 

04:28 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting, flight direction not seen. 

20/06/2012 Dusk survey, Location 2 (south-west corner of West Area site)                                     Sunset – 
21:21 

21:31 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund and then over bund to the south of 
the site. 

21:48 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting north along woodland edge. 

21:50 Common pipistrelle Flying north and south along woodland edge 

21:51 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

21:52 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

21:54 Common pipistrelle Two bats commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

21:54 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

21:56 Common pipistrelle Two bats commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

21:58 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

22:00 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

22:03 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

22:05 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 
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22:09 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund from east to west. 

22:10 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund from east to west. 

22:10 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund from west to east. 

22:11 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund from east to west. 

22:12 Common pipistrelle Foraging at the corner of the woodland. 

22:32 Myotis sp. Commuting, direction of flight not seen.  Call characteristic of 
Daubenton’s bat. 

22:34 Common pipistrelle  Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:35 Common pipistrelle Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:37 Common pipistrelle Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:37 Common pipistrelle Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:39 Common pipistrelle Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:41 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging with multiple passes. 

22:46 Daubenton’s 
myotis. 

Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

22:47 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund. 

22:52 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund. 

22:53 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund. 

22:55 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

22:58 Myotis sp. Commuting, direction of flight not seen.  Call characteristic of 
Daubenton’s bat. 

23:00 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

23:07 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic feeding. 

27/06/2012 Dusk survey, Location 2 (south-west corner of west site)                                      Sunset - 21:22 

21:33 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

21:36 Common pipistrelle Commuting north along woodland edge 

21:38 Common pipistrelle Flying north and south along woodland edge 

21:38 Common pipistrelle Forging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 

21:39 Serotine Commuting from east to west along vegetated bund. 

21:41 Common pipistrelle Commuting west over vegetated bund. 

21:43 Common pipistrelle Commuting over vegetated bund. 

21:46 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting west over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland 
edge. 

21:47 Common pipistrelle Flying east and west over the vegetated bund. 

21:47 Common pipistrelle Flying east and west over the vegetated bund. 

21:51 Common pipistrelle Commuting over vegetated bund. 

21:51 Common pipistrelle Foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 

21:52 Common pipistrelle Foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 

21:52 Common pipistrelle Foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 

21:55 Common pipistrelle Commuting over vegetated bund. 

21:56 Common pipistrelle Commuting over vegetated bund with opportunistic foraging.  

21:58 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting west over vegetated bund with opportunistic foraging. 

22:07 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting along woodland edge at south of site. 

22:15 Common pipistrelle Foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 
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22:30 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

22:31 Common pipistrelle Foraging along vegetated bund 

22:32 Common pipistrelle Foraging along vegetated bund. 

22:40 Common pipistrelle Foraging east and west along dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

22:41 Common pipistrelle Foraging east and west along dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

22:44 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

22:50 Common pipistrelle Commuting along vegetated bund with opportunistic foraging. 

22:55 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

10/07//2012 Dusk survey, Location 2 (south-west corner of west site)                                     Sunset - 21:15 

21:36 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging, direction not seen. 

21:38 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

21:49 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging, direction not seen. 

21:52 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

21:56 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

22:03 Common pipistrelle Two bats foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

22:06 – 22:08 Common pipistrelle Three bats, possibly more foraging over dirt track, into woodland edge 
and along vegetated bund constantly. 

22:08 – 22:11 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging constantly around dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

22:17 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

22:23 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

22:28 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

22:33 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

22:39 – 22:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging constantly over dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

22:50 – 22:52 Common pipistrelle Foraging constantly over dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

11/07//2012 Dawn survey, Location 2 (south-west corner of west site)                                  Sunrise – 04:57 

03:32 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

03:35 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen 

03:38 Serotine Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

03:43 Serotine Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

03:43 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

03:45 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

03:46 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging over dirt track between vegetated bund and woodland edge. 

03:46 – 03:48 Common pipistrelle Foraging constantly over dirt track between vegetated bund and 
woodland edge. 

03:52 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

03:58 Serotine Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

04:00 Serotine Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

04:11 Common pipistrelle Circled around the dirt track, foraging. 

04:17 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 
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04:20 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

04:21 Common pipistrelle Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

04:23 Noctule Commuting pass, direction not seen. 

20/06/2012 Dusk survey, Location 3 (south-east corner of west site)                                      Sunset – 21:21 

21:27 Common pipistrelle Commuting 

21:40 Common pipistrelle Foraging 

21:42 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting from south/south east 

21:43 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting from the east 

21:44 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting 

21:45 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting 

21:48 Possible brown 
long eared bat 

Commuting 

22:09 Common pipistrelle Commuting 

22:19 Common pipistrelle Commuting across lake in gardens 

22:19 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting across lake in gardens 

22:20 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting 

22:23 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting 

22:32 Common pipistrelle Foraging 

22:40 Pipistrelle sp. Three bats foraging. 

27/06/2012 Dusk survey, Location 3 (south-east corner of west site)                                      Sunset - 21:22 

21:28 Common pipistrelle Commuting south to north. 

21:41 Noctule Commuting above tree line 

21:45 Serotine Foraging across the road and over the houses, possible roost nearby. 

21:45 Serotine Foraging, not seen. 

21:46 Serotine Foraging, not seem. 

21:47 Noctule Commuting, direction not seen 

21:48 Noctule Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

21:49 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic forging. 

21:54 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction of flight not seen. 

22:04 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting, direction of flight not seen. 

22:06 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

22:07 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

22:16 Possible serotine Faint call 

22:18 Common pipistrelle Commuting in from behind the tree line. 

22:25 Common pipistrelle Commuting with opportunistic foraging. 

22:26 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction of flight not seen. 

22:31 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction of flight not seen. 

22:35 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction of flight not seen. 

22:55 Pipistrelle sp. Commuting along tree line. 

10/07/2012 Dusk survey, Location 3 (south-east corner of west site)                                           Sunset - 21:15 

21:24 Common pipistrelle Two bats 

21:26 Common pipistrelle Foraging around south east corner of the site in the wooded area. 

21:28 Common pipistrelle Two bats foraging around south east corner of the site in the wooded 
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area. 

21:28 Common pipistrelle Two bats foraging around south east corner of the site in the wooded 
area. 

21:30 Serotine Foraging around the car park. 

21:36 Common pipistrelle Foraging around wooded area in south east corner of the site. 

21:38 – 21:43 Common pipistrelle Two bats continuous foraging in the wooded area. 

22:08 Myotis sp. Foraging, direction of flight not seen.  Call characteristic of 
Daubenton’s bat. 

22:08 Brown long eared 
bat 

Commuting across woodland 

22:11 Common pipistrelle Foraging around wooded area in south east corner of the site. 

22:22 Common pipistrelle Foraging around wooded area in south east corner of the site. 

10/07/2012 Dawn survey, Location 3 (south-east corner of west site)                                      Sunrise – 04:57 

03:18 Common pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

03:24 Soprano pipistrelle Commuting, direction not seen. 

03:34 Common pipistrelle Foraging close to old toilet block. 

03:38 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging close to old toilet block. 

03:40 Soprano pipistrelle Foraging around old toilet block and near car park 

03:42 Unidentified 
species. 

Commuting, not seen. 

04:00 Common pipistrelle Flying fast across woodland to car park. 

04:01 Common pipistrelle Flying fast across woodland to car park. 

04:10 Brown long eared 
bat 

Gleaning high up in tree canopy. 

04:20 Common pipistrelle Flying close to the trees near the annex building on Pinewood Road. 

04:22 Brown long eared 
bat 

Gleaning high in tree canopy. 

04:27 Common pipistrelle Commuting across bottom end of car park. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework  
Appendix 8.3 - Bat Survey Report - East and West Areas  

 

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL 
PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. 
ECOLOGY\8.3_BATREPORT\APPENDIX8.3BAT_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

  

Page 21 Ove Arup & Partners Ltd 
Issue RevA    4 March 2009 

 

4 Assessment and recommendations 

4.1 West Site 
The emergence/re-entry and activity surveys undertaken in the West Area of the site identified a 
total of six bat species using the site and its surrounding habitats for foraging and dispersal 
purposes. The majority of registrations across all three survey areas were of common pipstrelle, 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus and soprano pipstrelle, Pipistrellus pygmaeus.  These were the only 
species to be recorded using the northern corner of the site.  However, serotine, Eptesicus 
serotinus, a Myotis species of bat, whose calls showed similar characteristics of a Daubenton’s 
bat, Myotis daubentonii, and a single noctule, Nyctalus noctula, were additionally recorded using 
both the south eastern and western areas of the site.  Brown long-eared bats, Plecotus auritus, 
were recorded in the south eastern area of the site only.  Bat activity recorded during all 2012 
surveys is detailed in Figure 7 (for transect route 1) and Figure 8 (for transect routes 2 and 3). 

The habitats present in the Western Area site appear to collectively afford a valuable foraging 
resource for at least three of the six species recorded during the course of the surveys. Fewer 
observations were made of foraging by serotine, noctule and brown long eared bats than the other 
three species, which would suggest smaller numbers of this species are using the site, though as 
with the other species recorded, the site appears to provide a number of key dispersal corridors 
connecting on and off-site roosts with foraging areas across the wider landscape. 

Analysis of the registration times recorded during each of the emergence/re-entry and activity 
surveys show that two common pipistrelles were recorded foraging and commuting across the 
south eastern corner of the site just six minutes after sunset.  This suggests there to be a common 
pipistrelle roost somewhere in the immediate vicinity of the south east corner of the site, possibly 
within one of the workman’s huts located in this area, though no specific records were made of 
bats emerging or re-entering any of these structures during the course of the surveys.  

The survey results also suggest there may be a serotine roost within the local area, potentially to 
the south-east of the site.  Common and soprano pipistrelle roosts may also exist within the area 
of broadleaved woodland of Black Park Country Park, again to the south east of the site.  

No other bat roosts were been identified in the West Area site.  However, it should be noted that 
due to the number of trees on site with low to moderate/high roost potential and the seasonal 
occupation of bat roosts it is not possible to discount all trees on site with regard to their 
supporting active roosts.   

It is also likely that a number of the bats recorded using the site for both foraging and dispersal 
purposes are roosting in the broadleaved woodland of Black Park Country Park.  Consequently it 
is likely that only a small proportion of the local bat population are using the Pinewood Studios 
site and that the greater majority will use more suitable habitats outside of the site. 

4.2 East Site 
In 2008 the farmhouse at Saul’s Farm was identified as a maternity roost for brown-long eared 
bats.  Records were also made at this time of common pipistrelles emerging from the southern 
gable end of the property. During the course of the building inspections undertaken in 2012 
droppings were again recorded at several locations around the exterior of the building and it is 
suspected that both species continue to roost and co-exist within the roof void of the property. 

Similar findings, including feeding remains and droppings, were also found during the repeat 
inspections of the outbuildings at Saul’s Farm.  These field signs identify the barn and garage 
adjacent to the house along with two nearby brick storage structures as continuing to support 
active brown long eared bat roosts. Given the intervening period of time since the original set of 
surveys were undertaken and the continued occupation of these structures by bats, it is likely that 
these are traditional roosts which have potentially been established for decades .  
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It is understood that the current development proposals do not involve any works which will 
directly affect Saul’s Farm house or the associated barns and outbuildings.  However, to ensure 
that the Pinewood Studios development proposals and associated construction and operation 
activities do not result in any impacts or disturbance to these roosts, potential measures are 
detailed in section 4.3.2 below.  

Re-assessment in 2012 of the 16 trees and a single telegraph pole previously identified in 2008 as 
having roost potential did not reveal significant differences. There are still opportunities for their 
occupation by bats and it is likely that a noctule roost still exists within The Clump woodland 
area, as indicated by the registration times recorded for this species during the emergence/re-entry 
and activity surveys.  The Clump is protected by a Tree Preservation Order and the development 
proposals allow for its retention without loss of any trees contained therein.  Consequently, the 
associated noctule roost and any other roosts which may exist within this woodland area will not 
be directly affected by the proposed development.   

However, as with the pipistrelle and brown long eared roosts at Saul’s Farm, it will be necessary 
to ensure that construction and operation activities associated with the proposed development do 
not result in any disturbance to these roosts.  

It will also be necessary to mitigate for the loss of foraging habitats in the East Area site and to 
ensure that adequate dispersal corridors are retained, enhanced or otherwise created which allow 
bats to commute between those roost sites within The Clump and those key foraging habitats 
identified in the West Area site.  Potential measures for addressing any associated disturbance, 
habitat loss and habitat severance effects are detailed in section 4.3.2 below. 

The 2008 bat activity surveys also identified potential for a number of roosts to exist off-site 
within residential properties of Pinewood Green to the north-east of the site, as well as within 
properties to the north of Pinewood Road and within Browns Wood.  Emergence surveys and 
internal inspections of the off-site buildings have not been undertaken, though several of these 
buildings have been confirmed as still having moderate to high roost potential.  These suspected 
roosts would not be directly affected by the proposals but may be impacted by the loss of on-site 
foraging habitats.  Potential measures for addressing any associated, habitat loss and habitat 
severance effects with regard to these suspected roosts are again detailed below in section 4.3.2. 

4.3 Recommendations  

4.3.1 Future licensing requirements 

It is not anticipated that any active bat roosts will be directly affected by the proposed 
development.   

However, should proposals change in this regard, an application would need to be made to 
Natural England for the provision of a European Protected Species (EPS) licence to undertake the 
works.  This would involve the design of a mitigation strategy to the satisfaction of Natural 
England such that the development would have no detrimental impacts on the conservation status 
or continued persistence of the species concerned. 

4.3.2 Mitigating habitat loss and severance effects 

A number of measures have been outlined below which collectively allow for mitigation of 
anticipated habitat loss, habitat severance and disturbance impacts associated with construction 
and operation of the proposed development. These are as follows:   

 Enhancement and retention of hedgerows and other linear habitat features within the East 
Area site; 

 incorporation of a variety of bat roost features into the facade features of buildings 
adjoining the clump;  
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 provision of 15 woodcrete bat boxes on mature trees within the retained hedgerows.  Bat 
boxes should be installed by a suitable qualified ecologist (SQE), on appropriate trees, at 
sufficient height and in discrete locations to avoid vandalism.  Where possible, they 
should also be installed in groups of three to four and in different orientations ranging 
from south to south west to create a diverse range of conditions;    

 enhancement of habitats along hedge H3 (see Figure 4), on the north eastern boundary of 
the East Area site adjacent to the M25 motorway, including infill planting with 
appropriate native species;   

 planting of a band of scrub and trees along the western boundaries of fields F1 and F2 
(see Figure 4) would also benefit foraging brown long-eared bats; 

 retention wherever possible of areas of open grassland and protection from construction 
activities in order to preserve foraging habitats of benefit to both noctule and serotine 
bats; 

 The current proposals provide for a band of open space, representing a potential bat 
dispersal corridor, around the entirety of the site.  This belt of continuous habitat links 
Black Park Local Nature Reserve, the western boundary of the site (hedge H2), Browns 
Wood (wood W1), the hedgerow along the northern boundary (hedge H3), The Clump 
(wood W2) and hedges leading to off-site habitats (hedges H9 and H15) (see Figure 4). It 
will be necessary to ensure full implementation of this mitigation measure which is of 
significant importance in terms of reducing the potential habitat severance impacts of the 
proposed development on bats and which underpins all other mitigation proposals; 

 incorporation of biodiversity green roofs and walls into the design of appropriate 
structures within the proposed development to further mitigate for the loss of foraging 
habitats and commuting routes on site; 

 A sensitive and tailored lighting scheme should be designed and implemented throughout 
the proposed development to minimise impacts on foraging and dispersing bats (see 
section 4.3.4 below for specific recommendations with regard to lighting);  

 Enhancement of on-site woodland areas, such as The Clump, should be undertaken to 
promote bat foraging and should include: 

o The creation of woodland rides for the benefit of foraging serotine bats; 

o The construction of large dead wood piles at various locations within the retained 
woodland habitats to the benefit of invertebrates and other bat prey species; 

o The demarcation of a buffer zone, at least 20m wide, around The Clump using 
post and rail fencing to minimise disturbance to bats and other wildlife during both 
construction and following on into the operational phase of the scheme;   

o It is recommended that at least 20 woodcrete bat boxes are installed on mature 
trees within The Clump.  Bat boxes should be installed on appropriate trees, at 
sufficient height and in discrete locations to avoid vandalism.  Where possible, 
they should also be installed in groups of three to four and in different orientations 
ranging from south to south west to create a diverse range of conditions;    

o It is also recommended that this woodland is prioritised for its wildlife value and 
that no new public footpaths are created through the woodland. 

 All habitat enhancement works on site should be undertaken under direct supervision 
from a SQE; An Ecological Clerk of Works should be provided to oversee the 
construction phase of the proposed development to ensure that works go ahead in a 
environmentally sensitive and legally compliant manner, and; 
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 Input should be sought from an SQE throughout the design process to ensure ecologically 
beneficial features and appropriately sensitive noise, lighting and vibration reduction 
schemes are incorporated. 

4.3.3 Lighting  

Some species of bats can are adversely affected by artificial lighting which can cause changes to 
bat their feeding and dispersal behaviour.  Many insects which bats feed upon are attracted to 
artificial light (particularly the UV component), causing them to swarm around light sources.  
This can encourage some species of bats (including pipistrelle, noctule and serotine) to feed 
around lights which in turn can increase their likelihood of their being predated upon by other 
nocturnal fauna.  Furthermore, insects may be drawn away from darker areas reducing the 
availability of food in preferred foraging areas.  Bats may also be deterred from commuting along 
linear features such as hedgerows if these are lit, hence impacting on their ability to reach 
preferred feeding areas.   

It is recommended that, where there is the requirement for night time lighting during construction 
or operation of the development, lighting schemes are designed to minimise impacts on foraging 
and dispersing bats.  This will enable the development to be illuminated according to the 
following standards: 

 Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light – The Institute of Lighting Engineers; 
 Lighting Guidance 6 – CIBSE, and; 
 BS 12464 Part 2 Lighting of Work Places: Outdoor Work Places. 

These standards aim to minimise obtrusive lighting through careful design and reduce the 
potential impacts on bats to acceptable levels.  The following specific recommendations are made 
with respect to lighting design: 

 Minimise the lighting levels across the site; 
 Minimise upward spill of light with the use of directional luminaires, shields, baffles and 

louvers to direct light where it is needed and prevent light being directed over and around the 
feature concerned; 

 Avoid light spill onto surrounding habitats important to bats, notably the woodland edge and 
the copse of eight mature oaks; 

 Consider the timings of lighting required, where possible avoiding lighting in the hours 
immediately after dusk and before dawn when bats are most active, and; 

 Use low pressure sodium lamps or high pressure sodium lamps, instead of mercury or metal 
halide lamps. 

4.4 Ongoing monitoring  
It is anticipated that the proposed scheme would progress through a series of three separate five 
year phases with an indicative total construction period of 15 years.  The following 
recommendations are made to ensure that the impacts of construction activities on bats are 
monitored and addressed throughout the construction phase.  

 It is understood the two trees on site which lie within the footprint of the proposed 
development and which have been identified as having moderate/high bat roost potential 
will need to be felled.  The removal of these trees should only go ahead once they have 
been subject to a two dusk emergence surveys and one dawn re-entry surveys  prior to 
their felling.  This is necessary to confirm that they do not support active bat roosts.  In 
the event that they are found to support active roosts, a licence will need to be sought 
from Natural England to allow for removal of these roosts and the creation of new 
alternative roosting sites in the near vicinity. 
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 Provision should be made for regular monitoring of the site by an Ecological Clerk of 
Works both throughout construction and upon completion of the scheme to ensure the 
recommendations and mitigation measures detailed above are appropriately implemented 
and that the favourable persistence of those bat colonies currently on site is assured.  
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Figure 1  Site layout 
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Figure 2  Bat Transect routes 
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Figure 2 - Bat Transect Routes
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Figure 3  Potential of buildings for bats in west Area 
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Figure 3 - Potential of Buildings 
on the West Site to Support 
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Figure 4  Important features for bats within East Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



B6(E)

B5(E)

B3(E)

B7(E)

B8(E)

T2(W)

T12(E)

T16(E)

T9(E)

T3(E)

T17(E)

H
10

H
12

H13

H
15

H
4

H
18

H14

H1

H8

H2

H3

H5

H6

H11

H
7

H16
H9

F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F6

F7

F8

F8A

F9

F10

F11

Job No

224788-30

Drawing No Issue

004 P1

Drawing Status

ISSUE

Job Title

Client

13 Fitzroy Street
London W1T 4BQ
Tel +44 20 7636 1531 Fax +44 20 7580 3924
www.arup.com

0 110 22055

Metres

!°

© Arup

Pinewood Studios Ltd

Pinewood Studios
Development Framework

A3

MXD Location

 

Figure 4 - Important Features 
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Figure 5  Saul’s Farm Buildings 
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Figure 5 - Potential of Buildings 
at Saul's Farm to Support 
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Figure 6  Potential bat roost trees within west Area 
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Figure 6 - Potential for Trees 
on the West Site to Support 
Roosting Bats
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Figure 7  Bat transects – route 1 
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Figure 7 - Recorded Bat Activity 
on Transect Route 1 
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Figure 8  Bat transects – routes 2 & 3 
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Figure 8 - Recorded Bat Activity 
on Transect Routes 2 and 3 
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A1 Assessment of Trees Within the West Site for Bat Roost Potential 

Tree Code Survey Code Species Age Class Damage Bat Potential 

1 T18 Sycamore Early mature Stem removed to north Low 
2 T211 Lime Mature Deadwood Moderate - high 
3 T115 Sweet chestnut Over mature Bark damage at base Moderate - high 
4 T117 Sweet chestnut Mature Deadwood Moderate - high 
5 T119 Oak Mature Deadwood Moderate - high 
6 T131 Robinia Mature Bark damage at base Moderate 
7 T163 Lime Mature Deadwood in upper crown Moderate - high 
8 T23 Horse chestnut Mature Large cavity 1-2m west side Moderate - high 
9 T97 Sycamore Mature Some squirrel damage Low 
10 T222 Blue Cedar Mature Some storm damage west side  Low 
11 T527 Sycamore Mature Divides at 8m, west stem snapped at 10m Moderate 
12 T525 Lime Mature Open cavity west side, hollow Moderate - high 
13 T523 Sycamore Dead Dead Moderate - high 
14 T519 Oak Dead Dead Moderate - high 
15 T514 Sycamore Mature Extensive squirrel damage. Decay at base Moderate 
16 T641 Beech Mature Deadwood, upper canopy sparse Moderate 
17 T314 Ash Mature Some deadwood Low 
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18 T102 Oak Early mature Bark damage 0-1m north, some decay Low 
19 T93 Lime Mature Deadwood Moderate 
20 T87 Norway maple Mature Half of crown dead Moderate 
21 T322 Cherry Over mature Deadwood and die-back in crown Moderate - high 
22 T57 Sycamore Early mature Squirrel damage Low 
23 T56 Ash Early mature Bark damage at 1m Low 
24 T1 Sycamore Mature Squirrel damage Low 
25 T66 Copper beech Mature Dense ivy, deadwood in crown Moderate 
26 T1116 Lime Mature One piece of deadwood on east side Low 
27 T1111 Horse chestnut Mature Large limb lost at 2m, east side Moderate 
28 T1135 Ash Mature Extensive deadwood in upper crown Moderate 
29 T1110 Oak Mature Two small patches of bark damage Low 
30 T1092 Ash Mature Cavities 0-2m west side of both stems Moderate 
31 T1086 Larch Mature Damage to buttresses, north side Low 
32 T1061 Ash Mature Bark damage at 1m east side, deadwood Moderate 
33 T1027 Horse chestnut Mature Limb lost to south east, some dieback at branch tips Low 
34 T1010 Ash Mature Bark damage, thinning foliage Low 
35 T2054 Norway maple Early mature Squirrel damage,  poor form Low 
36 T725 Norway maple Mature Extensive bark damage, poor form Moderate 
37 T818 Horse chestnut Mature Small deep cavity 2m south side Moderate - high 
38 T816 Lime Mature Bark damage south side Moderate 
39 T831 Lime Mature Ivy to mid crown, basal wound to north Moderate 
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40 T832 Horse chestnut Semi-mature Bark wounds Low 
41 T835 Horse chestnut Mature Bleeding from basal wound to south Low 
42 T837 Oak Mature Dieback of crown.  Bark damage to base, resin bleeding Low 
43 T864 Horse chestnut Early mature Extensive bark damage, around base Low 
44 T867 Lime Early mature Wound at 3m to SW, signs of decay  Low 
45 T865 Oak Early mature Minor deadwood Low 
46 T868 Lime Early mature Bark damage to east at 3m Low 
47 T918 Sycamore Early mature Poor structure.  Squirrel damage Low 
48 T5001 Horse chestnut Early mature Occasional pockets of decay and broken branches Moderate 
49 T912 Horse chestnut Early mature Patches of bark damage around base Low 
50 T175 Lawson cypress Early mature Strips of dead bark 0-5m west side Moderate 
51 T177 Cedar Mature Several patches of dead bark at base Low 
52 T211 Horse chestnut Mature Past limb loss, strong regrowth Low 
53 T195 Ash Mature Lost limbs and ivy cover Moderate 
54 T196 Oak Over mature Cavity at base, hollow tree Moderate - high 
55 T201 Norway maple Early mature Squirrel damage Low 
56 T590 Horse chestnut Mature Bark damage, 1-2m east side Low 
57 T597 Scots pine Mature Snapped hanging limb to south Low 
58 T605 Ash Dead Dead Moderate 
59 T614 Sycamore Mature Extensive bark damage - west stem Moderate 
60 T615 Oak Mature Bark damage at base northwest side Low 
61 T555 Sycamore Dead Dead Moderate 
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62 T619 Beech Mature Bark damage at 1m, west side Low 
63 T547 Sycamore Mature Some squirrel damage Low 
64 T666 Horse chestnut Mature Several small areas of bark damage Low 
65 T670 Silver maple Mature Dead top. Cavity at base north side Moderate 
66 T680 Horse chestnut Early mature Bark damage at base Low 
67 T682 Norway maple Dead Dead Moderate - high 
68 T683 Horse chestnut Mature Bark damage 1m west side Low 
69 T687 Horse chestnut Dead Dead Moderate - high 
70 T688 Norway maple Mature 1 dead stem Low 
71 T690 Horse chestnut Mature Bark damage at base north side Low 
72 T696 Horse chestnut Dead Dead Moderate 
73 T699 Horse chestnut Mature Strip of decay south side Low 
74 T929 Horse chestnut Mature Bark damage, north side Moderate 
75 T712 Ash Mature Cavity at base, west side Moderate - high 
76 T764 Sweet chestnut Mature Small snapped limb 4m north side Low 
77 T734 Poplar Early mature Deadwood Low 
78 T735 Poplar Early mature Deadwood Low 
79 T730 Cedar Mature Dead branches below 7m Moderate 

80 T377 Willow Early mature Two stems from 1m - 360 & 380mm. Third stem at base 
removed, cavity at union with decay present. Moderate - high 

81 T361 Ash Semi-mature Deadwood throughout east stems. Ivy to lower stem. Moderate 
82 T363 Sycamore Early mature Ivy to mid crown. Basal wound to east with decay entering. Moderate 
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83 T364 Ash Early mature Dead branch, ivy to lower stem Moderate 
84 T365 Ash Early mature Dieback in upper crown Low 

85 T344 Ash Early mature Ivy to lower stem. Deadwood of up to 100mm diameter 
area. Dying back. Moderate 

86 T434 Ash Mature Dead branch, 150mm diameter, to north. Deadwood of up 
to 100mm diameter. Ivy to lower stem. Moderate 

87 T312 Red oak Mature Extensive basal cavity. Dieback through canopy. Moderate - high 
88 T437 Horse chestnut Dead Ivy covered, dead Moderate - high 
89 T435 Oak Mature Bark damage Low 
90 T425 Scots pine Mature Bark damage 5m west side Low 
91 T433 Sycamore Mature South stem dead. Die-back in upper canopy Moderate 
92 T411 Sweet chestnut Mature Bark damage at base south side Moderate 
93 T405 Horse chestnut Mature Limbs lost west side Low 
94 T401 Sycamore Mature Deadwood. Dead bark 1 - 2m east side Moderate 
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Appendix B 

Figures 
 
Figure 1:  Site Layout 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 2:  Bat transect routes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 3:  Potential bat roosts (buildings) within West Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 4:  Important Features on east area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 5:  Saul’s Farm buildings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 6:  Potential bat roosts (trees) within West Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 7:  Bat transects – route 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 8:  Bat transects – route 2 & 3 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

A suite of bat surveys were undertaken by Arup and MKA Ecology Ltd at the Five Points 

Roundabout Application Site in Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire in July and September 2012. 

Previous survey effort at the site had identified a number of trees and a single building which 

have the potential to support roosting bats at the site. The purpose of the surveys was to 

identify presence or likely absence of roosting bats within these structures.  

 

A dusk emergence survey and a further emergence & dawn re-entry survey were undertaken 

at the site in accordance with best practice guidelines. Two surveyors monitored bat activity at 

the site during the course of each survey with a focus on the structures which were identified 

as having the potential to support roosting bats.  

 

A low level of bat activity was recorded at the site with occasional passes by common 

pipistrelle and Pipistrellus sp.. No bats were recorded roosting within the structures at the site. 

Three common pipistrelles were recorded shortly after dusk suggesting that their roost site 

exists somewhere in the near vicinity. A pipistrelle bat was also recorded shortly before dawn 

at a similar location, but this individual was observed flying north away from the trees and 

structure with roost potential.  

 

Recommendations are made to ensure that, in the unlikely event of bats being present, they 

are not harmed during the development stages. These recommendations include supervised 

soft-felling of trees and supervised soft-demolition of key areas of the building, if required. 

Furthermore it is also recommended that provisions are made to ensure that further roosting 

opportunities are made available for bats post-development.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 

 

2.1 Aims and scope of survey and report 

 

In July and September 2012 ARUP and MKA Ecology Ltd undertook a suite of nocturnal bat 

surveys at the Five Points Roundabout Application Site, Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire. 

Previous survey effort had identified seven trees with moderate potential to support roosting 

bats as well as a single utilities building, also with moderate roost potential. The aims and 

scope of the investigations detailed in this report were to; 

 

 Undertake a dusk emergence survey and a further emergence & dawn re-entry 

survey at the site to confirm the presence/likely absence of roosting bats; 

 

 Identify the species, size and type of any roost identified along with any likely bat 

access and egress points; 

 

 Assess the need for a European Protected Species (EPS) Mitigation Licence; and 

 

 Outline a suitable mitigation strategy for bats at the site, if required. 

 

2.2 Site description 

 

The Five Points Roundabout site is situated in Iver Heath, centred on OS Grid Reference 

TQ022829. The site comprises a triangular piece of land dominated by semi-improved 

grassland with a surrounding belt of woodland and scrub. The wider landscape is largely rural 

with some urban fringe habitats. Directly to the west is Langley Country Park and Black 

Country Park, both comprising of extensive woodland habitats. The Five Points Roundabout 

Site lies within Colne Valley Park.  

 

The site and surrounding habitats are considered to be of moderate quality for bat species. 

The woodland, gardens and agricultural landscape are likely to provide numerous 

opportunities for foraging bats. However the urban areas with their associated lighting are 

likely to reduce bat activity. The mature trees, including those within the site, in surrounding 

gardens and woodlands have the potential to support roosting bats. The buildings which are 

present within the site and surrounding area are also likely to provide further roosting 

opportunities for bats.  

 

2.3 Legislation and policy relevant to bats 
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All British species of bats are listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) 

as amended by the CRoW Act (2000), and are therefore subject to the provisions of Section 

9, which makes it an offence to: 

 

 Intentionally kill, injure or take a bat [Section 9(1)]; 

 

 Possess or control any live or dead specimen or anything derived from a bat [S 9(2)]; 

 

 Intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to any structure or 

place used for shelter or protection by a bat [S 9(4)(a)], and; 

 

 Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat while it is occupying a structure or place which 

it uses for that purpose [S 9(4)(b)]. 

 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) transpose into UK 

law the Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (often referred to as the ‘Habitats [and Species] Directive’). All species of 

bats are listed on Annex IV of this Directive. 

 

Inclusion on Annex IV (‘European protected species’) means that member states are required 

to put in place a system of strict protection as outlined in Article 12; this is done through 

inclusion on Schedule 2 of the Regulations. Regulation 39 makes it an offence to: 

 

 Deliberately capture or kill a bat [Regulation 39(1)(a)] 

 

 Deliberately disturb a bat [R. 39(1)(b)] 

 

 Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of a bat [R. 39(1)(d)](Note: there 

is no need to prove intent or whether this was deliberate for this provision. It is an 

absolute offence) 

 

 Keep, transport, sell or exchange, or offer for sale or exchange a live or dead bat or 

and part of a bat [R. 39(2)] 

 

Some species of bat are listed under Section 41 (for England) and Section 42 (for Wales) of 

the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and as such are considered to be 

species of importance. For Section 41 (England) these species include: 

 

 Barbastelle, Barbastella barbastellus 
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 Bechstein’s bat, Myotis bechsteinii 

 

 Noctule, Nyctalus noctula 

 

 Soprano pipistrelle, Pipistrellus pygmeaus 

 

 Brown long-eared bat, Plecotus auritus 

 

 Greater horseshoe bat, Rhinolophus ferrumequinum 

 

 Lesser horseshoe bat, Rhinolophus hipposideros 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Dusk emergence and dawn re-entry bat surveys 

 

Emergence and re-entry surveys followed the best-practice guidance described by the Bat 

Conservation Trust (2012).  

 

Two surveyors were positioned around the site during the course of each survey to ensure 

key aspects of the trees and building could be observed. Surveyors also patrolled areas 

where several trees identified as having roost potential were located.  

 

Any bats emerging were recorded and the time and species noted. All bat activity observed 

on site was recorded and flight-lines were mapped. The start and finish times of the 

emergence/re-entry surveys were recorded, as was the date, wind force, temperature, 

precipitation and cloud cover for each survey. A map of the habitat to be surveyed was drawn 

in order to show any bat emergence/re-entry locations.  

 

Emergence surveys began 15 minutes before sunset and continued for approximately two 

hours after sunset. Re-entry surveys began approximately two hours before dawn and 

finished at dawn. Surveyors used broadband bat detectors (Bat Box Duets) as well as 

Pettersson D240x time expansion detectors for further supporting data. Edirol digital 

recorders were used to collect bat call data which was later analysed using BatSound 

software. Identification of bat calls was undertaken using the parameters set out by Russ 

(2012).  

 

One dusk emergence survey and a further emergence & dawn re-entry survey was 

undertaken at the site. Table 1 shows the survey dates and prevailing weather conditions. 

 

Table 1: Survey dates and weather conditions for Five Points Roundabout 

Date Temperature 

(°C) 

Precipitation Cloud 

(Oktas/8) 

Wind 

16 July 2012 

(dusk 21.21) 

15 Rain earlier in 

the day; dry 

prior to and 

during survey 

8/8 1/8 

19 September 

2012 PM (dusk 

19:05) 

13 None 0/8 0/8 

20 September 

2012 AM (dawn 

8 None 7/8 0/8 
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06:44) 

 

 

3.2 Surveyors 

 

The surveys were undertaken by Will O’Connor, (MKA Ecology Ltd - Natural England Bat 

Licence Number 20124413), Jade Cawthray (MKA Ecology Ltd), Tony Stones (Ove Arup & 

Partners) and Catherine Jones (Ove Arup & Partners). 

 

3.3 Constraints on the methodology 

 

The optimum period for undertaking dusk emergence and dawn re-entry survey falls between 

May and August inclusive. The surveys at Five Points Roundabout were undertaken in July 

and September which are suitable times to undertake this type of survey, although the 

September survey is sub-optimal. This is not considered to present a significant constraint on 

any results of the survey as this survey effort forms part of a wider investigation into bats at 

the site.  

 

The results taken from detector recordings are biased towards bats that use louder 

echolocation calls. Therefore quiet bats, such as brown long-eared bat, may be under-

recorded due to the limited recording range of the equipment. This was not considered to 

present a significant constraint as surveyors were vigilant to ensure that visual cues indicating 

the presence of quiet species were recorded.  

 

In some circumstances it is not possible to confirm the species of bat with absolute 

confidence using sound analysis techniques. In particular some calls of common pipistrelle 

and soprano pipistrelle overlap making species identification difficult. In these circumstances 

the bat can be identified as a Pipistrellus sp. only. Within this report where Pipistrellus sp. is 

used this refers only to common pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle. This should not be 

interpreted as other species of the Pipistrellus genus, such as Nathusius’ pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus nathusii which, although it occurs relatively frequently within the UK is not 

commonly recorded. Where pipistrelle species other than common or soprano are suspected 

this will be directly referenced and discussed within the report. 
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4. RESULTS 

 

A low level of bat activity was recorded at the site with occasional passes by common 

pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus and Pipistrellus sp.. The raw data from the surveys is shown 

in Appendix 1. No bats were recorded emerging from or re-entering either the trees or the 

building which were focussed upon during the surveys. 

 

16 July 2012 

The first bat recorded was a common pipistrelle at 21.20. This individual was recorded 

foraging above the canopy of Tree 2 one minute before dusk and though the bat was not 

observed emerging from this specific tree, it is likely that it was roosting somewhere in the 

immediate vicinity. Following this, occasional common pipistrelle and Pipistrellus sp. activity 

was recorded with some foraging behaviour observed. Activity was concentrated around the 

woodland to the west of the site and along the woodland edge.  No bats were recorded 

emerging from the utilities sub-station structure. 

 

19 September 2012 

 

The first bat recorded was a Common Pipistrelle at 19:22 flying in the clearing close to Tree 2. 

This bat was recorded 12 minutes after sunset which suggests that it is roosting near this 

location. Following this, occasional Common Pipistrelle and Pipistrellus sp. activity was 

recorded with some foraging behaviour observed. Activity was concentrated around the 

woodland to the west of the site and along the woodland edge.  

 

20 September 2012 

 

A single Pipistrellus sp. was recorded during the survey. This bat was recorded at 06:30, 14 

minutes before sunrise. The bat was observed foraging in the clearing close to Tree 2 and 

was then recorded flying out of the woodland along the northern boundary of the site.  
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5. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

A single common pipistrelle was recorded foraging above the tree canopy at the Five Points 

Roundabout immediately prior to dusk with a further individual recorded in the woodland 

clearing shortly after dusk. These records suggest that a small common pipistrelle roost exists 

somewhere in the immediate vicinity of the site, though owing to the careful observations 

made during the course of each survey it was considered unlikely that these bats emerged 

from any roost within the site itself.  

 

During the course of the dawn survey a pipistrelle bat was observed leaving the area with 

features of roost potential and flying east along the northern boundary of the site. All other bat 

activity recorded during the course of the surveys suggests low level use of the site by 

common pipistrelle and Pipistrellus sp..  

 

It is considered unlikely that any bats are roosting within the trees and building at the Five 

Points Roundabout site, but the following recommendations are made as a precaution to 

ensure that no bats are harmed during the development stages.  

 

Recommendation 1: Some trees at the site showed a moderate potential to support roosting 

bats. It is recommended that if development activity is proposed for the site after 2013 then an 

additional survey should be undertaken in that year to ensure that conditions at the site 

remain the same.  

 

Recommendation 2: Trees should be soft-felled in the presence of a licensed bat ecologist. 

Immediately prior to felling the tree will be inspected by a licensed ecologist or a tree climber 

under their supervision. Where no bats are found and the cavities can be inspected fully the 

tree will be felled. Where cavities can not be inspected fully the tree will be dismantled in 

sections. Each section will be lowered gently to the ground and inspected by the bat 

ecologist. Any sections containing cavities will remain on the ground overnight with the cavity 

facing upwards. Soft-felling of trees should avoid the hibernation period which is November to 

February inclusive.  

 

Recommendation 3: Should the proposed works involve the demolition of the utilities 

building this should be overseen by a licensed bat ecologist. This would only apply to key 

areas including the roof and the soffits of the structure. Soft-demolition of the utilities building 

should avoid the hibernation period which is November to February inclusive.  

 

Following the issue of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, see Appendix 2) by 

the Department for Communities and Local Government, all planning decisions should aim to 

maintain and enhance, restore or add to biodiversity and geological conservation interests. As 
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it is evident that bats are utilising the site for foraging and to compensate for the loss of 

existing roosting opportunities, it  

 

is recommended that a minimum of five bat boxes are included within the design scheme in 

order to enhance the roosting opportunities for bats at the site. 

Recommendation 4: The removal of trees and vegetation to facilitate construction activities 

will result in a loss of bat foraging habitat. To compensate for this habitat loss it is proposed 

that appropriate replacement planting of native tree, shrub and understory species is 

incorporated within the landscape design plans for the scheme.  

 

Recommendation 5: A sensitive and considered lighting strategy should also be 

implemented for both the construction and operation phases of the proposed development. It 

is recommended that, where there is the requirement for night time lighting during 

construction or operation of the development, lighting schemes are designed to minimise 

impacts on foraging and dispersing bats.  This will enable the development to be illuminated 

according to the following standards: 

Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light – The Institute of Lighting Engineers; 

Lighting Guidance 6 – CIBSE, and; 

BS 12464 Part 2 Lighting of Work Places: Outdoor Work Places. 

These standards aim to minimise obtrusive lighting through careful design and reduce the 

potential impacts on bats to acceptable levels.  The following specific recommendations are 

made with respect to lighting design: 

Minimise the lighting levels across the site; 

Minimise upward spill of light with the use of directional luminaires, shields, baffles and 

louvers to direct light where it is needed and prevent light being directed over and around the 

feature concerned; 

Avoid light spill onto surrounding habitats important to bats, notably the woodland edge and 

the copse of eight mature oaks; 

Consider the timings of lighting required, where possible avoiding lighting in the hours 

immediately after dusk and before dawn when bats are most active, and; 

Use low pressure sodium lamps or high pressure sodium lamps, instead of mercury or metal 

halide lamps. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

 

Arup and MKA Ecology Ltd undertook a dusk emergence survey and a further emergence & 

dawn re-entry survey at the Five Points Roundabout site in July and September 2012. A low 

level of common pipistrelle and Pipistrellus sp. activity was recorded at the site during the 

surveys. It is considered unlikely that bats are roosting within the trees and the building at the 

site.  

 

Recommendations are made to ensure that, in the unlikely event of bats being present, they 

are not harmed during the development stages. These recommendations include soft-felling 

of key trees which have been identified as having bat roosting potential and also soft-

demolition of key sections of the utilities building, if required. Further recommendations are 

made to ensure that opportunities for roosting bats remain available at the site.  

 

It is recommended that if development activity is proposed for the site after 2013 then 

additional surveys should be undertaken in that year to ensure conditions at the site remain 

the same.  
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8. APPENDIX 

 

Appendix 1: Raw survey data 

 

16 July 2012 – dusk emergence survey 

Time Species Notes 

21:20 Common pipistrelle Foraging above the tree canopy within survey area 

21:28 Common pipistrelle Foraging below the tree canopy within survey area 

21:32 Common pipistrelle Unseen pass near to utilities sub-station structure 

21:36 Common pipistrelle Foraging above the tree canopy within survey area 

21:38 Common pipistrelle Foraging above the tree canopy within survey area 

21:38 Common pipistrelle Unseen pass near to utilities sub-station structure 

21:42 Common pipistrelle Foraging above the tree canopy within survey area 

21:46 Common pipistrelle Foraging above the tree canopy within survey area 

21:47 Common pipistrelle Unseen pass near to utilities sub-station structure 

 

 

19 September 2012 – dusk emergence survey 

Time Species Notes 

19:22 Common Pipistrelle Flying in clearing close to tree 3 

19:30 Common Pipistrelle Foraging in woodland close to tree 2 

19:40 Common Pipistrelle Foraging over scrub and along woodland edge 

19:42 Pipistrelle sp Flying in clearing close to tree 3 

19:55 Pipistrelle sp Not seen, recorded in woodland close to tree 9 

19:58 Common Pipistrelle Not seen, recorded in woodland close to tree 9 

20:05 Common Pipistrelle Not seen, recorded in woodland close to tree 9, two passes 

20:09 Common Pipistrelle Not seen, recorded close to woodland edge, foraging 

20:27 Common Pipistrelle Not seen, recorded in woodland close to tree 9 

20:20 Pipistrelle sp Not seen, recorded close to utilities building 
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20 September 2012 dawn re-entry survey 

Time Species Notes 

06:30 Pipistrelle sp Flying around tree 3 and seen commuting to the north along 

treeline 
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Appendix 2: National Planning Policy Framework 

 

The NPPF was published in March 2012, setting out the Government’s planning policies for 

England and the process by which these should be applied. These policies replaced those set 

out within Planning Policy Statement 9 (PPS 9) Biodiversity and Geological Conservation. 

The policies within the NPPF are a material consideration in the planning process. 

 

The key principle of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, with 

sustainable development defined as a balance between economic, social and environmental 

needs. For planning decisions, this means approving development proposals that accord with 

the local development plan without delay; and where the development plan is absent, silent or 

out of date, permission can also be granted unless it is considered that either: 

 

 The benefits of the proposed development are significantly and demonstrably 

outweighed by any adverse impacts arising from the proposed development when 

assessed against the policies contained within the NPPF; or 

 

 Specific policies contained within the NPPF indicate that development should be 

restricted. 

 

Paragraphs 109 to 125 of the NPPF address conserving and enhancing the natural 

environment. Notable policies affecting ecological issues on development sites include the 

following: 

 

 “109 – The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 

interests, and soils; recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; and 

minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 

possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in 

biodiversity”; 

 

 “111 – Planning policies and decisions should encourage the effective use of land by 

re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is 

not of high environmental value”; 

 

 “118. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim 

to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the following principles:  

 

- If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 

locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
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mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission 

should be refused; 

 

- Proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific 

Interest likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(either individually or in combination with other developments) should not 

normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s notified special 

interest features is likely, an exception should only be made where the 

benefits of the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts 

that it is likely to have on the features of the site that make it of special 

scientific interest and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest; 

 

- Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or 

enhance biodiversity should be permitted; 

 

- Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments 

should be encouraged; 

 

- Planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss 

or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the 

loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the 

need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh 

the loss; and 

 

- The following wildlife sites should be given the same protection as 

European sites: potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special 

Areas of Conservation; listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and sites identified, 

or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European 

sites, potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of 

Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites”; and 

 

 “119 – The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 

development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directives 

is being considered, planned or determined”. 
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Appendix 3: Figure 1 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) was commissioned in 2012 by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd., to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the outline 
planning application for Pinewood Studios Development Framework (PSDF).  
This report details the great crested newt (Triturus cristatus) surveys undertaken 
between April and June 2012.  

The site covers land to the west of Pinewood Road including the existing 
Pinewood Studios complex referred to as the West Area and undeveloped land to 
the east of Pinewood Road referred to as the East Area. 

Highway improvement works to Five Points Roundabout to the south of the site 
also form part of the PSDF application.  There are no ponds present within 500m 
of the Five Points Roundabout and therefore no great crested newt surveys were 
deemed necessary.     

Reference is made to the results of previous surveys for great crested newts 
associated with a previous planning application (Project Pinewood 2009).  These 
surveys were undertaken in the West Area by Catherine Bickmore Associates in 
2008 and in the East Area by Arup in 2008.   

The West Area comprises operational studios and associated infrastructure.  
Habitat within the West Area includes, mature tree lines and vegetated 
boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub 
and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species poor 
grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises an area of fields located between Pinewood Road to the 
west, Sevenhills Road to the north and Iver Heath to the south.  The habitat 
comprises a matrix of secondary woodland, mature tree lines and hedgerows, 
dense scrub and (predominantly) semi-improved grassland habitats.   

In the West Area, the PSDF proposes the demolition of 17 buildings, 
redevelopment of existing buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building 
use and the construction of new buildings, where appropriate, in order to 
maximise the usage of the site.  Development in the East Area would include the 
construction of additional sound stages, workshops, backlots and office space with 
associated infrastructure. 

The site is shown on Figure 1 and should be referred to for the locations of 
specific features referenced in this report.  For ease of reference, the fields and 
hedgerows are numbered on Figure 1; the same numbering system is used 
throughout the ecological assessment. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 
The great crested newt is strictly protected in Europe and in the UK under The 
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981(as amended) and The Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2010 which consolidates all the various amendments 
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made to the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations, 1994.  It is illegal 
to deliberately kill, injure, capture or disturb great crested newts or to obstruct 
access to areas where they live and breed.  Their habitat is also protected against 
damage or destruction.  This legislation applies to all life stages including eggs, 
tadpoles, juveniles and adults. 

Great crested newt is listed as a priority species under the UK Biodiversity Action 
Plan (BAP).  Great crested newts are therefore addressed at all levels of UK 
planning policy, the aim of this being to encourage development to contribute 
towards halting further losses of this species and encouraging population 
enhancement.  Under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act 2006, it is now the duty of all governmental departments to take BAP species 
into account as a material consideration in the determination of planning 
applications. 

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this study were to address the following factors: 

 gather existing great crested newt records for the site and its surroundings; 

 undertake surveys to update those carried out in 2008 and to determine the 
presence/absence of great crested newts; 

 assess the implications of the findings of this study for the proposed 
development and provide recommendations to inform the detailed design 
of the proposals and any appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, Section 2 sets out the methodology used to carry out 
this study and the limitations of the work.  Section 3 presents the results and 
appraisal of the surveys including an overview of the results of previous surveys.  
Section 4 provides conclusions. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment, a desk study was undertaken. This utilised records 
from the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre. 
Data obtained during the course of the great crested newt surveys in 2008 and 
other ecological information gathered as part of the Project Pinewood application 
in 2009 was also used to inform the desk study. 

2.2 Scoping 
Natural England’s Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (2001)1stipulate that 
all water bodies suitable for supporting great crested newts within a 500m radius 
of the development footprint should be considered for surveying.  This is because 
local newt populations often form part of a larger metapopulation, migration to 
and from neighbouring populations is dynamic, and great crested newts are known 
to range widely from breeding ponds and make use of suitable terrestrial habitats 
within this wider area.  A study of Ordnance Survey maps and aerial photography 
identified waterbodies within 500m of the site.   

A walkover of the West Area and the East Area was undertaken by two 
experienced field surveyors on 18 April 2012, in order to examine waterbodies 
and determine their potential for use by breeding amphibians and to evaluate the 
terrestrial habitat suitability for foraging amphibians. 

2.3 Field survey methods 
The application of a suite of different surveys methods is recommended when 
surveying for great crested newts.  Guidelines are set out in Natural England’s 
2001 Guidance, Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook2 (2001) and the 
Herpetofauna Worker’s Manual3 (1998).  

Survey techniques include: 

 Bottle Trapping 

Bottle traps are set in suitable areas of water and left overnight during 
suitable conditions (when the air temperature is above 5°C).  Natural 
England recommends a frequency of 1 trap per 2m of bank.  The method 
can be used to detect both adult and juvenile newts.  

 Egg Searches 

This method allows for ascertaining presence and also confirmation of 
breeding.  Searches are made of submerged vegetation (live and dead) for 
newt eggs/embryos.  Generally, once the presence of eggs has been 
determined, the search need not continue.  

                                                 
1 English Nature (now Natural England). 2001. Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines. 
2 Langton, T., Beckett, C. & Foster, J. 2001. Great Crested Newt - Conservation Handbook. 
Froglife. 
3 Gent, A.H., & Gibson, S.D., eds. 1998.  Herpetofauna Worker's Manual.  Peterborough, Joint 
Nature Conservation Committee. 
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 Torch Survey 

A torch with a minimum candle power of 50,000 is used to pick out newts 
in the waterbody after dark.  This method is most effective in relatively 
clear water with little duckweed.  The surveyor walks slowly around the 
water margin, shining the torch into the water to detect the presence and 
species of newts. This method can detect adults in spring and early 
summer and larvae in the late summer. 

 Refuge Search 

Natural and artificial refugia can be checked for the presence of 
amphibians.  Artificial refugia include pieces of carpet, corrugated iron, 
wooden boards, roofing felt and rubber matting.  Natural refugia include 
logs, debris, bark, moss, stones/rocks etc.  

Natural England’s Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines recommends that 
surveys include at least three techniques from the above.  Four survey visits are 
required to determine presence/absence, in suitable weather conditions, between 
mid-March and mid-June, with at least two visits between mid-April and mid-
May.  If great crested newts are found at any point during these surveys, then the 
total survey effort should be extended to six visits in order to estimate population 
sizes and classes. 

2.4 Survey Areas 
Figure 1 shows the locations of the waterbodies surveyed.  Appropriate survey 
methods were chosen depending on the suitability of the waterbody as shown in 
Table 1.  The refuge searches were undertaken as part of site wide reptile surveys 
(for further details please see the Reptile Survey Report in Appendix 8.9 to the 
ES). 

2.4.1 West Area 

P1: A balancing pond located along the western boundary of the site was 
considered to have the potential to support great crested newts.  The pond is 
relatively open in terms of vegetation encroachment and marginal vegetation is 
limited in extent.  Surrounding habitat comprises semi-improved grassland, 
bramble scrub and scattered trees.  The pond is an attenuation waterbody and 
therefore, water levels are subject to relatively rapid fluctuations and can become 
turbid in times of high rainfall.  The pond is located in a depression adjacent to 
hardstanding access roads, car park and studio buildings.  

D1: A ditch line is present towards the south of the site.  This does hold standing 
water in periods of high rainfall and was therefore surveyed (torching).  

2.4.2 East Area 

P2:  Comprises three small ponds in close proximity to each other, each 
measuring approximately 10m x 1.5m and 30cm deep.  The ponds are overgrown 
with willow, bramble and bulrush.  Surrounding habitat comprises semi-improved 
grassland, with hedgerows on either side, which provide potentially suitable 
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foraging habitat.  These ponds have low to moderate potential to support great 
crested newts, due to the dominance of overgrown vegetation. 

 

Table 1  Survey methods used at each pond 
 

Water body ref. 
 

Bottle trapping Egg searches Torch survey Refuge searches 

West Area 
P1      
D14 -    
East Area 
P2     

2.5 Limitations 
A study of aerial photographs identified no ponds within 500m proximity of the 
site, including the gardens of residential properties of Pinewood Green, located 
immediately to the south of the East Area.  It is possible that ponds may have 
been obscured at the time the aerial photograph was taken or that the resolution of 
the photographs is not sufficient to view smaller waterbodies.  If ponds supporting 
great crested newts are present here, the newts may use the terrestrial habitats 
within the development site for foraging.  However, given that no amphibians 
were observed using artificial refugia placed within field F9 during the Reptile 
Survey, it is considered highly unlikely that this is the case. 

  

                                                 
4 Due to the relatively small amount of water that was present in the ditch at the time of surveying, 
it was not considered practical to use bottle traps. 
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3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 
The nearest great crested newt record provided by Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes Environmental Records Centre in 2008 is located 1.9km to the north-west 
of the site.   

The results of the updated desk study and records search in 2012 revealed no 
additional great crested newt records.  

3.2 Field survey 

3.2.1 Previous survey results 

A great crested newt survey was undertaken at the West Area in spring 2008 by 
Catherine Bickmore Associates5.  This survey did not identify any great crested 
newts on the site. 

During the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the East Area undertaken by 
Ecosulis Ltd. in March 2008, two palmate newts were observed within Pond P2 
(East Area).   

The Arup Great Crested Newt Survey Report of the East Area in 2008 included 
reference to three other ponds described below.  These were considered unsuitable 
to support great crested newts and thus were not surveyed in 2008.    

 Located just off site, approximately 10m north west from the F7 site 
boundary, is a small (10m x 1.5m) and shallow (20cm deep) ephemeral 
pond.  The pond was choked with rotting leaves and therefore likely to 
have low oxygen levels.  There was little aquatic vegetation, with some 
floating sweet grass and occasional water plantain.  Surrounding habitat 
was immature woodland and scrub dominated by immature poplar and 
ground flora of nettle and grasses with some potential hibernation sites, 
including log and rubble piles.  This pond flowed into a shallow ditch 
flowing towards the M25 motorway to the north.  This pond had low 
potential to support great crested newts, due to the lack of vegetation for 
egg-laying and deoxygenated water and had dried out by mid-May 2008.   

 Located in the south east corner of F7 is a small (5m x 1m) and shallow 
(25cm deep) pond with some floating sweet grass and water plantain.  The 
surrounding habitat comprised short grassland grazed by rabbits with 
scattered scrub.  The M25 motorway verge is located in close proximity to 
this pond and comprises immature planted trees, dominated by hazel.  This 
pond has low potential to support great crested newts, due to the sparse 
aquatic vegetation and lack of marginal vegetation to provide shelter and 
sites for egg-laying.  This pond had dried out by mid-May 2008. 

                                                 
5 Catherine Bickmore Associates (June 2008) Building P3.3 Great crested newts: survey.  Reserved matters: condition 2.  
Ref. application no. 07/02395/rem. 
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 Located in the north of The Clump (W2) is a small (3m x 3m) and shallow 
(<20cm) temporary pond in woodland, with trees growing within pond.  
The lack of aquatic vegetation and temporary nature of this pond made it 
unsuitable for use by great crested newts therefore no further surveys were 
undertaken here in 2008. 

These three ephemeral waterbodies were assessed in 2012 for their potential to 
support great crested newts.  The surrounding habitat was found to be the same as 
that reported in 2008 and all of the ponds were dry at the time of surveying in 
2012.  These three waterbodies were considered to be unsuitable to support great 
crested newts and were therefore scoped out of the 2012 surveys.  

No great crested newts were identified in either the West Area or East Area of the 
site as part of the 2008 surveys.  Small populations of breeding smooth and 
palmate newts were found in pond P2 as well as evidence of breeding frogs. 

3.2.2 Current survey results (2012) 

The weather conditions were suitable for undertaking the surveys, and are 
presented in Table 2.   

Table 2  Weather conditions during each survey  

Survey 
number 

Date (2012) Weather conditions 

Air temp 
(oC) 

Cloud cover Wind Rain 

1 30 April-1May 15 80% Light breeze Dry 

2 9-10 May 10 100% Moderate 
breeze Light rain 

3 6-7 June 16 70% Light breeze Dry 

4 14-15 June 17 80% Light breeze Dry 

No great crested newts were found during the pond surveys.  Small populations of 
breeding smooth newts were found in all ponds.  These amphibian species are 
widespread and common and do not receive legal protection.  No amphibians 
were recorded in ditch D1.  No amphibians were recorded using the artificial 
refugia placed in suitable habitat as part of the Reptile Survey.  The survey results 
are shown in   
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Table 3.   
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Table 3  Survey results 

 

Survey 
Number 

Survey Method 

Torch Bottle trap Egg search Refuge search 

P1   

1 3 ♀ smooth 0 None None 

2 0 0 None None 

3 1 ♀smooth 0 None None 

4 1 ♀ and 2 ♂ smooth 0 None None 

D1   

1 0 - None None 

2 0 - None None 

3 0 - None None 

4 0 - None None 

P2   

1 1 ♀ and 1 ♂ smooth 0 None None 

2 0 1 ♂ smooth None None 

3 1 ♀ smooth 1 ♂ smooth None None 

4 1 ♂ smooth 1 ♀ and 1 ♂ smooth None None 
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4 Conclusions  

A number of common amphibians were found during surveys in 2008 and 2012 in 
waterbodies P1 and P2.  If P2 is to be removed during the course of development, 
it is recommended that immediately prior to its removal, in the interests of best 
practice, a rescue of such fauna be carried out involving their relocation to a safe 
alternative habitat. 

The 2012 surveys found that no great crested newts are present on either the West 
Area or East Area of the site.  The 2012 survey confirms the findings of the 2008 
surveys which also reported that no great crested were found.  Therefore it is 
considered that great crested newts do not pose a constraint to the PSDF and no 
further action is required with regard to this species. 

 



 

 

Figures 
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Figure 1  Ecological Features - Pond Locations 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) was commissioned in 2012 by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd. in 2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the 
outline planning application of Pinewood Studios (West Area) and adjacent green-
field site to the east of Pinewood Studios (East Area).  As part of the suite of 
surveys undertaken for the proposed development, dormouse and badger surveys 
were undertaken and it is the results of these surveys that are reported here.  The 
surveys on the East Area follow previous surveys undertaken by Arup in 2008, 
associated with a previous planning application, Project Pinewood in 2009.  

The West Area comprises operational studios and associated infrastructure.  
Habitat within the West Area includes, mature tree lines and vegetated 
boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub 
and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species poor 
grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area is an area of green-field land located between Pinewood Studios to 
the west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat comprises a matrix of secondary 
woodland, mature tree lines and hedgerows, dense scrub and (predominantly) 
semi-improved grassland habitats.   

It is proposed that the West Area is subject to the redevelopment of existing 
buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building use and development of new 
buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the usage of the site. The East 
Area would be subject to the construction of additional studio space, workshops 
and office space with associated infrastructure. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 which should be referred to for the 
locations of specific features referenced in this report. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 
This section provides details of legislation specifically associated with badgers 
(Meles meles) and dormice (Muscardinus avellanarius).  

1.2.1 Badgers  

Badgers are protected under The Protection of Badgers Act, 1992.  

Consequently, it is an offence to: 

• kill, injure or take a badger, or to attempt to do so; 

• interfere with a badger sett by (a) damaging a sett or any part of one; (b) 
destroying a sett; (c) obstructing access to or any entrance of a sett; (d) causing a 
dog to enter a sett; or (e) disturbing a badger when it is occupying a sett. 
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1.2.2 Dormice 

Dormice are a European Protected Species and, as such, cannot be intentionally 
killed, injured or disturbed in their nests, collected, trapped or sold except under 
licence. They are strictly protected in Europe and in the UK under The Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981(as amended) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 which consolidates all the various amendments made to the 
Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations, 1994.  

Dormice are listed as a priority species under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan 
(BAP).  Therefore, dormice are addressed at all levels of UK planning policy, the 
aim of this being that development contributes to halting further losses and 
encouraging population enhancement. Under the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act 2006, it is now the duty of all governmental 
departments to take BAP species into account as a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications. 

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this study were to address the following factors: 

 gather existing badger and dormouse records for the site and its 
surroundings; 

 identify features on site with the potential to be used by badgers and 
dormice; 

 undertake surveys to determine the presence/absence of badger and 
dormice and to report on any changes since the 2008 surveys; 

 assess the implications of the findings of this study for the proposed 
development and provide recommendations to inform the detailed design 
of the proposals and any appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, Section 2 sets out the methodology used to carry out 
this study and the limitations of the work.  Section 3 presents the results of the 
surveys including an overview of the results of previous surveys.  Section 4 
provides an appraisal and recommendations.  Conclusions to the report are 
provided in Section 5. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment, a desk study was undertaken. This utilised records 
from the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre. 
Data from the previous 2008 desk study and field surveys undertaken by Arup1 
was also used to inform the desk study. 

2.2 Scoping 
A walkover of the site was undertaken by two experienced ecological surveyors 
on 18th April 2012. This site visit sought to establish an updated overview of the 
areas concerned since the previous surveys were conducted in 2008, and to assess 
the West Area, which was not included in the 2008 study. The walkover visit 
aimed to identify any features and habitats that may support badgers or dormice. 
Following on from this initial assessment, more detailed surveys were then 
undertaken using the methodologies described in section 2.3. Further to this signs 
of badgers would be noted, if seen, during other ecological surveys being 
conducted on the site during 2012.  

2.3 Field survey 

2.3.1 Badgers 

Surveys were conducted using Harris et al. (1991)2  methodology. This involved 
walking the site, focusing on suitable habitat and features that may be used by 
badgers. This included all linear features, field boundaries and areas of scrub, 
woodland and grassland.  

The following indicators of badger presence were recorded if seen during the 
survey: 

 Badger setts 

 Badger pathways 

 Dung pits / latrines 

 Footprints or hairs (along paths, sett entrances, vegetation or fencing close 
to areas of badger activity). 

Field surveys were conducted in May 2012.  

                                                 
1 Main Site Dormouse and Badger Report: Arup 2008 PROJECT PINEWOOD Appendicies iii 
2 Harris S., Cresswell P. and Jefferies D. Surveying Badgers. Mammal Society (1989) 
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2.3.2 Dormice 

The survey was undertaken using guidance detailed in ‘The Dormouse 
Conservation Handbook: Second Edition’ (English Nature, 2006)3.  

Suitable habitat such as hedgerows and woodland areas were focused upon during 
the survey. These habitats contained tree and shrub species known to support 
dormice, such as hazel and honeysuckle.  Dormice nest tubes were used for the 
survey, in addition to conducting a nut search.  

 Nest tubes were placed at approximately 20m intervals along hedgerows - 
as recommended by Natural England (formerly English Nature).  

 The nut search comprised systematically searching multiple areas of 
woodland of size 10x10m for 20 minute intervals, analysing the hazel nuts 
collected for evidence of opening by dormice. The number of search areas 
was appropriate to the size of the woodland and ensured a thorough overall 
coverage of the area. 

The nest tubes were initially placed around the site by two experienced ecologists 
in early June 2012. A total of 56 nest tubes were used, which were numbered and 
distributed as follows: (please refer to Figure 1 for further details) 

West Area: 

 14 nest tubes were positioned in the woodland in the northern section of 
this area, adjacent to Black Park Local Nature Reserve (LNR). 

East Area: 

 14 nest tubes were placed along hedgerow H7; 

 7 were positioned along the northern section of hedgerow H9, adjacent to 
the northern boundary of field F8; 

 20 nest tubes were distributed throughout The Clump – 5 in the northern 
corner, 10 in the central area and 5 in the southern area, adjacent to the 
northern boundary of field F10 and close to hedgerow H13. 

Nest tubes were checked on 27th June, 31st July, 13th August, 16th September and 
22nd September 2012. The density of tubes used and the numbers of monthly 
checks meets the required level to give the minimum survey effort score as stated 
in the Dormouse Conservation Handbook. 

Nut searched were conducted in October 2012, at 5 locations within The Clump. 

2.4 Limitations 
The surveys used appropriate current guidance and the judgement of experienced 
ecological surveyors to provide an assessment of likely presence/absence of 
dormice and badgers.  

                                                 
3 Bright, P., Morris, P., Mitchell-Jones, T 2006. The Dormouse Conservation Handbook. English 
Nature, Peterborough 
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The surveys were undertaken during suitable weather conditions and at an 
appropriate time of year. Therefore the results are considered to provide a reliable 
assessment of the likely presence/absence of these species in the area at the time 
of survey. 

No account can be made for the presence or absence of protected species on any 
one survey occasion, since they may travel over wide areas and/or have large 
home ranges.  Protected species may return to or colonise a site at any future time. 
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3 Results  

3.1 Desk study 
The 2012 desk study results include 10 records of badger within 3km of the site. 
Of these, five were records associated with Black Park LNR which is directly 
adjacent to the West Area of the site. 

Biodiversity records obtained during the Phase 1 survey exercise in 2008, found 
that BUCKSMERC held three records of badgers being present within 2km of the 
site. The closest record to the site is 1km south west; this is likely to refer to a 
well-known sett complex within Black Park (pers.com, Bucks CC). 

No records of dormice within 2km of the site were received from BUCKSMERC 
in 2012 and no records within 2km of the site were obtained during the 2008 
surveys.  

The search of online sources did not provide any additional information. 
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3.2 Survey results 

3.2.1 Badger 

Previous results (2008): 

The survey associated with the previous planning application in April 2008, 
identified a single sett within East Area. The sett is located towards the southern 
edge of field F7, along the northern perimeter of Sevenhills Road. A total of eight 
entrances were identified, all of which were in use. Fresh bedding was found in 
four of the entrances and two badger hairs were identified. Freshly excavated 
spoil was found outside three holes, one of the spoil heaps contained a badger 
footprint. There were no clear paths observed radiating out from the sett and no 
latrines were found.   

A subsequent survey identified several rabbit Oryctolagus cuniculus holes within 
hedgerows H9, H6, H8 and H2. Gaps in hedgerows at ground level and tracks 
were identified as being made by muntjac deer Muntiacus reeves. One of the holes 
along the hedgerow H9 was found to be used by badgers (a hair was found at the 
entrance to the hole). This hedge borders Sevenhills Road and the hole is situated 
south of the sett found in field F7. 

A badger latrine site was also identified towards the southern end of hedgerow 
H6. 

No evidence of badgers was found in The Clump (W2); however, it should be 
noted that dense vegetation restricted access in many places. 

During the survey exercise, two badger casualties were observed on local roads. 
These were both along the A412. 

Current results (2012): 

The 2012 results show that the previously active setts, on the southern perimeter 
of field F7 by Sevenhills Road, in 2008 are now disused (see Figure 2). It is 
estimated that the setts have not been used for 6-9 months.  

No other evidence of badgers was found across either the West or East Areas of 
the site. It should be noted that dense vegetation restricted access in many places 
within The Clump.  

3.2.2 Dormice  

Previous results (2008): 

As detailed in the 2008 report the majority of dormouse tubes and boxes were 
removed by 3rd parties during the early part of the surveys, however nut searches 
were also conducted, and the results are given in Table 1: 
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Table 1: 2008 Nut search results. 

Area (10m x 10m) 
surveyed 

Results (number of opened hazel nuts found and 
likely species) 

1 x4 squirrel, x10 other* 

2 x3 squirrel, x6 other* 

3 x5 squirrel, x16 other* 

4 x4 squirrel, x23 other* 

5 x4 squirrel, x33 other* 

6 x3 squirrel, x9 other* 

7 x4 squirrel, x18 other* 

* ‘Other’ refers to species of small mammal other than dormice or squirrel. This is 
likely to be yellow-necked mouse Apodemus flavicollis, wood mouse Apodemus 
sylvaticus or bank vole Clethrionomys glareolus. 

The nut search did not find any evidence of dormice being present. 

The one remaining nest box was found to be empty (no. 6). 

Further surveys were carried out on 19th August, 9th October and 1st December 
2008, the tubes were found to have been left in situ in W2 (The Clump) since May 
2008. A check of the nest tubes found that they were all empty with no sign of 
dormice or indeed any small mammals. 

Current results (2012): 

Nest tube searches revealed no presence of dormice. 

Nut search results are given in Table 2. 

 Table 2: 2012 Nut search results. 

Area (10m x 10m) 
surveyed 

Results (number of opened hazel nuts found and 
likely species) 

1 x2 squirrel, x3 other* 

2 x1 squirrel, x2 other* 

3 x6 squirrel, x7 other* 

4 x3 squirrel, x23 other* 
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Area (10m x 10m) 
surveyed 

Results (number of opened hazel nuts found and 
likely species) 

5 x4 squirrel, x33 other* 

* ‘Other’ refers to species of small mammal other than dormice or squirrel. This is 
likely to be yellow-necked mouse Apodemus flavicollis, wood mouse Apodemus 
sylvaticus or bank vole Clethrionomys glareolus. 

The nut search did not find any evidence of dormice being present. 

3.2.3 Incidental mammal sightings 
During the course of the surveys, evidence of other mammals using the site was 
noted - either through field signs or observations of the animal itself. A list of 
these species is as follows: 

 Roe deer Capreolus capreolus 

 Wood mouse / bank vole  

 Grey squirrel Sciurus carolinensis 

 Rabbit  

 Fox Vulpes vulpes 

The above list is included in order to provide additional context and information 
to the proposals. Unlike dormice and badgers, none of the species listed above are 
specially protected, other than by general animal welfare requirements / 
legislation.   
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4 Appraisal and Recommendations 

4.1 Badgers 
Assessment and classification of setts is undertaken according to the estimated 
level of use and number of entrance holes. Setts are classified into four main 
types: 

 Main sett: large, well-established sett, normally in continuous use.  

 Annexe sett: usually found in close association with the main sett and will 
often be linked by well worn paths. 

 Subsidiary sett: usually have five or more entrances, although not all of 
these will be in continuous use. 

 Outlying sett: used on an occasional basis, with typically one to three 
entrance holes. Spoil heaps will generally be smaller than those associated 
with other sett types, indicating a smaller underground structure. 

There are three categories used to make an assessment of the level of use of the 
sett: 

 Well-used: entrances in regular use and free of debris. They may also have 
been recently excavated with fresh spoil visible outside the entrance holes. 

 Partially-used: debris such as leaves, twigs and other vegetation will be 
present in the entrance holes. The holes could be used with minimal 
clearance, indicating irregular use. 

 Disused: a considerable amount of clearance is needed before entrance 
holes are passable. In extreme cases, the hole may be so blocked that only 
a depression in the ground is visible indicating the location of a former 
entrance hole. 

The sett located in the East Area in 2008 was previously classified as a main sett. 
The 2012 survey found that this was disused which is an unusual occurrence. It is 
therefore considered more likely that this sett was in fact an annexe sett. An 
annexe sett is still an important refuge for badgers and although disused at the 
time of survey (this feature was re checked in September 2012 and was still 
disused) it may be reused at any point by badgers. For this reason and with regard 
to the relevant legislation as detailed in 1.2.1, it is advised that a suitably qualified 
ecologist surveys the site again immediately prior to the commencement of any 
ground works. 

4.2 Dormice  
Although suitable habitats exist in and around both the East and West Areas no 
dormice or any of their field signs were found during either the 2008 or 2012 
surveys.  



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework (PSDF) 
Appendix 8.6 - Badger and Dormouse Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Issue | 24 January 2013  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.6_BADGER&DOORMOUSE\APPENDIX8.6_BADGER&DORMICE_REPORT_24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 11 

 

4.3 Other 
The retention of the possible annexe setts on the southern boundary of field F7 
and suitable existing badger habitat along with the addition of scrub and rough 
grassland buffer zones is recommended to help increase the conservation status of 
badgers at the site. 

Before site clearance and ground works begin, a detailed method statement should 
be produced, fully detailing and expanding upon the mitigation recommendations 
discussed in this report. 

Long term site management plans, with regards to ecology and specifically for 
badgers, should be developed to maintain suitable badger habitat within the site to 
ensure a positive conservation status for badgers.  

These management plans should include the provision and maintenance of 
existing wildlife corridors, and maintaining some rough grassland areas and 
trees/scrub.  
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5 Conclusions  

Survey results demonstrate that a now disused annexe (probable) badger sett 
exists within the East Area, towards the southern edge of field F7, along the 
northern perimeter of Sevenhills Road, this was previously recorded as being 
active in 2008.  

Although the badger sett is disused it is likely that it was last used around 6-9 
months ago and may become active again at any point. It is recommended that the 
annexe sett is monitored up to and during construction. If it becomes active it will 
require appropriate protection during the construction process to avoid 
contravention of the legislation detailed in 1.2.1. The retention of the sett on site 
and ensuring a positive conservation status post-construction would be the overall 
conservation aim in terms of badgers. A detailed site management plan will be 
required to help achieve this.  

Survey results show that no dormice were present at the site in either 2008 or 
2012. 

5.1 Key points 

 Disused annexe (probable) sett on site, within East Area, towards the 
southern edge of field F7 along the northern perimeter of Sevenhills Road, 
should be protected during and post construction works wherever possible. 

 The disused sett should be periodically monitored up to and during 
construction. If the sett becomes active, and works are to impinge upon the 
sett then a Natural England licence may need to be applied for in order to 
conduct works legally.  

 High priority badger habitat remaining at the site after development should 
be protected via a buffer strip. 

 No dormice were found to be present on the site. 
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Figure 1  Dormouse survey locations 
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Figure 2  Badger survey (restricted access) 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd., in 2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the 
outline planning application of Pinewood Studios (West Area) and a green-field 
site adjacent to the east of Pinewood Studios (East Area).   

Breeding bird surveys were undertaken by Arup in 2008 (East Area), associated 
with a previous planning application.  It has not been considered necessary to 
repeat the breeding bird surveys of the East Area for this application, in view of 
the comprehensive nature of previous surveys, and the habitat status and mosaic 
of the East Area remaining as previously assessed.  The proposals for the West 
Area will not require any significant vegetation removal or generate any 
significant disturbance effects that may impact on breeding birds; therefore a 
breeding bird survey has not been undertaken on the West Area.   

A full desk survey has been carried out in 2012, for both areas, to augment data 
from the 2008 filed surveys.   

This report provides a summary of previous findings on the East Area and 
provides a habitat assessment of the West Area. 

1.1.1 The site 

The West Area comprises operational studios and associated infrastructure.  
Habitat within the West Area includes, mature tree lines and vegetated 
boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub 
and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species poor 
grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises an area of green-field land located between Pinewood 
Studios to the west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat comprises a matrix of 
secondary woodland, mature tree lines and hedgerows, dense scrub and 
(predominantly) semi-improved grassland habitats.   

It is proposed that the West Area is subject to the redevelopment of existing 
buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building use and the construction of 
new buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the usage of the site.   The 
East Area would be subject to the construction of additional studio space, 
workshops and office space with associated infrastructure. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 (Appendix A) and should be referred 
to for the locations of specific features referenced in this report. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 
Birds will nest within a wide variety of environments from a scrape within bare 
earth or open ground to dense scrub and woodland vegetation, as well as taking 
advantage of diverse structures, both natural and man-made.  Although it is 
generally accepted that the peak bird breeding season runs from March to July, the 



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios 
Appendix 8.7 - Breeding Bird Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Issue | 24 January 2013  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.7_BBREPORT\APPENDIX8.7_BB_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 2 

 

reality is that bird nests can be encountered at any time of the year, with some bird 
species having been recorded nesting in every month (for example barn owl).  
Some species will also produce more than a single brood of youngsters in a 
season, whilst others will attempt to nest again where early broods have been lost. 
Bird behaviour is thought to be altering with changes in seasonal temperature and 
weather patterns and many species are now nesting earlier in the year than in 
previous decades, where illustrated by long-term monitoring records. 

All wild bird species within the UK are protected by law under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  This makes it an offence to recklessly or 
deliberately kill or injure individual birds, or to damage or destroy their nests, 
eggs or young. 

Certain scarce species are afforded additional protection under Schedule 1 of the 
Act such that it is an offence to recklessly or deliberately disturb these birds when 
on or at the nest, until such a time that their dependent young have fledged and 
left the area. 

The implications of the legislation for proposed development activities are that 
areas containing nests cannot be cleared during the breeding season and that zones 
of no disturbance may need to be implemented where Schedule 1 listed species 
are present.  Developers are also obliged to provide sufficient mitigation to offset 
potentially adverse impacts to nesting birds resulting from their activities 

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of the 2008 study of the East Area were to address the 
following factors: 

 establish the presence and distribution of breeding birds on or around the 
site. 

 enable an appraisal of the overall value of the site to breeding birds and 
identify habitat areas or features of particular interest to them; 

 assess the implications of the findings of the study for the proposed 
development and provide recommendations to inform the detailed design 
of the proposals and any appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, Section 2 sets out the methodology used to carry out 
the study and the limitations of the work.  Section 3 presents the results and 
appraisal of the surveys.  Section 4 provides conclusions and recommendations.  

Appendix A, Figure 1 illustrates the site location and the key areas of breeding 
bird activity encountered during the survey.  Figures 2 to 5 show the location of 
individual nesting bird species on or around the site. 

Appendix B1 provides a full list of the bird species encountered on or around the 
site during the surveys. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment, updated records have been obtained from the 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre. 

Further web-based searches for records of notable species were also carried out as 
part of the Phase 1, using the National Biodiversity Network (NBN).   

2.2 Field survey 
A series of five field surveys were carried out by an experienced ecologist and 
ornithologist during May and June 2008.  The resulting data set was bolstered 
with further observations during other ecological surveys on the site at either end 
of this period (April and July 2008).   

Standard survey guidelines (e.g. Bibby et al., 2000 and Gilbert et al., 1998) were 
used to inform the scope and nature of the survey carried out.  The methodology 
employed represents an adaptation of the Common Bird Census, as described 
below.  

A comprehensive walkover of the site was carried out on each survey occasion, by 
walking a series of pre-determined transect routes at a slow pace, so that all areas 
were thoroughly inspected and equal search effort was applied to all locations.  
The same route was walked on each occasion, but the order and direction in which 
each sub-area was surveyed was varied.  This served to minimise the chance that 
birds active at different times of the day in different areas were being overlooked.  

Each visit took approximately 4 hours to complete and was undertaken in a single 
morning.  The surveys were carried out between 7.30am and 11.30am on each 
occasion, which falls within the peak period of daily bird activity.  All of the 
surveys were undertaken in conditions appropriate for bird survey work, namely 
mild or warm, dry and calm. 

On each survey occasion, all birds seen or heard within or adjacent to the site 
were noted and their location and behaviour mapped for later analysis, using 
standard British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) codes. Further notes were taken 
with regards to the age and sex of birds observed, where decipherable. 

Birds were considered to be breeding on the site where any of the following 
behaviour was observed: 

 Singing or calling on more than one occasion within the same area of the 
site. 

 Courtship, displaying, alarm-calling, or other forms of territorial 
behaviour. 

 Carrying nest material or food to (or faecal material from) a potential nest 
site.  

 Young or fledgling birds were seen or heard. 
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Where suitable nesting habitat for a particular species occurred, but no evidence 
of the above had been seen, a judgement was made as to the likelihood of that 
species breeding on the site based upon professional experience and existing 
records from consultation.   

Birds were not thought to be breeding where they were recorded over-flying the 
site only, or where suitable habitat for their nesting requirements was not thought 
to exist. 

Upon completion of the survey exercise, all data was transferred to maps 
combining the findings of individual surveys, to enable the identification of 
activity clusters and individual territories and an estimation of population sizes 

2.3 Limitations 
No account can be made for the presence or absence of protected or notable 
species on any one survey occasion, since they may travel over wide areas and/or 
have large home ranges.  Protected or notable species may return to or colonise a 
site at any future time. 
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3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 
The following records of birds were provided by BUCKSMKERC (and/or the 
NBN website where stated) for a search area of within 2km of the site.  

Table 1 Notable bird records (2012) 

Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Birds 

Sky Lark Alauda 
arvensis 

 SPI X X Red 

Kingfisher Alcedo atthis Schedule 1   X Amber 
Garganey Anas 

querquedula 
Schedule 1   X Amber 

Greylag Goose Anser anser Schedule 1   X Amber 
Tree Pipit Anthus trivialis  SPI X X Red 
Nightjar Caprimulgus 

europaeus 
 SPI X X Red 

Lesser Redpoll Carduelis 
cabaret 

 SPI X  Red 

Linnet Carduelis 
cannabina 

 SPI X X Red 

Little Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
dubius 

Schedule 1   X  

Black Tern Chilidonias 
niger 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Cuckoo Cuculus 
canorus 

 SPI X  Red 

Lesser Spotted 
Woodpecker 

Dendrocopos 
minor 

 SPI X  Red 

Yellowhammer Emberiza 
citrinella 

 SPI X X Red 

Reed Bunting Embriza 
schoeniclus 

 SPI X X Amber 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco 
peregrines 

Schedule 1     

Hobby Falco 
subbuteo 

Schedule 1   X  

Crossbill Loxia 
curvirostra 

Schedule 1     

Wood Lark Lullula 
arborea 

Schedule 1 SPI X X Amber 

Red Kite Milvus milvus Schedule 1   X Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Yellow 
Wagtail 

Motacilla flava 
flavissima 

 SPI X X Red 

Spotted 
Flycatcher 

Muscicapa 
striata 

 SPI X X Red 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

 SPI X  Red 

Osprey Pandion 
haliaetus 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Continental 
Marsh Tit 

Parus palustris 
palustris 

 SPI X X  

House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

 SPI X X Red 

Honey 
Buzzard 

Pernis 
apivorus 

Schedule1    Amber 

Ruff Philomachus 
pugnax 

Schedule 1    Red 

Black Redstart Phoenicurus 
ochruros 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Wood Warbler Phylloscopus 
sibilatrix 

 SPI X X Red 

Dunnock Prunella 
modularis 

 SPI X X Amber 

Bullfinch Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

 SPI X X Amber 

Firecrest Regulus 
ignicapilla 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Starling Sturnus 
vulgaris 

 SPI X X Red 

Whitethroat Sylvia 
communis 

    Amber 

Dartford 
Warbler 

Sylvia undata Schedule 1   X Amber 

Common 
Greenshank 

Tringa 
nebularia 

Schedule 1     

Green 
Sandpiper 

Tringa 
ochropus 

Schedule 1   X Amber 

Song Thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

 SPI X X Red 

Ring Ouzel Turdus 
torquantus 

 SPI X  Red 

Lapwing Vanellus 
vanellus 

 SPI X X Red 

Field fare Turdus pilaris Schedule 1    Red 
Redwing Turdus iliacus Schedule 1    Red 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Brambling Fringilla 
montifringilla 

Schedule 1     

Merlin Falco 
columbarius 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Common 
Goldeneye 

Bucephala 
clangula 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Many of these species (hobby, woodlark, dartford warbler, and crossbill) are 
particularly indicative of the wider heathland and forest edge environments 
provided by areas such as Black Park to the west and south west of the site.  

3.2 Field survey 

3.2.1 Site description – East Area 

The East Area comprises a mosaic of different habitat types, but is dominated by 
semi-improved or improved pasture grassland, hedgerows, scattered scrub and 
woodland. The network of hedgerows and the woodland area of The Clump in 
particular are thought to be notable features characteristic of the historic 
landscape.  Areas of open water are largely absent from the site.   

Of the habitat types present, it was considered that all were of potential value to 
breeding birds, but that The Clump was likely to provide the area of highest 
interest overall. 

3.2.2 Survey results – East Area 

A total of 53 species of birds were recorded on or directly adjacent to the East 
Area between April and July 2008. Of these, it was considered that 40 species 
were likely to be breeding on the site, as follows:  

Table 2 Breeding bird species on East Area (2008) 

Species Latin name 

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Hobby Falco subbuteo 

Pheasant Phasianus colchicus 

Feral Pigeon Columba livia 

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus 
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Species Latin name 

Collared Dove Streptopelia decaocto 

Little Owl Athene noctua 

Green Woodpecker Picus viridis 

Great Spotted Woodpecker Dendrocopos major 

Skylark Alauda arvensis 

Swallow Hirundo rustica 

Meadow Pipit Anthus pratensis 

Pied Wagtail Motacilla alba 

Wren  Troglodytes troglodytes 

Dunnock Prunella modularis 

Robin Erithacus rubecula 

Song Thrush Turdus philomelos 

Blackbird Turdus merula 

Garden Warbler Sylvia borin 

Blackcap Sylvia atricapilla 

Lesser Whitethroat Sylvia curruca 

Whitethroat Sylvia communis 

Willow Warbler Phylloscopus trochilus 

Chiffchaff Phylloscopus collybita 

Goldcrest Regulus regulus 

Great Tit Parus major 
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Species Latin name 

Blue Tit Cyanistes caeruleus 

Long-tailed Tit Aegithalos caudatus 

Nuthatch Sitta europaea 

Magpie Pica pica 

Jay Garrulus glandarius 

Jackdaw Corvus monedula 

Carrion Crow Corvus corone 

Starling Sturnus vulgaris 

House Sparrow Passer domesticus 

Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs 

Linnet Carduelis cannabina 

Goldfinch Carduelis carduelis 

Greenfinch Carduelis chloris 

Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula 

Full details of the bird species found and an estimation of their populations on site 
are provided in Appendix B1.  The territory locations and distributions of key bird 
species can be seen on Appendix A, Figures 2 to 5. 

The following provides a summary description of the main findings of each 
survey occasion. 

Survey 1: 1 May 2008 

Conditions were overcast, with light showers and later sunny spells; temperatures 
were mild at 10 ºC rising to 13ºC by the end of the survey.   

Good numbers of common bird species, primarily wren, robin, blue tit and great 
tit, were in full voice across the site as a whole.  The migrant warblers had all 
arrived on site, namely garden warbler, blackcap, whitethroat, lesser whitethroat, 
willow warbler and chiffchaff.  A bullfinch was heard calling within the Clump 
and a single hobby was seen to fly slowly across the site, from the direction of the 
motorway, over the Clump, and out towards the adjacent Iver Heath housing. 
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Survey 2: 16 May 2008 

Conditions were heavily overcast and mild at 12 ºC.   

The first swifts and house martins of the survey period were noted overhead, 
though neither is thought to breed on the site.  Warbler numbers continue to build 
with peak period counts recorded for whitethroat and chiffchaff.  Starling numbers 
exceed 50 on the site, with many of these feeding across the fields to the south of 
the Clump, and the number of singing chaffinch reaches about 20. A hobby is 
again seen commuting from the Clump across and over the housing to the south-
east of the site. 

Survey 3: 28 May 2008 

Conditions were heavily overcast, with a notably misty start; temperatures were 
mild, up to 15 ºC.   

Two new species were seen on the site for the first time: pied wagtail and little 
owl.  Although this was the only bird survey during which little owl was seen 
(pellets were also found within an adjacent open barn), it was observed in the 
same area of Saul’s Farm on two other occasions (bat surveys) and the occupier of 
the farm also reported the species as present there.  A hobby was noted flying 
directly from the area of the Iver Heath housing, to the east of the hedgerow up to 
the Clump, and then straight into the canopy of the Clump. 

Survey 4: 10 June 2008 

Conditions were part-overcast and mild to warm at 15 ºC.   

Whilst the numbers of swifts feeding across the fields on site peaked, the numbers 
of singing passerine species began to decline; it is supposed that many were 
incubating eggs or feeding young as opposed to singing at this time. The numbers 
of skylarks seen within the Saul’s Farm fields reached a period high with 14 
recorded, including 10 in the air together around the southern fields.  This was the 
only survey occasion on which hobby was not seen on the site.   

Survey 5: 25 June 2008 

Conditions were bright, but increasingly overcast, with a moderate breeze; 
temperatures were warm at 19 ºC rising to 23 ºC by the end of the survey.   

Five lapwings were seen flying overhead in the far north of the site.  Several 
swallows were also noted moving through the area and feeding over the Saul’s 
Farm fields.  A hobby was seen heading north, high above the same hedgerow (in 
the SE of the site) and up and over the Clump.  Bullfinch was again recorded 
within the Clump.  The numbers of singing warblers and similar passerines were 
at their lowest of the period, as would be expected as this later time of year. 

Additional Observations (2008): 

One or two snipe were flushed from the remaining damp areas of grassland during 
April. 

In early May, a buzzard was observed flying high above the site, across the area of 
The Clump and later a single cuckoo was heard calling from fields at the eastern 
periphery of The Clump. 
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In July, six little egrets and a canada goose were seen flying over the site towards 
and over the motorway and a number of ring-necked parakeets were seen or heard 
overhead. 

3.3 Appraisal – East Area 
There is no standardised methodology for evaluating the bird interests of a site. 
Generally, appraisals are made on the basis of the attributes of the rarity, diversity 
(species richness and community) and population sizes of the species present, as 
defined by Fuller (1980).  

3.3.1 Rarity 

Of the birds to be found breeding on the site, a number are considered to be key 
species because they are in some way afforded special protection (for example, 
Schedule 1 of The Wildlife and Countryside Act or Species of Principal 
Importance under The NERC Act) or are listed as of conservation concern, due to 
declining populations, contractions in range, or are species with unfavourable 
conservation status (JNCC red and amber list species). 

Species listed as local targets of conservation in the Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP), and/or national targets within the UK 
BAP, were also considered here, as well as those listed within the draft criteria for 
the selection of wildlife sites in the county (The Bucks and Milton Keynes 
Environmental Records Centre and The Thames Valley Environmental Records 
Centre, June 2008).   

Table 3 Key breeding bird species on site (2008) 

Species  

(Estimated 
site 
population in 
pairs) 

Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species 

Conservation 
status 

Kestrel (1)     Amber  

Hobby (1) Schedule 1    Green 

Green 
Woodpecker 
(1) 

   
 

Amber 

Skylark (12)  SPI Priority  Red 

Swallow (2)     Amber  

Meadow Pipit 
(1) 

   
 Amber  
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Dunnock (16)  SPI   Amber  

Song Thrush 
(8) 

 SPI Priority 
 Red 

Willow 
Warbler (10) 

    Amber  

Goldcrest (1)     Green 

Starling (15)  SPI Priority  Red  

House 
Sparrow (5) 

 SPI Priority 
 Red  

Linnet (5)  SPI Priority  Red 

Bullfinch (2)  SPI Priority  Amber 

None of the above are nationally-rare (<1000 pairs in the UK); nevertheless, there 
are only an estimated 2,200 pairs of hobby breeding in the UK (Baker et al, 2006), 
making it the notable species on the site in this respect.  Little owl is the only 
other species with a UK breeding population of less than 10,000 present, with a 
minimum of 5,800 pairs.   

None of the species encountered are the notable breeding bird species listed in the 
draft wildlife site criteria document or the Bucks BAP. 

The red list species have suffered rapid or large-scale population declines, with 
the amber species suffering moderate level declines, but all of the above are 
relatively abundant species typical of this sort of habitat matrix within the south-
east. 

3.3.2 Diversity  

Species richness 

Using the Fuller methodology, the total of 40 species of breeding birds recorded 
results in the site being attributed a generic ‘local’ level of importance (25-49 
species), when measured by species richness. 

Community 

When measured by breeding community quality (see Appendix B2), the site falls 
just short of the local level of conservation value (10 or more points) with 8 
points. 

Within the draft wildlife site criteria document is the proposal that a site may 
qualify for designation if it supports a significant assemblage of birds associated 
with a particular habitat present on the site. 
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When measured against the habitat types of lowland scrub and lowland woodland 
(both present on the site, as discussed), the site attains scores of 7 and 13 
respectively. To qualify as a local wildlife site on the basis of the bird 
communities present, these scores would need to be 16 and 49, so the site clearly 
falls some way short of this measure. 

3.3.3 Population size 

Population estimates for each of the breeding species on site are given in 
Appendix B. Where this has not been possible because of the uncertainties of 
double-counting, band estimates have been used, as follows: 1 pair, 1-2 pairs, 3-5 
pairs, 5-10 pairs, 10-15 pairs, 15-20 pairs and so on. 

It has been recommended that any site that supports 1% of the bio-geographical 
population of one species should be regarded as internationally important; 
similarly, 1% of a national population can be considered as nationally important 
(Fuller, 1980).  The populations of the breeding birds present at the project site do 
not meet these levels of significance. 

No available information on the populations of breeding birds within the county 
could be found, but it is considered unlikely that any of the species on site are 
recorded in numbers of significance at either the county or district levels. 

3.3.4 Evaluation 

Overall, using the best available methodology and criteria, the site can be said to 
be of local value to breeding birds. 

3.3.5 West Area 

Habitat within the West Area is considered likely to support a range of common 
bird species and also has the potential to support more notable species of breeding 
bird.  Dense tree and scrub vegetation is present around the site boundaries, areas 
of note comprise the southern half of the site where the gardens are present along 
with tree and scrub planting associated with roadways and site boundaries.  The 
areas of notable habitat will be retained as part of the development proposals.   

In addition to vegetation, buildings on site also have some potential to support 
nesting bird species; of particular note, two tall brick built buildings (used as 
television studios), in the east of the site provide a nesting site for swifts (Apus 
apus).  House martin (Delichon urbica) was also observed to be present in this 
location. 

3.3.6 Distribution  

The majority of bird activity on the East Area was located within specific areas of 
the site, rather than evenly distributed across the area as a whole.  These areas are 
shown in Appendix A Figure 1 and comprise, firstly, The Clump, as the main 
focus of breeding bird activity, followed by the tree lines, hedgerows and scrub 
drifts scattered around the site.  The grassland areas were generally less densely 
occupied by birds (with the exception of the 12 or so pairs of skylark breeding 
with the fields to the south of Saul’s Farm), but often provide an important 
foraging resource for other birds breeding elsewhere (starling, house sparrow and 
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swallow, for example).  The West Area also includes habitat likely to be used by 
breeding birds.  This distributional information has been used to target the key 
areas for retention within the masterplan for the development proposals. 
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4 Conclusions  

4.1 Summary of findings 
The West Area includes mature vegetation, scrub and treelines, which are likely to 
be of significant value for breeding birds.  In view of the surrounding habitat 
(including Black Park), it is likely that notable species of bird use the site for 
breeding purposes.  Areas of potential value for breeding birds will be retained as 
part of the development proposals.   

A comprehensive survey for breeding birds was carried out at the East Area, by 
Arup in 2008. 

The surveys revealed the presence of 53 species of bird, 40 of which were thought 
to be breeding on the site. The assemblage of birds present was quite typical of a 
matrix of pasture grassland, scrub and woodland habitats. 

Of these, the key species were hobby and little owl (scarce breeders), plus a 
number of more abundant species listed on either the red (high) or amber 
(moderate) lists of conservation concern, or as a priority for conservation action 
under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. Overall, the site was appraised as being of 
local level value to breeding birds. 

A number of habitat features or areas were shown to be of particular value to the 
majority of breeding birds present, with concentrations of birds located there.  
These were The Clump and the various tree lines, hedgerows and drifts of scrub 
scattered across the wider site.  In order to minimise potential impacts upon 
breeding birds, these features will be the focus of retention and protection within 
the masterplan for the proposed development.  Further recommendations and 
measures are discussed below. 

4.2 Mitigation and compensation measures 
The application of mitigation and compensation measures will have to be 
considered in taking forward any development proposals at the site. These will 
need to include measures to ensure that the favourable conservation status of key 
breeding bird species is not compromised as a result of the proposals.  The level 
of mitigation put forward should be proportionate to the likely impacts, such that 
the level of mitigation offered accurately reflects the importance of the 
populations affected. 

4.2.1 Nature of development and impact 

The majority loss of habitat on the East Area will be of open pasture grassland to 
the footprint of the proposed development.  It is therefore inevitable that those 
species most reliant upon open grassland, such as skylark, will be most impacted 
by the proposals.  Furthermore, there will be severance of up to three of the 
retained hedgerow and tree line links. Retained habitat areas (including The 
Clump) and their bird populations may be indirectly affected by any increased 
presence of people on the site, resulting in a possible change to the ecological 
balance and function of those areas.  
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4.2.2 Habitat retention – East Area 

The survey data gathered suggests that The Clump, plus the hedgerows and tree 
lines around the site, are the key foci for most of the breeding bird activity on the 
site.  At the same time, a smaller number of species (for example, skylark) use the 
open grasslands and scattered scrub areas and others that nest within the woodland 
and hedges are reliant upon the grassland as a foraging resource.  

Within the masterplan proposals, The Clump and the majority area of 
hedgerow/tree line habitat will be retained. This should allow many of the bird 
species currently present on the site to persist in the area following the 
development of the surrounds.  As large an area of open grassland and scattered 
scrub habitat as possible will also be retained or, where this is not possible, 
recreated elsewhere on site, to provide for the bird species reliant upon this type 
of habitat. 

4.2.3 Habitat creation – East Area 

A buffer zone of habitat creation has been proposed along the northern, north west 
and western perimeter of the development area, in addition to the fields to the east 
and south east of The Clump and a portion of the field to the south west of The 
Clump.  Within these areas, it is further proposed that additional native woodland 
and scrub planting be provided to strengthen the feature’s ecological connectivity.  
Where existing hedgerows and tree lines border the development boundary, these 
will be bolstered with additional planting, where considered to be necessary.   

It is also proposed that within these areas and The Clump, additional nesting 
habitat be provided through a range of nesting boxes tailored to species known to 
be present on the site.  These should include a box in the area of Saul’s Farm for 
little owl and a number of nesting ‘baskets’ within The Clump that may be taken 
up by hobby, as well as a range of standard hole and open-fronted nesting boxes 
for smaller woodland and scrub species. 

In addition, living roofs will be provided on a number of the new buildings on site 
which will provide foraging habitat for bird species. 

4.2.4 Habitat restoration and enhancement – East Area 

It is proposed that the grassland areas that are being retained within the southern 
fields’ area and new grassland around the northern perimeter, referred to above, 
will be subject to a number of enhancement measures.   

Firstly, attenuation ponds will be necessary for flood capacity and these will take 
the form of a series of ponds created within retained grassland areas.  This will 
allow for the development of a more diverse native wildflower and grassland 
community than is currently present as well as providing standing water. 

Secondly, it is proposed that the management regime of the grassland areas will 
be altered in order to create a more diverse sward and result in a softer impact 
than the current cutting regime. 

These measures will serve to enhance the ecological interest of the remaining 
grassland areas in the longer-term and will be of benefit to a wider range of 
wildlife, including breeding birds.  
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4.2.5 Timing and phasing of works 

Ideally, the clearance of vegetation to facilitate construction works should be 
carried out outside of the peak breeding bird season, to avoid potential conflict 
with the legislation protecting birds and their nests. The peak season generally 
runs from March to July, but active nests can be encountered at any time of the 
year. 

If this timing cannot be adhered to, then an experienced ecologist will be required 
to pre-check any areas to be cleared, immediately prior to that clearance, to ensure 
that no active nests are present.  If active nests were to be encountered at that 
time, these would have to be left undamaged and in situ until such a time that the 
young have fledged and left the area. 

It would also be preferable for the loss of such nesting habitat to be phased so that 
not all of the resource is lost at the same time and that there remain areas available 
to nesting birds whilst others are subject to clearance and construction.  This 
phasing would serve to soften the short-term impact of the works to breeding 
birds. 

4.2.6 Construction and post construction supervision and 
monitoring 

As referred to above, it may be necessary for an ecologist to be present during 
construction works to ensure that active bird nests are safeguarded, depending on 
the time of year at which these works take place. 

It is also recommended that longer-term monitoring of newly-provisioned nest 
boxes be carried out, to check on their rate of uptake and allow for relocation 
wherever they are not used for a number of consecutive years. 

 

 

  



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios 
Appendix 8.7 - Breeding Bird Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Issue | 24 January 2013  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.7_BBREPORT\APPENDIX8.7_BB_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 18 

 

5 References  

 Baker, H., Stroud, D.A., Aebischer, N.A., Cranswick, P.A., Gregory, R.D., 
McSorely, C.A., Noble, D.G., and Rehfisch, M.M. (2006) Population 
Estimates of Birds in Great Britain and the United Kingdom - British 
Birds 99, Jan 2006, 25-44. 
 

 Bibby, C.J., et al (2000) Bird Census Techniques, Second Edition - 
Academic Press. 
 

 Fuller, RJ (1980) A Method for Assessing The Ornithological Interest 
of Sites for Conservation - British Trust for Ornithology. 
 

 Gilbert, G., Gibbons, D, W. and Evans, J. (1998) Bird Monitoring 
Methods: A Manual of Techniques for Key UK Species – RSPB. 

 
 JNCC (2002) The Population Status of Birds in the UK: Birds of 

Conservation Concern 2002-2007. 
 

 The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Partnership (2007) 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan 2000-
2010 Review. 

 
 The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre 

and The Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (June 2008) 
Criteria for The Selection of Local Wildlife Sites in Berkshire, 
Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire (Version 2, Draft). 



 

 



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios 
Appendix 8.7 - Breeding Bird Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Issue | 24 January 2013  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.7_BBREPORT\APPENDIX8.7_BB_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix A 

Figures 
 
 

 
  



 

 

Figure 1:  Site Location and Key Areas of Activity 
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Figure 2:  Key Species 1 of 4 (Kestrel to Meadow Pipit) 
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Figure 3:  Key Species 2 of 4 (Wren to Blackbird) 
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Figure 4:  Key Species 3 of 4 (Garden Warbler to Goldcrest) 
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Appendix B 

Bird species information 
 
 

 
  



 

 

B1 Bird Species List for East Area - April to July 2008 

Table 4 East Area species list 

Species 
Date (2008) 

Population Status/Description 
01.05 16.05 28.05 10.06 25.06 

Cormorant* 2 - 2 - - (Up to 2 seen overhead, near M40) 

Little Egret* - - - - - (6 seen overhead in late July, near M40) 

Canada Goose* - - - - - (1 seen overhead in late July, near M40) 

Mallard* 1 - - - - (Occasional visitors to wet grassland) 

Buzzard*  - - - - - (1 overhead The Clump, May) 

Kestrel  1 1 - 3 2 1 pair likely in Clump 

Hobby 1 1 1 - 1 1 pair thought to nest in Clump 

Pheasant  2 - 1 - - At least 2 pairs Saul’s Farm fields 

Lapwing*  - - - - 5 (Overhead on one occasion, near M40) 

Snipe* - - - - - (Up to 2 flushed from fields, April) 

Herring Gull* 4 - 2 - - (Overhead between M40 and Clump) 

Lesser Bl-bd Gull* - - - - 2 (Overhead between M40 and Clump) 

Feral Pigeon - 3 1 - - Likely 1-2 pairs site buildings 

Woodpigeon 8 7 19 15 10 Estimated 10-15 pairs Clump and scrub 

Collared Dove 1 - - - 2 1 pair Iver Heath housing 

Cuckoo*  - - - - - (1 heard calling E of Clump, May) 

Little Owl - - 1 - - 1 pair likely at Saul’s Farm; seen twice 
June 



 

 

Species 
Date (2008) 

Population Status/Description 
01.05 16.05 28.05 10.06 25.06 

Swift* - 3 13 35 30 (Abundant feeding over fields) 

Ring-necked 
Parakeet* 

- - - - - (at least 3 individuals overhead, late 
July) 

Green Woodpecker 1 1 1 1 - 1 pair within Clump 

Great Sp 
Woodpecker 

1 2 3 1 1 1-2 pairs within Clump 

Skylark 7 6 11 14 11 Estimated 12 pairs nesting Saul’s Farm 
fields 

Swallow 2 1 - 2 16 1-2 pairs Saul’s Farm, abundant over 
fields 

House Martin* - 2 2 2 - (Occasional overhead around Saul’s 
Farm) 

Meadow Pipit 1 - - 1 1 1 pair Saul’s Farm fields 

Pied Wagtail - - 1 - 1 Likely 1 pair on site 

Wren 12 9 11 8 9 Estimated 16 pairs Clump and 
hedgerows 

Dunnock 8 12 7 6 5 Estimated 12 pairs on site 

Robin 22 15 18 6 4 Estimated 22 pairs on site 

Song Thrush 6 6 7 4 4 Estimated 8 pairs on site 

Blackbird 12 21 13 11 7 Estimated 20 pairs on site 

Garden Warbler 1 1 - - - Estimated 1-2 pairs on site 

Blackcap 11 13 14 7 6 Estimated 15 pairs on site 



 

 

Species 
Date (2008) 

Population Status/Description 
01.05 16.05 28.05 10.06 25.06 

Lesser Whitethroat 3 2 2 3 1 Estimated 3-5 pairs on site 

Whitethroat 6 7 1 2 4 Estimated 5 pairs within 
scrub/hedgerows 

Willow Warbler 5 3 6 3 1 Estimated 5-10 pairs within Clump 

Chiffchaff 7 11 9 6 6 Estimated 10 pairs within Clump and 
scrub 

Goldcrest - - 1 - 1 1 pair within Clump 

Great Tit 15 13 11 8 4 Estimated 15 pairs 

Blue Tit 15 8 13 10 5 Estimated 15 pairs 

Long-tailed Tit 4 3 14 1 1 Likely 3-5 pairs around site 

Nuthatch 1 - 1 - 1 1 pair within Clump 

Magpie 5 6 9 12 7 Estimated 10 pairs within hedges and 
Clump 

Jay - 1 1 1 2 1 pair within Clump 

Jackdaw - - 3 1 - 1-2 pairs likely on site 

Carrion Crow 5 4 3 6 3 Estimated 5 pairs on site within Clump 

Starling 22 54 48 2 17 Likely 15 pairs in housing and Clump  

House Sparrow 6 1 5 - 4 Likely 5 pairs in housing 

Chaffinch 14 19 14 8 3 Estimated 20 pairs on site 

Linnet 4 4 2 5 3 Estimated 5 pairs within scrub/hedges 



 

 

Species 
Date (2008) 

Population Status/Description 
01.05 16.05 28.05 10.06 25.06 

Goldfinch 12 4 6 4 5 Estimated 5-10 pairs within 
scrub/hedges 

Greenfinch 4 1 3 5 4 Estimated 5-10 pairs within 
scrub/hedges 

Bullfinch 1 - - - 1 1-2 pairs likely on site 

* = Non-breeding  

Bold = maximum counts 

 

  



 

 

B2 Species Abundance Classes   

Species with a UK population of less than 100,000 pairs are attributed the following classes of 
national abundance: 

 1-10 pairs – A – 5 points 
 11-100 pairs – B – 4 points 
 101 – 1000 pairs – C – 3 points 
 1001-10,000 pairs – D – 2 points 
 10,001 – 100,000 pairs – E  - 1 point 
 

The sum of the points attributed to each species gives an index of diversity for the site. 

Table 5 Index of diversity 

Breeding Species UK Breeding Population Class Points 

Kestrel  35,400 E 1 

Hobby 2,200 D 2 

Little Owl 5,800 D 2 

Green Woodpecker 24,200 E 1 

Great Spotted 
Woodpecker 

37,000 E 1 

Lesser Whitethroat 64,000 E 1 

 

Populations are taken from Baker et al (2006). Where a band estimate is given, the lower figure 
is used. 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd., in 2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the 
outline planning application of Pinewood Studios (West Area) and a green-field 
site adjacent to the east of Pinewood Studios (East Area).   

Wintering bird surveys were undertaken by Arup in 2008 (East Area), associated 
with a previous planning application.  It has not been considered necessary to 
repeat the wintering bird surveys of the East Area for this application, in view of 
the comprehensive nature of previous surveys, and the habitat status and mosaic 
of the East Area remaining as previously assessed.  The proposals for the West 
Area will not require any significant vegetation removal or generate any 
significant disturbance effects that may impact on wintering birds; therefore a 
wintering bird survey has not been undertaken on the West Area.   

A full desk survey has been carried out in 2012, for both areas, to augment data 
from the 2008 filed surveys.   

This report provides a summary of previous findings on the East Area and 
provides a habitat assessment of the West Area. 

1.1.1 The site 

The West Area comprises operational studios and associated infrastructure.  
Habitat within the West Area includes, mature tree lines and vegetated 
boundaries, mature ornamental gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub 
and ruderal vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species poor 
grassland and plantation woodland. 

The East Area comprises an area of green-field land located between Pinewood 
Studios to the west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat comprises a matrix of 
secondary woodland, mature tree lines and hedgerows, dense scrub and 
(predominantly) semi-improved grassland habitats.   

It is proposed that the West Area is subject to the redevelopment of existing 
buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building use and the construction of 
new buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the usage of the site.   The 
East Area would be subject to the construction of additional studio space, 
workshops and office space with associated infrastructure. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 (Appendix A) and should be referred 
to for the locations of specific features referenced in this report. 

1.2 Legislative and policy context 
Wintering bird surveys are carried out to search for notable assemblages of 
feeding and/or roosting species. 
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Key sites for assemblages of wintering birds are likely to be coastal estuaries, 
marshes and inland water bodies, but also expanses of arable and pasture 
grassland for species such as waders (lapwing, golden plover etc) and gulls. 

As with breeding birds, many populations of wintering birds have suffered 
moderate declines in recent decades in line with habitat loss, disturbance, 
pollution, agricultural intensification and climate change.  Many birds may suffer 
increased mortality rates during the winter months as it becomes increasingly 
difficult to find food and shelter and maintain their energy requirements. 

All wild bird species within the UK are protected by law under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  This makes it an offence to recklessly, or 
deliberately, kill or injure individual birds. 

Developers are also obliged to provide sufficient mitigation to offset potentially 
adverse impacts to wintering birds resulting from their activities.  

1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of the 2008 study of the East Area were to address the 
following factors: 

 establish the presence and distribution of wintering birds on or around the 
site; 

 enable an appraisal of the overall value of the site to wintering birds and 
identify habitat areas or features of particular interest to them; 

 assess the implications of the findings of the study for the proposed 
development and provide recommendations to inform the detailed design 
of the proposals and any appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, section 2 presents the methodology followed in 
undertaking this study and any limitations of this work. Section 3 describes the 
results of the survey and an appraisal of the wintering bird interests of the site. 
Section 4 provides the recommendations to address these interests and the 
conclusions of this work.  Finally, section 5 lists the references used in producing 
this report. 

Appendix A, Figure 1 illustrates the site location and the key areas of wintering 
bird activity encountered during the survey.  Figure 2 shows the location of the 
key individual wintering bird species on or around the site. 

Appendix B1 provides a full list of the bird species encountered on or around the 
site during the surveys. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment, updated records have been obtained from the 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre. 

Further web-based searches for records of notable species were also carried out as 
part of the Phase 1, using the National Biodiversity Network (NBN).   

2.2 Field survey – East Area 
A series of four field surveys was carried out at the East Area, by an experienced 
ecologist and ornithologist from November 2008.  Visits were undertaken on a 
monthly basis to include the key months of December, January and February 
when numbers and concentrations of birds likely to be at their highest. 

The resulting data set was bolstered with further observations from the Phase 1 
Habitat Survey (Ecosulis Ltd, March 2008) when a scoping for wintering birds 
was carried out. The site was systematically walked so that all habitats on site 
were visited and all bird species observed were noted and mapped. Habitats were 
also described to assess their value to birds at that time.  

Standard survey guidelines (e.g. Bibby et al., 2000  and Gilbert et al., 1998 ) were 
used to inform the scope and nature of the subsequent survey visits.  The 
methodology employed, represents an adaptation of line transect and point count 
survey techniques appropriate to the nature of the site 

A comprehensive walkover of the site was carried out on each survey occasion, by 
walking a series of pre-determined transect routes at a slow pace, so that all areas 
were thoroughly inspected and equal search effort was applied to all locations.  
The same route was walked on each occasion, but the order and direction in which 
each sub-area was surveyed was varied.  This served to minimise the chance that 
birds active at different times of the day in different areas were being overlooked.  

Each visit took approximately four hours to complete and was undertaken in a 
single morning or afternoon.  Two of the four surveys were carried out in the early 
morning, soon after dawn, and two in the later afternoon, approaching dusk.  This 
allowed for the detection of assemblages of bird species that may arrive to roost 
on the site at dusk or depart from roosting on the site at dawn, as well as falling 
within the peak periods of daily bird activity.  All of the surveys were undertaken 
in conditions appropriate for bird survey work, namely dry and calm, as far as was 
possible. 

On each survey occasion, all birds seen or heard within or adjacent to the site 
were noted and their location and behaviour mapped for later analysis, using 
standard British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) codes. Further notes were taken 
with regards to the age and sex of birds observed, where decipherable.  

Upon completion of the survey exercise, all data was transferred to maps 
combining the findings of individual surveys, to enable the identification of 
activity clusters and key areas of the site 
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2.3 Limitations 
No account can be made for the presence or absence of protected or notable 
species on any one survey occasion, since they may travel over wide areas and/or 
have large home ranges.  Protected or notable species may return to or colonise a 
site at any future time. 
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3 Results and appraisal 

3.1 Desk study 
The following records of birds were provided by BUCKSMKERC (and/or the 
NBN website where stated) for a search area of within 2km of the site.  

Table 1 Notable bird records (2012)  

Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Birds 

Sky Lark Alauda 
arvensis 

 SPI X X Red 

Kingfisher Alcedo atthis Schedule 1   X Amber 
Garganey Anas 

querquedula 
Schedule 1   X Amber 

Greylag Goose Anser anser Schedule 1   X Amber 
Tree Pipit Anthus trivialis  SPI X X Red 
Nightjar Caprimulgus 

europaeus 
 SPI X X Red 

Lesser Redpoll Carduelis 
cabaret 

 SPI X  Red 

Linnet Carduelis 
cannabina 

 SPI X X Red 

Little Ringed 
Plover 

Charadrius 
dubius 

Schedule 1   X  

Black Tern Chilidonias 
niger 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Cuckoo Cuculus 
canorus 

 SPI X  Red 

Lesser Spotted 
Woodpecker 

Dendrocopos 
minor 

 SPI X  Red 

Yellowhammer Emberiza 
citrinella 

 SPI X X Red 

Reed Bunting Embriza 
schoeniclus 

 SPI X X Amber 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco 
peregrines 

Schedule 1     

Hobby Falco 
subbuteo 

Schedule 1   X  

Crossbill Loxia 
curvirostra 

Schedule 1     

Wood Lark Lullula 
arborea 

Schedule 1 SPI X X Amber 

Red Kite Milvus milvus Schedule 1   X Amber 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Yellow 
Wagtail 

Motacilla flava 
flavissima 

 SPI X X Red 

Spotted 
Flycatcher 

Muscicapa 
striata 

 SPI X X Red 

Wheatear Oenanthe 
oenanthe 

 SPI X  Red 

Osprey Pandion 
haliaetus 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Continental 
Marsh Tit 

Parus palustris 
palustris 

 SPI X X  

House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

 SPI X X Red 

Honey 
Buzzard 

Pernis 
apivorus 

Schedule1    Amber 

Ruff Philomachus 
pugnax 

Schedule 1    Red 

Black Redstart Phoenicurus 
ochruros 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Wood Warbler Phylloscopus 
sibilatrix 

 SPI X X Red 

Dunnock Prunella 
modularis 

 SPI X X Amber 

Bullfinch Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

 SPI X X Amber 

Firecrest Regulus 
ignicapilla 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Starling Sturnus 
vulgaris 

 SPI X X Red 

Whitethroat Sylvia 
communis 

    Amber 

Dartford 
Warbler 

Sylvia undata Schedule 1   X Amber 

Common 
Greenshank 

Tringa 
nebularia 

Schedule 1     

Green 
Sandpiper 

Tringa 
ochropus 

Schedule 1   X Amber 

Song Thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

 SPI X X Red 

Ring Ouzel Turdus 
torquantus 

 SPI X  Red 

Lapwing Vanellus 
vanellus 

 SPI X X Red 

Field fare Turdus pilaris Schedule 1    Red 
Redwing Turdus iliacus Schedule 1    Red 
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Species  Latin name Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Conservation 
status 

Brambling Fringilla 
montifringilla 

Schedule 1     

Merlin Falco 
columbarius 

Schedule 1    Amber 

Common 
Goldeneye 

Bucephala 
clangula 

Schedule 1    Amber 

 

The above comprise species that are likely to be recorded during the winter period 
across the wider area, with the latter three recorded in the area of Black Park.  
Cited within the reasons for notification of the SSSI section of Black Park, there is 
also reference to the woodland supporting species such as sparrowhawk (Accipiter 
nisus), coal tit (Periparus ater), goldcrest (Regulus regulus), firecrest (Regulus 
ignicapillus) and treecreeper (Certhis familiaris). 

3.2 Field survey 

3.2.1 Site description – East Area 

The site offers a good diversity of habitats, providing shelter and foraging 
opportunities for a wide range of wintering bird species. The mosaic of grassland, 
scrub, hedgerows and woodland is likely to provide for groups of foraging 
species, such as wintering thrushes, and roaming species, such as pipits and 
finches.  Damp grassland areas of the site may also be suitable for a range of 
wader species. 

3.2.2 Survey results – East Area 
During the scoping survey (Ecosulis Ltd, March 2008), a total of 30 bird species 
were noted on the site (Table 2). 
  
Table 2 Wintering Bird Species on site (March 2008)  

Species Latin name Species Latin name 

Sparrowhawk Accipiter nisus Redwing Turdus iliacus 

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus Song Thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

Pheasant Phasianus colchicus Great Tit Parus major 

Snipe Gallinago gallinago Blue Tit Cyanistes 
caeruleus 
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Species Latin name Species Latin name 

Black-headed Gull Chroicocephalus 
ridibundus 

Coal Tit Periparus ater 

Common Gull Larus canus Nuthatch Sitta europaea 

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus Magpie Pica pica 

Collared Dove Streptopelia 
decaocto 

Jackdaw Corvus 
monedula 

Green Woodpecker Picus viridis Carrion Crow Corvus corone 

Skylark Alauda arvensis Starling Sturnus vulgaris 

Meadow Pipit Anthus pratensis House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

Wren Troglodytes 
troglodytes 

Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs 

Dunnock Prunella modularis Goldfinch Carduelis 
carduelis 

Robin  Erithacus rubecula Siskin Carduelis spinus 

Blackbird Turdus merula Greenfinch Carduelis chloris 

During the surveys between November 2008 and February 2009 (Arup), a total of 
49 species of birds were recorded on or directly adjacent to the site (Table 3). 

 

Table 3 Wintering Bird Species on site (Nov 08 to Feb 09) 

Species Latin name Species Latin name 

Cormorant Phalacrocorax 
carbo 

Redwing Turdus iliacus 

Sparrowhawk Accipiter nisus Song Thrush Turdus 
philomelos 

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus Mistle Thrush Turdus 
viscivorus 
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Species Latin name Species Latin name 

Pheasant Phasianus colchicus Goldcrest Regulus regulus 

Lapwing Vanellus vanellus Great Tit Parus major 

Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria Blue Tit Cyanistes 
caeruleus 

Black-headed Gull Chroicocephalus 
ridibundus 

Coal Tit Periparus ater 

Common Gull Larus canus Marsh Tit Poecile palustris 

Herring Gull Larus argentatus Long-tailed Tit Aegithalos 
caudatus 

Lesser Black-bd Gull Larus fuscus Nuthatch Sitta europaea 

Feral Pigeon Colomba livia Treecreeper Certhia 
familiaris 

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus Magpie Pica pica 

Collared Dove Streptopelia 
decaocto 

Jay Garrulus 
glandarius 

Ring-necked Parakeet Psittacula krameri Jackdaw Corvus 
monedula 

Green Woodpecker Picus viridis Carrion Crow Corvus corone 

Great Sp Woodpecker Dendrocopos major Starling Sturnus vulgaris 

Skylark Alauda arvensis House Sparrow Passer 
domesticus 

Meadow Pipit Anthus pratensis Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs 

Grey Wagtail Motacilla cinerea Linnet Carduelis 
cannabina 

Pied Wagtail Motacilla alba Goldfinch Carduelis 
carduelis 
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Species Latin name Species Latin name 

Wren Troglodytes 
troglodytes 

Siskin Carduelis spinus 

Dunnock Prunella modularis Greenfinch Carduelis chloris 

Robin Erithacus rubecula Crossbill Loxia curvirostra 

Blackbird Turdus merula Bullfinch Pyrrhula 
pyrrhula 

Fieldfare Turdus pilaris  

The only species located during the scoping survey that was not later found during 
the full set of surveys was snipe, taking the total number of species on site to 50. 

The most abundant species to be found on the site1 were: fieldfare (91), 
woodpigeon (76), great tit (50), starling (34), blue tit (31), house sparrow (30), 
goldfinch (28), robin (25) and black-headed gull (25). 

Full details of the bird species found and an estimation of their populations on site 
are provided in Appendix B.  The locations and distributions of key bird activity 
and species recorded can be seen on Appendix A, Figures 1 and 2. 

The following provides a summary description of the main findings of each 
survey occasion. 

Survey 1: 19 November 2008 

Conditions were mild, clear and calm, with temperatures rising from a chilly 7 ºC 
to 10ºC by the end of the survey. The survey was carried out from 7.45am (dawn 
at 7.30am) to 11am. 

Good numbers of common bird species were found across the site area, primarily 
high numbers of woodpigeon (Saul’s’ Farm fields), wren, goldcrest and chaffinch 
(The Clump).  Notable records were of 20 golden plover flying over the site, close 
to the Studios; a grey wagtail at Saul’s Farm; a marsh tit close to The Clump; and 
a single crossbill overhead.  At least 4 ring-necked parakeets were seen in the 
vicinity of the gardens of Pinewood Green. 

Survey 2: 16 December 2008 

The survey was carried out between 1pm and 4pm, with dusk falling at 3.50pm; 
conditions were calm, heavily overcast, with patchy, low fog, and cold at around 4 
ºC.   

The survey was relatively quiet, with patches of bird activity focused on the green 
lane between The Clump and the motorway and the southern boundary hedgerows 
and tree lines alongside the Pinewood Green housing and Pinewood Studios.  
There were no particular sightings of note, but numbers of house sparrow and 
                                                 
1 Maximum counts for any one site visit, where above 25 individuals, are given in brackets 
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starling in association with the Pinewood Green gardens were high at 30 and 31 
respectively and a flock of at least 25 goldfinches were seen along the boundary 
of the Saul’s Farm fields with Pinewood Road. 

Survey 3: 7 January 2009 

Conditions were calm and overcast, with occasional light sleet, and very cold at 
up to 3 ºC.  The survey was carried out between 1.15 and 4.15pm, with dusk 
falling at 4.05pm.  

Numbers of birds were generally higher than in December, with several mixed 
flocks of small birds, including tit species, finches and thrushes moving through 
the area, particularly the fields and hedgerows between The Clump and the 
Pinewood Green housing. A flock of more than 20 great tits was notable.  For the 
first time during the winter, a number of lapwings were noted on the ground, with 
5 feeding within the paddocks directly to the south of Saul’s Farm. 

Survey 4: 11 February 2009 

Conditions were extremely cold at first, but bright and calm, with temperatures as 
low as 0 ºC rising to 4 ºC by the end of the survey. The survey was carried out 
from 7.25am (dawn) until 10.30am. 

Numbers of some of the common species, such as song thrush, robin and 
dunnock, were high as they began to sing more frequently.  Skylark had arrived in 
numbers back on the site, with a minimum count of 9 individuals in the fields to 
the south of Saul’s Farm. This was the only survey occasion where coal tit was 
found on the site, with 1 singing from The Clump and 2 adjacent to the Pinewood 
Green housing. Of particular interest were the very high numbers of fieldfare (at 
least 91) that were observed feeding within the fields around Saul’s Farm and 
regularly flying between here and The Clump during the surveys. 

Additional Observations 

During the two surveys at dusk, in December and January, a number of small 
groups of gulls were seen flying high over the site from beyond the motorway in 
the north across Pinewood Studios to the south.  This pattern was also observed in 
reverse during the dawn survey in February. Numbers reached over 150 black 
headed gulls and 25 common gulls in January and this is likely to be part of a 
daily flyover. 

3.3 Appraisal – East Area 
In total, 50 species of birds were found to be present on the site during the winter 
months, from surveys carried out first in March 2008 and then between November 
2008 and February 2009.  Kingfisher was also reported (from consultation) within 
2km of the area, assumed to be in association with the lake at Black Park. 

There is no standardised methodology for evaluating the bird interests of a site. 
Generally, appraisals are made on the basis of the attributes of the rarity, diversity 
and population sizes of the species present, as defined by Fuller (1980)2.   

                                                 
2 Fuller, RJ (1980) A Method for Assessing The Ornithological Interest of Sites for Conservation - British Trust 
for Ornithology 
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3.3.1 Rarity 

Of the birds to be found wintering on the site, a number are considered to be key 
species because they are in some way afforded special protection (for example, 
Schedule 1 of The Wildlife and Countryside Act or Species of Principal 
Importance under The NERC Act) or are listed as of conservation concern, due to 
declining populations, contractions in range, or are species with unfavourable 
conservation status (JNCC red and amber list species3). 

Species listed as local targets of conservation in the Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)4, and/or national targets within the UK 
BAP, were also considered here, as well as those listed within the draft criteria for 
the selection of wildlife sites in the county (The Bucks and Milton Keynes 
Environmental Records Centre and The Thames Valley Environmental Records 
Centre, June 20085).   

Table 4 Key wintering bird species on site (2008) 

Species  

(Maximum 
number found 
on site on any 
one survey 
occasion) 

Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Kestrel (1)     Amber List 
Lapwing (9)  SPI   Red List 
Green 
Woodpecker 
(3) 

   
 

Amber List 

Skylark (9)  SPI Priority  Red List 
Meadow Pipit 
(8) 

   
 Amber List 

Grey Wagtail 
(1) 

   
 Amber List 

Dunnock (16)  SPI   Amber List 
Fieldfare (91) Schedule 1    Red List 
Redwing (16) Schedule 1    Red List 
Song Thrush 
(6) 

 SPI Priority 
 Red List 

Mistle Thrush 
(1) 

    Amber List 

Goldcrest (6)     Green List 
Marsh Tit (1)  SPI Priority  Red List 

                                                 
3 JNCC (2002) The Population Status of Birds in the UK: Birds of Conservation Concern 2002-2007 
4 The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Partnership (2007) Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes 
Biodiversity Action Plan 2000-2010 Review 
5 The Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre and The Thames Valley 
Environmental Records Centre (June 2008) Criteria for The Selection of Local Wildlife Sites in Berkshire, 
Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire (Version 2, Draft) 
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Species  

(Maximum 
number found 
on site on any 
one survey 
occasion) 

Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire 
& Milton Keynes 
BAP key species, 

2009 

Conservation 
status 

Starling (31)  SPI Priority  Red List 
House 
Sparrow (30) 

 SPI Priority 
 Red List 

Linnet (1)  SPI Priority  Red List 
Bullfinch (1)  SPI Priority  Amber List 

None of the above is a nationally-rare or scarce species and all are relatively 
typical of this sort of habitat matrix within the south-east. None are a target of 
action within the Biodiversity Action Plan for Buckinghamshire. 

Nevertheless, the seven red list species cited have suffered rapid or large-scale 
population declines, with the amber species suffering moderate level declines, and 
should be considered to be of some note in this respect.  It is likely that the site 
would meet the criteria for local value with respect to the scarcity of bird species 
present. 

3.3.2 Diversity  

Using the Fuller methodology, the total of 50 species of wintering birds recorded 
results in the site being attributed a generic ‘local’ level of importance (25-54 
species), when measured by species richness. The number of species recorded sits 
close to the threshold for county level value (55 or more species) and so the site 
should be considered to be of high local or district level importance in this 
respect. 

3.3.3 Population size 

Any site that frequently supports significant numbers of any of the notable species 
listed in the document ‘Criteria for the Selection of Local Wildlife Sites in 
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire’ (BMERC/TVERC, Draft Version 
2, 2008) may be considered for Wildlife Site status.  Included in this list are 
several species found on the site during the surveys, as below, though none were 
found in the numbers required. 

Table 5 Birds Recorded on Site Compared to Level Required for LWS Status 

Species Latin name Maximum 
number (recorded 

on site) 

Minimum number 
(needed for LWS 

status) 

Lapwing Vanellus vanellus 9 300 
Skylark Alauda arvensis 9 50 
Song Thrush Turdus 

philomelos 
6 10 
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Marsh Tit Poecile palustris 1 8 
Starling Sturnus vulgaris 31 400 
House 
Sparrow 

Passer 
domesticus 

30 100 

Linnet Carduelis 
cannabina 

1 50 

Crossbill Loxia curvirostra 1 10 
Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula 2 10 

It is therefore considered that, with respect to population size, the site is of local 
value to wintering birds only. 

3.3.4 Evaluation 

Overall, using the best available methodology and criteria, the site can be said to 
be of (high level) local value to wintering birds. 

3.3.5 West Area 

Habitat within the West Area is considered likely to support a range of common 
wintering bird species and also has the potential to support more notable species 
of wintering bird.  Dense tree and scrub vegetation is present around the site 
boundaries, areas of note comprise the southern half of the site where the gardens 
are present along with tree and scrub planting associated with roadways and site 
boundaries.  The areas of notable habitat will be retained as part of the 
development proposals.   

In addition to vegetation, buildings on site also have some potential to support 
wintering bird species. 

3.3.6 Distribution  

The majority of bird activity was located within specific areas of the East Area, 
rather than evenly distributed across the area as a whole.  These areas are shown 
in Appendix A, Figure 1 and comprise, The Clump, plus the tree lines, hedgerows 
and scrub drifts scattered around the (particularly southern and eastern areas of 
the) site.  The grassland areas were generally less densely occupied by birds, with 
the exception of the small groups of gulls and wintering thrushes (primarily 
fieldfare) and very low numbers of lapwing.  This distributional information will 
be used to target the key areas for retention within a masterplan for the 
development proposals. 

The overflying gulls are unlikely to be directly affected by the development of the 
site. 

. 

 

 

  



Pinewood Studios Ltd Pinewood Studios Development Framework 
Appendix 8.8 - Wintering Bird Survey Report - East and West Areas 

 

001 | Issue | 24 January 2013  

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\LONDON\PTG\ICL-JOBS\224000\224788-30 PINEWOOD PSP PROJECT\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA\4-05 ARUP REPORTS\ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT\VOL 2 - APPENDICES\_FINAL\PT 1\8. ECOLOGY\8.8_WBREPORT\APPENDIX8.8_WB_SURVEY_REPORT_ISSUE_24_01_13.DOCX 

Page 15 

 

4 Conclusions  

4.1 Summary of findings 
The West Area includes mature vegetation, scrub and treelines, which are likely to 
be of value for wintering birds.  In view of the surrounding habitat (including 
Black Park), it is likely that notable species of bird use the site for foraging and 
refuge purposes.  Areas of potential value for birds will be retained as part of the 
development proposals.   

A comprehensive survey for wintering birds was carried out at the proposed East 
Area, by Arup, with four visits undertaken between November 2008 and February 
2009. This followed an initial scoping survey and search for consultation data for 
these species in March 2008, undertaken as part of a Phase 1 Habitat Survey 
(Ecosulis Ltd). 

The surveys revealed the presence of 50 species of bird on the site, plus a further 
species (kingfisher) reported from the surrounds (within 2km of the project site). 
The assemblage of birds present was quite typical of a matrix of pasture grassland, 
scrub and woodland habitats during the winter months. 

Of these, the key species found were lapwing, skylark, song thrush, starling, 
house sparrow, marsh tit, linnet and bullfinch. Overall, the site was appraised as 
being of local level value to wintering birds. 

A number of habitat features or areas were shown to be of particular value to the 
majority of wintering birds present, with concentrations of birds located there.  
These were The Clump and the various tree lines, hedgerows and drifts of scrub 
scattered across the wider site.  In order to minimise potential impacts upon 
wintering birds, these features should be the focus of retention and protection 
within any masterplan for the proposed development.  Further recommendations 
and measures are discussed below 

4.2 Mitigation and compensation measures 
The application of mitigation and compensation measures will have to be 
considered in taking any development proposals at the site forward. These will 
need to include measures to ensure that the favourable conservation status of key 
wintering bird species is not compromised as a result of the proposals.  The level 
of mitigation put forward should be proportionate to the likely impacts, such that 
the level of mitigation offered accurately reflects the importance of the 
populations affected. 

4.2.1 Nature of development and impact – East Area 

The majority loss of habitat on site will be of open pasture grassland to the 
footprint of the proposed development.  It is therefore inevitable that those species 
most reliant upon open grassland will be most impacted by the proposals.  
Furthermore, there will be severance of certain of the retained hedgerow and tree 
line links and all retained habitat areas (including The Clump) and their bird 
populations will likely be affected by the increased presence of people on the site, 
resulting in a likely change to ecological balance and function of those areas.  
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4.2.2 Habitat retention – East Area 

The survey data gathered suggests that The Clump, plus the hedgerows and tree 
lines that cross the area, are the key foci for most of the wintering bird activity on 
the site.  Notably, the hedgerows and tree lines in the southern and eastern areas 
of the development site support good numbers of small birds that forage through 
these features in mixed flocks.  At the same time, a smaller number of species (for 
example, lapwing and small numbers of gulls) are reliant upon the open grassland 
areas as a foraging and/or loafing resource.  

Within the masterplan proposals, The Clump and the majority area of 
hedgerow/tree line habitat will be retained. This should allow many of the bird 
species currently present on the site to persist in the area following the 
development of the surrounds, notwithstanding the later disturbance effects of the 
operational site.  As large an area of open grassland and scattered scrub habitat as 
possible should also be retained or, where this is not possible, recreated elsewhere 
on site, to provide for the bird species reliant upon this type of habitat. 

4.2.3 Habitat creation – East Area 

A buffer zone of habitat creation has been proposed along the northern, north west 
and western perimeter of the development area, in addition to the fields to the east 
and south east of The Clump and a portion of the field to the south west of The 
Clump.  Within these areas, it is further proposed that additional native woodland 
and scrub planting be provided to strengthen the feature’s ecological connectivity.  
Where existing hedgerows and tree lines border the development boundary, these 
will be bolstered with additional planting, where considered to be necessary.   

In addition, living roofs will be provided on a number of the new buildings on site 
which will provide foraging habitat for bird species. 

4.2.4 Habitat restoration and enhancement – East Area 

It is proposed that the grassland areas that are being retained within the southern 
fields’ area and new grassland around the northern perimeter, referred to above, 
will be subject to a number of enhancement measures.   

Firstly, attenuation ponds will be necessary for flood capacity and these will take 
the form of a series of ponds created within retained grassland areas.  This will 
allow for the development of a more diverse native wildflower and grassland 
community than is currently present as well as providing standing water.  These 
are likely to be of particular value to wintering species such as snipe and lapwing, 
where they are sufficiently undisturbed, and small bird species that favour damper 
areas, such as pipits and wagtails. 

Secondly, it is proposed that the management regime of the grassland areas will 
be altered in order to create a more diverse sward and result in a softer impact 
than the current cutting regime. 

4.2.5 Timing and phasing of works 

The timing of construction activities is less relevant during the winter months than 
during the spring or summer, where legislation exists to protect active nest sites, 
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eggs and young. However, phasing will be important in order to ensure that 
residual habitat areas remain available for wintering birds, whilst construction 
takes place on parts, but not all, of the site.  In this way, not all of the resource is 
lost at the same time and the short term impact of the works to wintering birds in 
any one year would be softened.
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Figure 1:  Site Location and important bird habitat 
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B1 Bird species list 

Table 6 Bird Species List for Site Nov 08 to Feb 09 

Species Date Population Status on Site/Description 

11.08 12.08 01.09 02.09  

(Cormorant) - 1 1 - Overhead records near motorway 
Sparrowhawk 1 - - 1 Flying close to Studios and The Clump 
Kestrel  - 1 1 - Hunting over Saul’s Farm fields 
Pheasant  3 - - - Field edges close to The Clump 
Lapwing  - - 9* - 5 in paddocks south of Saul’s Farm, 4 

overhead* 
(Golden Plover) 20 - - - Flock of 20 overhead near Studios 
Black-headed Gull - 12 2 25 Saul’s Farm fields 
Common Gull - 2 4 5  
Herring Gull 7 1 - 5  
Lesser Black-bd Gull 1 - 4 1  
Feral Pigeon - 2 1 -  
Woodpigeon 76 45 46 24  
Collared Dove - 2 - 2  
Ring-necked Parakeet 4 1 - - Pinewood Green housing 
Green Woodpecker 2 1 3 1  
Great Sp 
Woodpecker 

3 5 5 3  

Skylark 5 - - 9 Saul’s Farm fields; singing from February 
Meadow Pipit 2 1 8 2 8 together in scrub to south of The Clump 
Grey Wagtail 1 - - - Close to Saul’s Farm 
Pied Wagtail 2 - - 1  
Wren 10 9 4 2  
Dunnock 10 6 4 16  
Robin 21 8 17 25  
Blackbird 12 10 18 13  
Fieldfare 9 1 1 91 Saul’s Farm fields and overhead to The 

Clump 
Redwing 3 2 16 2  
Song Thrush - 2 5 6  
Mistle Thrush 1 1 1 - Saul’s Farm fields only 
Goldcrest 6 4 4 - The Clump 
Great Tit 16 27 50 31 The Clump and hedgerows 



 

 

Species Date Population Status on Site/Description 

11.08 12.08 01.09 02.09  

Blue Tit 21 27 28 31 The Clump and hedgerows 
Coal Tit - - - 3 Hedgerows south of The Clump 
Marsh Tit 1 - - - 1 calling Hedgerow east of The Clump 
Long-tailed Tit 11 11 22 7 The Clump and hedgerows 
Nuthatch 2 - 1 - The Clump 
Treecreeper 1 2 - - The Clump 
Magpie 18 15 7 21  
Jay 1 1 - 1  
Jackdaw 1 - - 4  
Carrion Crow 13 7 6 4  
Starling 12 31 6 34 Pinewood Green housing and Saul’s Farm 
House Sparrow - 30 15 2 Pinewood Green housing 
Chaffinch 21 7 12 19  
Linnet 1 - - - Scrub south of The Clump 
Goldfinch 3 28 2 14  
Siskin - - 4 - Hedgerow to fields west of The Clump 
Greenfinch 1 2 8 8  
(Crossbill) 1 - - - Overhead close to Studios 
Bullfinch 1 1 - 1  
Totals 38 34 32 33  

49 species (50 species when including snipe from previous scoping survey) 

() = species flying over the site only 

Bold = maximum counts 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background 
Ove Arup & Partners Ltd (Arup) has been commissioned by Pinewood Studios 
Ltd., in 2012, to undertake a series of ecological surveys associated with the 
outline planning application of Pinewood Studios (West Area), an adjacent green-
field site to the east of Pinewood Studios (East Area) and an area, Five Points 
Roundabout’ to the south east of the site.  As part of the suite of surveys 
undertaken for the proposed development, reptile surveys were carried out and it 
is the results of these surveys that are reported here.  The surveys on the East Area 
update surveys undertaken by Arup in 2008 associated with a previous planning 
application. Surveys on West Area were undertaken in 2012 only. 

West Area comprises operational studios and associated infrastructure.  Habitat 
within West Area includes: mature tree lines and vegetated boundaries, mature 
ornamental gardens, standing water, dense continuous scrub and ruderal 
vegetation, introduced shrub, amenity grassland, rough species-poor grassland and 
plantation woodland. 

East Area consists of green-field land located between Pinewood Studios to the 
west and Iver Heath to the south.  Habitat in this area comprises a matrix of 
secondary woodland, mature tree lines and hedgerows, dense scrub and 
(predominantly) semi-improved grassland.   

Five points Roundabout site consists of a small triangle of semi improved 
grassland with a wooded fringe on two side meeting at a small area of woodland. 

It is proposed that West Area is subject to the redevelopment of existing 
buildings, minor reconfigurations of current building use and the development of 
new buildings, where appropriate, in order to maximise the usage of the site.   
East Area would be subject to the construction of additional studios, workshops 
and offices with associated infrastructure, road improvement works are required at 
Five Points Roundabout. 

The general site layout is shown on Figure 1 (for West and East areas) and in 
Figure 4 for Five Points Roundabout and should be referred to for specific 
locations of features referenced in this report. 

1.2 Ecology, legislative and policy context 

1.2.1 Ecology 

British reptiles, particularly the more common species, require a mosaic habitat 
structure. This type of habitat would consist of a range of vegetation types and 
should include open species-rich grassland interspersed with denser areas of 
scrub. One of the most important considerations for reptiles is ‘edge habitat’. This 
can be formed by the interface of various vegetation types, such as grass and 
scrub, woodland and grassland and that afforded by many hedgerows with 
suitable rough grass margins. These edge habitats can also provide a wildlife 
corridor to facilitate movement at a local scale and into surrounding habitats. This 
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movement between areas is imperative in maintaining genetically healthy 
populations, as isolated and fragmented populations are likely to be unsustainable.  
Grassland and scrub provide good foraging opportunities for reptiles but they also 
require barer isolated patches of ground for basking – to enable them to 
sufficiently raise their body temperatures. British reptiles need to hibernate over 
the winter months and they often return to communal and familiar hibernation 
sites such as mammal burrows, rock piles and cavities under fallen trees.  

1.2.2 Legislation 

All native species of reptiles in the UK are afforded some level of protection 
under existing legislation. The four most common UK species: common lizard 
(Lacerta vivipara), grass snake (Natrix natrix), slow-worm (Anguis fragilis), and 
adder (Vipera berus) are listed under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended), in respect of Section 9(5) and part of Section 9(1).  This 
protection was extended by the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 
2000.  Under the legislation it is an offence to: 

 intentionally or deliberately kill or injure any individual of these species; 
or 

 sell or attempt to sell any part of these species either alive or dead. 

Additionally, the rarer smooth snake (Coronella austriaca) and sand lizard 
(Lacerta agilis) are afforded full protection under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Under the legislation it is an offence to: 

 kill, injure or take an individual; 

 possess any part of an individual either alive or dead; 

 intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to any place 
or structure used by these species for shelter, rest, protection or breeding; 

 intentionally or recklessly disturb these species whilst using any place of 
shelter or protection; or 

 sell or attempt to sell any individual. 

There is no mechanism for obtaining licences for works affecting the four more 
common species of reptile, and any works must comply with the above 
legislation. Licences for the two rarer species can be applied for where works 
activities are likely to involve disturbance of individuals and/or their habitats. 

Developers are obliged to provide sufficient mitigation to offset potentially 
adverse impacts on reptiles resulting from development activities.  This requires 
the application of ‘reasonable effort’ on the developer’s part, including 
translocations of reptile populations away from potential sources of harm, using 
methodologies that have been agreed with the statutory authorities. This 
commonly involves the provision of appropriately enhanced receptor areas that 
have been prepared sufficiently in advance of the start of the translocation 
process. 
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1.3 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this study were to address the following factors: 

 establish the presence or absence and, where appropriate, the intra-site 
distributions of reptiles on the site; 

 provide an estimate of the population sizes and status of any reptiles 
present on the site; 

 compare present reptile populations and distribution to that reported in 
2008; 

 assess the implications of the findings of this study for the proposed 
development and provide recommendations to inform the detailed design 
of the proposals and any appropriate mitigation required; and 

 advise as to any further work necessary to ensure legal compliance. 

1.4 Report structure 
Following this introduction, Section 2 sets out the methodology used to carry out 
this study and the limitations of the work.  Section 3 presents the results of the 
surveys including an overview of the results of previous surveys.  Section 4 
provides an appraisal and recommendations.  Conclusions to the report are 
provided in Section 5. Appendices follow on from Section 5. 
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2 Methodology  

2.1 Desk study 
As part of the 2012 assessment, a desk study was undertaken. This utilised records 
from the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre 
(BMERC). Data from the previous 2008 ES was also used to inform the desk 
study. 

2.2 Scoping 
A walkover of the site was undertaken by two experienced ecological surveyors 
on 18 April 2012. This site visit sought to establish an updated overview of the 
areas concerned since the previous surveys were conducted in 2008 and the new 
West Area of the site. Following on from this initial assessment, more detailed 
surveys were then undertaken using the methodologies described in section 2.3. 

2.3 Field survey 
The accepted survey method for all species of British reptiles involves the use of 
artificial refugia, such as corrugated metal and roofing felt sheets (Gent and 
Gibson 20001). These sheets tend to warm up faster than the surrounding habitat 
and provide a relatively warm, damp and secure habitat, away from predators, 
thus allowing the safe assimilation of heat that reptiles require. Reptiles would 
therefore use refugia in preference to the surrounding habitat (except during high 
temperatures), making artificial refugia an excellent survey tool in helping to 
determine the status of reptiles in a given area.  

The effectiveness of a refugia survey is dependent on the time of year at which it 
is carried out and the conditions at the time; April, May, and September are the 
three optimal survey months, and ideal weather conditions comprise overcast days 
with sunny spells and temperatures not higher than 19C, weather data is given in 
Appendix A. 

It is recommended that refugia are checked on at least seven separate survey visits 
(Froglife 1999).  Not all visits should be on consecutive days, as too similar 
weather conditions may skew the survey data. For a rough population size 
estimate, a minimum of ten survey visits should be undertaken. The recommended 
density of refugia should be around five to ten per hectare of suitable reptile 
habitat (Froglife 1999).  

Ten survey visits were made to the site during suitable weather conditions, with 
up to two rounds of checks per day being conducted. A total of 105 refugia were 
set out over the site – 85 (in seven distinct areas) within the East Area and 20 (in 
two distinct areas) within in the West Area (see Figure 2 and Table 1). Please note 
that refugia set within the East Area of the site were positioned so that 
comparisons and an update to the 2008 survey could be made. The exception to 
this being that refugia were not set up in The Clump, as this area would not be 
impacted as part of the current scheme and secondly the area previously surveyed 
along hedgerow H3 (see Figure 1) was now heavily grazed with the habitat along 
                                                 
1 Gent, A.H., & Gibson, S.D., eds. 1998. Herpetofauna workers' manual. Joint Nature Conservation Committee, 
Peterborough. 
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the hedgerow now heavily poached and thus unsuitable for reptiles. Densities of 
refugia within these areas were equal to or exceeded ten per hectare. Areas were 
selected to reflect a representative example of the habitat types present across the 
whole of the site, in order to provide a robust set of survey results and to inform as 
accurately as possible upon the likelihood of the presence of reptiles elsewhere on 
the site and in the nearby surrounds.  

Table 1  Survey Areas (to be used in conjunction with Figures 1, 2 and 3) 

Area 
reference 

Refugia 
numbers (totals 
for area shown 
in brackets) 

Refugia placement habitat 
Description 

A 81 - 85 (5) Refugia set along scrub edges of disused wooded track with at 
the north of field F7 

B 66 - 80 (15) Refugia set within field F7, an area subject to heavy horse 
grazing with scattered scrub areas.  

C 16 - 21 & 61 - 
65 (11) 

Rough grass (semi-improved) area including part of motorway 
embankment, both probably unmanaged, refugia mainly set 
along linear features including ditches and the northern section 
of hedge H9. 
Refugia also set along young hedgerow H9 (north-west section) 
with bank and associated ditch that form the northern boundary 
to field F8, comprised of rough grassland (semi-improved) with 
confirmed management (hay cutting). 

D1 46 - 55 (10) Refugia set along western side of hedge H12 and woodland 
‘The Clump’ edge. Field management regime for associated 
field F9 as for ‘C’  

D2 56 – 60 (5) Refugia set along extended scrub edge of defunct hedge 
boundary of field F9 and along southern boundary adjacent to 
residential housing. Field management same as for ‘C’ 

E 37 - 45 (9) Refugia set along field boundary H15 (defunct hedge with 
mature trees with hawthorn and bramble dominated 
understory). Associated field F10 management same as for ‘C’. 
Refugia also set along southern boundary of field F10. 

F 22 - 36 (15) Refugia set within open rough grass (semi-improved) area with 
associated scrub of field F11. Probably unmanaged. 

G 1 - 15 (15) Refugia set within rough grassland habitat to south of triangular 
plantation to north of Pinewood Studios. Refugia also set within 
glades in triangular plantation woodland to north of Pinewood 
Studios. 

H 5 Refugia set out behind sheds in south east corner of Pinewood 
Studios. 

Five Points Roundabout 

In addition to the West and East Areas, a small area (approximately 1 ha) of rough 
grassland bound by woodland on two sides was also included in these surveys. 
This area is known as Five Points Roundabout and the surveys here were 
undertaken using the same methodology as described above and on the same dates 
- as detailed in Appendix 1, see Figure 4 for survey area. 
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2.3.1 Population Estimates 

Due to their complex biology and ecology, reptile populations are notoriously 
difficult to estimate accurately (Froglife, 1999)2. However, Froglife (1999), 
provides a scoring system for estimating indicative populations of reptile species 
to an order of ‘low’, ‘good’ or ‘exceptional’ for a site.  This scoring system is 
taken from the criteria used for assessing and qualifying sites for the ‘Key Reptile 
Site Register’ (Froglife, 1999) and is intended to provide a basic evaluation of 
reptile populations. The scoring system is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 : Estimating Reptile Populations 

 Low Population  
(Score 1) 

Good Population 
(Score 2) 

Exceptional 
Population (Score 3) 

Adder <5 5-10 >10 

Grass snake <5 5-10 >10 

Common lizard <5 5-20 >20 

Slow-worm <5 5-20 >20 
To qualify for the Key Reptile Site Register, the site in question must meet at least 
one of the following criteria: 

1. Supports three or more reptile species. 
2. Supports two or more snake species. 
3. Supports an ‘exceptional’ population of one species (see above) 
4. Supports an assemblage of species scoring at least four (see above) 
5. Does not satisfy points 1-4 but which is of particular regional importance 

due to local rarity) 

Following Froglife Advice Note 10. Figures in the table refer to the maximum number of adults recorded under refugia 
(placed at a density of ~10 per hectare), by one person in one round. 

2.4 Limitations 
The surveys have used appropriate current guidance and the judgement of 
experienced surveyors to provide an assessment of likely presence/absence of 
reptiles.  

The surveys were undertaken during suitable weather conditions and at an 
appropriate time of year. Therefore the results are considered to provide a reliable 
assessment of the likely presence/absence of these species in the area. 

No account can be made for the presence or absence of species during the survey 
periods, since fauna may change their spatial distribution at various scales over 
time.  Species may also return to, or colonise new areas at any future time, 
particularly if there is a change in the habitat structure. 

  

                                                 
2 FROGLIFE. 1999. Reptile Survey: An introduction to planning, conducting and interpreting surveys for snake 
and lizard conservation. Froglife Advice Sheet 10. Froglife, Halesworth. 
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3 Results  

3.1 Desk study 
2012 desktop data supplied by BUCKSMKERC confirmed the presence of slow 
worms within approximately 500m of the site and records for grass snake and 
common lizard from Black Park Local Nature Reserve which is directly adjacent 
to the western boundary of the site; results are given in Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Reptile desk study results 

Species  Latin 
name 

Wildlife & 
Countryside 

Act, 1981 

NERC 
Act, 
2006 

UK 
BAP, 
1994 

Buckinghamshire & 
Milton Keynes BAP 

key species, 2009 

Slow worm Anguis 
fraglis 

Schedule 5 SPI X X 

Viviparous 
Lizard 

Lacerta 
vivipara 

Schedule 5 SPI X X 

Grass Snake Natrix 
natrix 

Schedule 5 SPI X X 

Adder Vipera 
berus 

Schedule 5 SPI X X 

 

3.2 Survey results 

3.2.1 Previous results (2008) 

Three species of reptile were found during the 2008 survey: 

 common lizard;  
 slow worm; and  
 grass snake. 

Slow worms were the predominant reptile species at the site, (see Table 4) with 
only very limited numbers of grass snakes and common lizards observed. 

With the exception of one area, all reptiles found during the survey period were 
either in open glades or woodland edges in and around The Clump, or along 
hedgerows linking to The Clump and within field F11. 

The habitat within these areas is largely consistent with the habitat requirements 
of these particular reptile species.  

A ‘good’ population of slow worms and a ‘low’ population of common lizards 
and grass snakes were present at the site at this time. Further, the site would have 
qualified for the ‘Key Reptile Site Register’ with respect to points 1 and 4. 

A good ratio of males to females, ranging from adult to juvenile, was found at the 
site. From this it can be deduced that the site had an active breeding population of 
slow worms.  Although only very low numbers of common lizards and grass 
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snakes were observed, at least one common lizard was a gravid female and, of the 
two grass snakes observed, one was an adult and the second a juvenile. Thus the 
site was shown to support a breeding population of all three species of reptiles 
recorded.  

3.2.2 Current results (2012) 

The results of the 2012 survey were largely consistent with those obtained in 2008 
with regards to where reptiles were prevalent. However numbers seen in 2012 
were higher than in 2008 which this can be seen in Table 4. The same three 
species of reptile were found during the 2012 surveys (for both east and west 
area): 

 common lizard;  
 slow worm; and  
 grass snake. 

Slow worms were again the predominant reptile species recorded at the site, with 
a low number of grass snakes and common lizards also observed. Full results of 
the 2012 surveys can be found in Appendix B. 

The vast majority of reptiles found during the 2012 survey period were either in 
the survey area G, an area of rough grassland to the north west of the main 
Pinewood Studios site (West Area), or along hedgerows linking to The Clump and 
field F11 (survey area G) (see Figure 1) in the East Area. The habitats within 
these areas are largely consistent with the habitat requirements of these particular 
reptile species. Small numbers of slow worms were also recorded along a wooded 
track to the north of field F11 (survey area A). 

Table 4 details the maximum number of each species found in each of the survey 
areas per any one round. This provides an indication of the numbers and diversity 
of reptiles found in each area and can be used to help determine high and low 
priority areas of the site. 

Table 4: The maximum number of each species recorded per area in any one round 

Area Slow Worm 

Maximum Count 

Grass Snake 

Maximum Count 

Common Lizard 

Maximum Count 

 2008 2012 2008 2012 2008 2012 

A 0 2 0 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C 9 14 0 0 1 0 

D 6 13 1 0 0 0 

E 1 2 0 0 0 0 
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F 3 11 0 0 0 0 

G NA 11 NA 2 NA 1 

H NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 

 

The slow worm observations at the site indicated a good ratio of males to females 
present, and life stages ranged from adult to juvenile. Figure 2 illustrates slow 
worm density in each of the survey areas. Results show that the site supports a 
breeding population of slow worms which are present in good numbers.  Although 
only low numbers of common lizards and grass snakes were observed, both male 
and female grass snakes and juveniles were seen. Only one adult common lizard 
was recorded; previous surveys had recorded both male and female common 
lizards. Thus the site is likely to support breeding populations of all three species.  

Comparing maximum counts of reptiles from the surveys in 2008 and 2012 given 
in Table 4, it can be seen that populations for both slow worms and grass snakes 
have increased. Survey areas A – F (East Area) mirror survey areas in 2008 so a 
direct comparison can be made. Thus it is highly likely that at least a ‘good’ 
population of slow worms and a ‘low’ population of common lizards and grass 
snakes are still present at the site. Further, the site would still qualify for the ‘Key 
Reptile Site Register’ with respect to points 1 and 4 listed in Table 2. 

Five Points Roundabout 

One adult male slow worm was recorded at this site during the survey period. This 
indicates the presence of a small reptile population around the woodland 
boundaries of this site.   
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4 Appraisal and recommendations 

4.1 Appraisal  
With reference to Figures 1, 2 and 3 (and 4 for Five Points Roundabout) reptiles 
were found in the following areas: 

West Area 

 in area of rough grassland to north of Pinewood Studios. 

East Area 

 along hedge lines H8, H12, H14, H15 and along track at S2; 

 in fields F7, F9, F10 and F11 – mostly around the perimeters. 

Five Points Roundabout 

 along the internal woodland boundary 

Reptiles associated with the hedges or woodland edges of The Clump are likely to 
‘migrate’ into the fringes of the surrounding fields (F8, F9, F10 and F11) during 
the drier summer months, but numbers in these fields are still likely to remain 
very low, due to an annual cutting regime, periodic grazing, and the occasionally 
wet nature of (particularly) field F8 and would be unlikely to venture far from 
woodland, hedgerow or scrub edges.  

Field areas to the west of hedge H7 (representing almost half of the development 
site) are grazed and largely botanically poor and thus are unlikely to support any 
reptiles.  

The survey results show that the following areas should be considered of 
importance to reptiles, also see Figure 3 and 4. These are based upon relative 
densities seen across the site.  

West Area 

 High Priority area: Survey area ‘G’ 

East Area 

 High Priority areas: Survey areas ‘C’, ‘D1-D2’ and ‘F’.  

 Low Priority areas: Survey areas ‘A’ and ‘E’ are also support slow 
worms but in lower numbers than aforementioned areas. Area ‘B’ is 
likely to contain a small slow worm population (as only one individual 
was recorded here) with these being restricted around the field edges 
adjacent to the M25 only as most of the field is heavily grazed.  

Five Points Roundabout 

 Low priority area: along the woodland boundaries. 

Area G was the only area to support three species of reptile during the 2012 
surveys. As well as containing a breeding population of slow worm, it supported 
small numbers of both common lizard and grass snake.  
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Areas C, D and F in the East Area all supported considerable numbers of slow 
worms. The hedgerows (specifically those connected to The Clump) and areas 
with significant edge habitat (such as fields F8, F9, F10 and F11) should all be 
considered to be ‘high priority’ areas for reptiles and as such largely mirror high 
priority areas for the 2008 surveys. 

All areas shown to be of high priority should be retained wherever possible along 
with an associated buffer strip. High priority and low priority areas are further 
discussed in Section 4.1 of this report.  

Survey areas were selected to reflect a representative example of both specific 
areas of the site and suitable reptile habitat types on the site as a whole. 
Additionally, habitat features such as hedgerows and scrub that are contiguous to 
known reptile populations, but that were not surveyed in detail during the surveys, 
are highly likely to have some level of reptile activity. In the same way, 
hedgerows and other areas of the site that are analogous to high priority reptile 
areas are also likely to be of some level of importance to reptiles. Thus works that 
impinge upon these features would require suitable mitigation and, where 
relevant, compensation measures to address potentially negative effects on 
reptiles.  This is discussed in more detail in the following chapter. 

4.2 Recommendations   

4.2.1 Priority areas 

Figure 3 and 4 shows ‘high priority’ and ‘low priority’ habitat areas for reptiles 
within the East and West Areas and at Five Points Roundabout.  

These have been informed by the survey results, and determined by reptile 
presence or absence, likely population size, and the contiguous nature of suitable 
habitat areas linked to confirmed reptile populations on the site. 

High priority areas represent those parts of the site where the focus should be on 
avoidance measures and designing around key features, to minimise potentially 
detrimental effects on the reptile populations present. 

4.2.2 Translocation 

Translocations should be considered as a last resort, but would be necessary for all 
‘high priority’ areas that cannot be retained within the proposals. The Amphibian 
and Reptile Groups of the UK, or ARG-UK (formally HGBI, Herpetofauna 
Groups of Britain and Ireland) recognise that “it is very difficult to specify what is 
reasonable effort, for a translocation, in exact terms due to variations in site size, 
population density and ease of searching for and removing reptiles from differing 
habitats” (HGBI, 19983). As a general guide, they would recommend: 

 Exceptional populations: 90 days trapping in suitable weather conditions 
between March and late September.  

                                                 
3 HGBI. 1998.  Evaluating local mitigation/translocation programmes: Maintaining Best Practice and Lawful 
Standards. HGBI advisory notes for Amphibian and Reptile Groups (ARGs). HGBI, c/o Froglife, Halesworth. 
Unpubl. 
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 Good populations: 70 days trapping in suitable weather conditions 
between March and late September. 

 Low populations: 60 days trapping in suitable weather conditions between 
March and late September. 

Although the reptile population (slow worms) at the site, as a whole, scored 
‘good’ under the Froglife population scoring system, and would largely equate to 
a ‘good’ population under the HGBI 1998 translocation recommendations, the 
actual area of high priority habitat that may need to be cleared of reptiles is 
relatively small. Thus it is likely that less trapping effort would be required, than 
is suggested above, although this would need to be agreed with the statutory 
authority.  

Translocations are best undertaken using a range of complementary methods. 
These would include fencing areas to be cleared in order to prevent re-
colonisation, the use of artificial refugia to facilitate the trapping of reptiles, and 
undertaking habitat manipulation to reduce the usable area for reptiles and making 
reptile capture more efficient.  

4.2.3 Lost Habitat and Receptor Sites 

Natural England requires that reptile habitat lost to development is compensated 
for. Compensation should involve the creation of new reptile habitat, 
commensurate to the size of the area lost, in an area within or close to the 
development site where no reptiles presently exist or, exist in relatively low 
numbers. In either case, varying levels of practical habitat management would be 
needed to either; make a virgin area suitable for reptiles or, where reptiles 
presently exist, to increase the carrying capacity of that area. 

Only ‘high priority’ areas (shown in Figure 3) affected by the development would 
need to be compensated for with the creation of a new reptile area/s, as low 
priority areas are likely to be used very infrequently by reptiles (however, see 4.4 
site clearance and ground works).  

4.2.3.1 Receptor Site Creation and Management 

A full management plan should be developed for any receptor area and could be 
incorporated within the Pinewood Studios Ecological Management Plan. This 
should include: 

 long term site use with the avoidance of grazing within the Wildlife Buffer 
and receptor area; 

 periodic habitat management to reduce scrub encroachment and excessive 
shading by trees; 

 construction of reptile hibernation sites in the form of discrete log and rock 
piles; and 

 creation of areas incorporating a light layering of gravel to restrict plant 
growth and promote reptile basking opportunities.  
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4.2.4 Site Clearance and Ground Works 

To avoid contravention of the legislation (see section 1.2) pertaining to reptiles, a 
translocation, as described above, should be employed in all areas of ‘high 
priority’ habitat to be affected by site clearance and ground works, and 
additionally the woodland boundaries of Five Points Roundabout. Other areas 
deemed to be ‘low priority’ areas (see Figure 3 and 4) can be categorised into 
hedgerow areas and field areas and dealt with as prescribed below. This combined 
approach will thus ensure legislative compliance.  

4.2.4.1 Low Priority Area: Hedgerow Clearance  

Areas of low priority hedgerow should be cleared under an ecological watching 
brief. This would require a suitably qualified ecologist to hand search the 
hedgerow whilst it is being removed by an excavator. 

4.2.4.2 Low Priority Area: Field Clearance 

It is recommended that these areas are firstly cut to a low sward in early March 
and that the vegetation is then maintained in this state or ‘bladed off’ to make it 
unsuitable to reptiles emerging from hibernation. A safe distance from high 
priority areas, particularly hedgerows, should be set out in consultation with an 
Arup ecologist before these works are undertaken. 

4.2.5 Timing of Activities 

All UK reptiles generally hibernate from early October until early April. During 
this period it is not possible to carry out a translocation. Translocation activities 
are only possible when reptiles are active and have emerged from their 
hibernation areas. Thus any ground works or site clearance operations would not 
be possible in areas not already cleared of reptiles during this time period.   

4.2.6 Other 

Protection of existing high priority reptile areas with the addition of scrub and 
rough grassland buffer zones is recommended to help increase the conservation 
status of reptiles at the site. 

Before site clearance and ground works begin, a detailed method statement should 
be produced, fully detailing and expanding upon the mitigation recommendations 
discussed in this report. 

Long term site management plans, with regards to ecology and specifically here 
for reptiles, should be developed to maintain suitable reptile habitat within the site 
to ensure a positive conservation status for reptiles.  

These management plans should include the provision and maintenance of 
hibernation sites, basking areas and existing wildlife corridors, as well as routine 
levels of habitat management such as trimming back of trees and scrub, and 
maintaining open grassland areas.  
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5 Conclusions 

Survey results demonstrate that both the East and West Areas of the site have a 
‘good’ population of slow worms and the West Area also has a ‘low’ population 
of both grass snakes and common lizards. These populations however are not 
ubiquitous across the site, but moreover they are spread over distinct habitat areas; 
these are highlighted in Figure 3 and are shown as high and low priority areas. As 
discussed in Section 4, it is these areas where development would come into 
conflict with reptiles. Thus full translocations would be required wherever high 
priority areas are to be impacted upon.  

Clearance of low priority areas would necessitate degrading of the habitat within 
fields during the early spring to discourage emerging reptiles from using that area, 
and low priority hedgerows should be cleared slowly under an ecological 
watching brief, with any reptiles found being translocated as necessary.  

High priority reptile areas lost to development should be compensated for with the 
establishment of new reptile habitat, which should be at least commensurate to the 
area lost, both in size and in quality. A receptor site area will need to be identified 
prior to the commencement of vegetation clearance works. A detailed 
management plan for the receptor site will be required. 

5.1 Key points 

 A reptile translocation strategy should be implemented for all high priority 
areas (Figure 3) to be affected by development. A destructive clearance4 
may also be required after this time. 

 Reptiles should be removed from low priority hedge areas via destructive 
clearance under an ecological watching brief. Low priority fields should 
be rendered unsuitable for reptiles during early spring under ecological 
guidance. It is likely however that the Five Points Roundabout site would 
also need a reptile translocation. 

 A full management plan should be developed for the site to ensure the 
receptor area is suitable for reptiles prior to the start of any translocation 
and that it is kept in a suitable condition post works. 

 High priority habitat remaining at the site after development should be 
protected via a buffer strip. 

 Remaining reptile habitat should, wherever possible, be connected via 
habitat corridors, e.g. hedgerows.  

 
 

 

 
                                                 
4 A destructive clearance is defined as the active searching out of reptiles either by hand or mechanical means, 
both would be undertaken or supervised by a suitably qualified ecologist. 
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Figure 1  Reptile Survey Site Layout 
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Figure 2  Slow Worm Distribution 
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Figure 3  Reptile Priority Areas 
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Figure 4  Five Points Roundabout Reptile Map 
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A1  

Date  Visit # Round # Temp 
(°C) 

Wind 
(Still, 
light, 
moderate, 
strong) 

Cloud 
(Octaves) 

Rain 
(none, 
light, 
showers, 
persistent) 

14.06.12 1 1 

2 

17 

19 

Light 

Light 

6 

4 

None 

None 

27.06.12 2 1 

2 

18 

17 

Light 

Light 

8 

6 

None 

Light 

10.07.12 3 1 

2 

15 

16 

Light 

Light 

7 

7 

Light 

Showers 

31.07.12 4 1 16 

 

Light 8 Showers 

09.08.12 5 1 21 Still 4 None 

13.08.12 6 1 

2 

17 

16 

Light 4 None 

11.09.12 7 1 18 Light 4 None 

20.09.12 8 1 16 Light 4 None 

22.09.12 9 1 15 Light 5 None 

02.10.12 10 1 

2 

15 

17 

Light 

Light 

5 

6 

None 

None 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

INVERTEBRATES - EAST AND WEST AREA 

APPENDIX 8.10 
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1 Introduction 

This Ecology Strategy has been prepared in association with an application for 
outline planning permission for development proposals at the Pinewood Studios 
complex and on adjacent land.  The development proposals, known as the 
Pinewood Studios Development Framework (PSDF), would result in the provision 
of new studios and associated buildings on land within the existing complex (the 
West Area) and on land to the east of Pinewood Road (the East Area), both of 
which are located within the South Bucks District Council (SBDC) area.  

The Ecology Strategy applies to both the West and East Areas of the PSDF site.  
The PSDF application site as a whole covers an area of approximately 83ha and 
lies 6km north east of the centre of Slough and 3km west of Uxbridge.  The site is 
bounded to the west by Black Park (Local Nature Reserve and Site Special 
Scientific Interest) and to the south/south-east by the residential area known as 
Iver Heath.  The village of Fulmer lies to the north west of the site and the M25 
runs north-south to the east of the site (Figure 1). 

The Strategy has been prepared to demonstrate that the level of ecological design 
embedded within the proposed development (termed Embedded Ecological 
Measures) will result in a net positive gain for biodiversity on the basis of the 
habitats to be provided on the site post development. The methodology for 
demonstrating the balance before and after development follows the DEFRA 
Biodiversity offsetting methodology, which allows for a quantifiable valuation of 
habitats on the site before and after development.  

1.1 Development Proposals 
The PSDF will result in development of the site into a fully integrated facility. 
The proposals for the site will include: 

• New Stages;  

• Additional backlots and workshops; 

• Associated offices; 

• Additional car parking facilities; 

• Selected demolitions within the existing studio site; 

• Associated access, roads, landscaping, ancillary facilities and 
infrastructure works; 

A full description of development is presented in the Planning Statement 
(Document 2).  

The application has been made in outline with all matters reserved for 
subsequent determination except means of vehicular access. Document 16 
(Principles and Parameters) sets out a range of defining parameters for the 
development. These provide a framework within which the proposals will be 
developed in greater detail and submitted, in due course, for reserved matters 
approval.  Parameters for Green Space and Landscape and Ecology are 
defined and shown on Plans P-P-001 (Appendix A) and Figure 4, respectively. 
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It is anticipated that the development would be delivered in three phases, each 
lasting five years in length, with construction of development planned to 
commence in 2015.  

West Area 

The West Area contains the existing Pinewood Studios facilities. It is the aim of 
the PSDF to maximise the potential of the existing Pinewood Studios complex 
whilst fully integrating it with the new proposals in the East Area. Existing 
buildings within the West Area would be retained, demolished or reconfigured as 
part of the proposals and new/replacement buildings erected. 

East Area 

The development proposals for the East Area represent the extension of the 
Pinewood Studios complex. Specific proposals for the East Area include 
extensive backlots, new stages, workshops and offices.  

2 Ecology Strategy: Approach and 
Methodology 

A number of key performance indicators have been developed and these form the 
basis of this strategy: 

• the achievement of no net loss of biodiversity, with an aspiration for 
net gain; 

• the preservation of key ecological features and resources on site; 

• the maintenance of ecological connectivity across and beyond the site. 

Building on and informing the assessment of ecological impacts presented within 
the Environmental Statement (Document 9) accompanying the application, this 
Strategy applies DEFRA’s Biodiversity Offsetting Methodology (DEFRA 2012) 
to provide a quantitative and qualitative judgment as to the resulting net losses or 
gains of biodiversity once the impacts of the development and embedded 
ecological measures have been taken into account. It should be noted that the 
Offsetting methodology, in this case, has been used purely as a quantifiable 
measure of the success or otherwise of the development’s embedded ecological 
mitigation measures and to demonstrate if the development will achieve, post 
development, a net gain in its habitats and their potential to deliver benefits for 
biodiversity.  As described within the Environmental Statement, there are a 
number of additional ecological mitigation measures that will be delivered should 
the project proceed, but the positive impact of these measures on local ecology 
has not been considered within this strategy.   

The PSDF provides the opportunity to contribute to and enhance the network of 
green infrastructure that exists or is being created within the region. In aiming for 
the provision of a largely uninterrupted corridor of ecological habitat across the 
site, and to the wider landscape and surrounding areas, the proposals can facilitate 
the movement and migration of biodiversity and strengthen the resilience and 
value of the ecological network. 

Biodiversity Offsetting is one mechanism that can deliver biodiversity benefits to 
compensate for habitat losses, and the DEFRA Offsetting Methodology provides a 
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mechanism by which the calculation of loss and gain can be undertaken in a 
meaningful and measurable way. The methodology uses a quantitative habitat-
based metric to provide an assessment of the biodiversity of the site before and 
after development, thereby permitting the biodiversity impact of the development 
to be quantified and compared with the biodiversity gains to be provided as part of 
the compensation measures.  

One of the guiding principles of biodiversity offsetting is that it should result in an 
improvement in the extent or condition of the ecological network. The general 
principles of offsetting include: 

• not changing existing levels of protection for biodiversity; 

• deliver real benefits for biodiversity by:  

 seeking to improve the effectiveness of managing compensation 
for biodiversity loss; 

 expanding and restoring habitats, not merely protecting the extent 
and condition of what is already there; 

 using offsets to contribute to enhancing England’s ecological 
network by creating more, extensive, higher value and connected 
areas for biodiversity;  

 providing additionally, and not just being used to deliver 
something that would have happened anyway; 

 creating habitat which lasts in perpetuity; 

• be managed at the local level as far as possible: 

 within national priorities for managing England’s biodiversity; 

 within a standard framework, which provides a level of consistency 
for all involved; 

 through partnerships at a level that makes sense spatially, such as 
county level, catchment or natural area; 

 with the right level of national support and guidance to build 
capacity where it is needed; 

 involving local communities; 

• be as simple and straightforward as possible, for developers, local 
authorities and others; 

• be transparent, giving clarity on how the offset calculations are derived 
and allowing people to see how offset resources are being used; 

• be good value for money. 

Where ecologically sensitive areas are present within the site, these existing 
ecological resources are first protected and enhanced, before compensation is 
considered.  Compensation can take the form of delivering a series of new 
ecological features through landscape planting and seeding, or through bringing 
habitats into a favourable condition.  
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In line with the DEFRA methodology, the offsetting calculations are based on 
changes in habitats and not on the basis of the species present.  This is on the 
understanding that species will occur where the habitat is favourable, and 
therefore getting high biodiversity value habitats will encourage a wide range of 
species.  Details of the mitigation to be provided for impacts on species are 
described within the Environmental Statement (Document 9). 

Based on the habitats present at the site, the development site was mapped and 
divided into habitat parcels, allowing the offset requirement to be calculated on 
the basis of a habitat metric. Figure 2 (Phase 1 Habitat Survey) shows the habitats 
present on the site and Figure 3 (Habitat Areas Pre-impact) how the development 
site has been divided into habitat parcels for the purposes of this calculation. 

Habitats were assigned one of three habitat type bands based on their 
distinctiveness; each of these bands is associated with a value. Distinctiveness is 
based upon parameters such as species richness, diversity and rarity. Details of 
distinctiveness bands can be found in Appendix B.  

The condition of each habitat is also considered in the offset calculation. Each 
habitat is assigned one of three habitat condition bands, each associated with a 
value (Appendix C). This is based upon the condition assessment tool used for the 
Higher Level Agri-environment Scheme (HLS) (Natural England 2010). 

The Biodiversity Offset Score per hectare of each habitat type is then calculated as 
a function of distinctiveness and condition. A total Biodiversity Offset Score is 
calculated by multiplying in the area in Hectares of each habitat type. 

With respect to biodiversity gains the Biodiversity Offset Score is adjusted to 
reflect delivery risk and temporal risk by dividing it by the delivery risk and 
temporal risk to calculate a total Biodiversity Offset Value for each habitat type. 

It should be noted that for this project it was not necessary to include a spatial risk 
factor as offsetting is taking place on site, i.e. at the location of the impact. 

The Biodiversity Offset Value for hedgerow habitat is calculated separately from 
other habitat types. Although the methodology is the same as that outlined above, 
the length of the hedgerow is used as the ‘area multiple’ rather than hectarage. 

It should also be noted that for these calculations, amenity grassland was included 
in the ‘Improved Grassland’ category. 

The Biodiversity Offset Values for each habitat type are then summed and a Gain: 
Loss ratio is calculated based on habitats enhanced and created to habitats lost.  A 
separate Gain:Loss ratio is calculated for hedgerows based on the hedgerow 
habitat lost and gained.  

3 Baseline Conditions 

This section provides a brief summary of the baseline conditions at the site. This 
baseline has been obtained through a series of detailed ecological surveys and 
desk based studies over several years. Full details of the ecological baseline can 
be found in the Environmental Statement (Document 9) and accompanying 
reports. Because the Offsetting methodology is focused on the balance of habitats 
present, the summary of the baseline information in this section is focussed on 
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habitats. Details of the baseline with respect to species are provided in the 
Environmental Statement. The site consists of a mosaic of habitats and built 
environments, which are illustrated in Figure 2. The habitats are described 
according to the area of the proposed development within which they occur.  

3.1 West Area 
 
The West Area principally consists of the operational Pinewood site.  It is heavily 
built up with film production infrastructure consisting of older and newer 
buildings, some very limited areas of ornamental plantings are found associated 
with a minority of the buildings. The habitats recorded within the West Area 
include: 
 

 Juvenile plantation woodland with negligible understory vegetation;  

 Scrub and scattered trees;  

 Small area of semi-improved acid grassland;  

 Semi-improved neutral grassland;  

 Woodland fringe;  

 Ornamental gardens and associated waterbody.  
 
Adjoining and to the west of the West Area lies Black Park, which is a Local 
Nature Reserve (LNR) with its centre core designated as a Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI).  

3.2 East Area 
 
The East Area comprises a mosaic of different habitat types, but is dominated by: 

 Semi-improved or improved pasture grassland; 

 Semi-improved acid, and semi-improved marshy grassland;  

 Hedgerows; 

 Scattered scrub;  

 Woodland.  
The network of hedgerows and the woodland area of The Clump provide 
important habitats and corridors for a range of species using the site. The Clump 
is subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) and has recently been added to the 
Ancient Woodland Inventory. 
 
A few buildings are present on site, including the house at Saul’s Farm with 
associated outbuildings and barn, as well as a small open-sided cow shed in the 
field adjacent to the farm.   
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4 Ecological Strategy 

Considerations for ecology and biodiversity have played a significant role in the 
planning and design for the development, and a number of measures have been 
embedded into the project. The embedded ecology measures (EEM) include the 
creation though appropriate landscape planting and seeding of habitats of high 
potential to biodiversity. The creation of the new habitats would largely be 
undertaken early in Phase 1, to ensure early establishment. The EEM considered 
as part of the offsetting calculations are described in this section (and within the 
Environmental Statement) and illustrated in Figure 4 (Parameter Plan, Landscape 
and Ecology). 

It should be noted that some habitats may take up to 40 years to become 
established with a reasonable level of functionality for biodiversity whilst other 
areas such as heathland communities and grassland would become established 
much more quickly and would have a reasonable level of functionality within five 
years: this timescale for delivery of value is represented within the offsetting 
methodology by the temporal risk multiplier. 

4.1 Embedded Ecological Measures (EEM) 
The surveys and desk studies facilitated the identification of the key habitat 
features on the site. These are summarised below and described in more detail 
within the ES: 

• The Clump and where possible, its scrub-grassland edge;  

• The ancient hedgerows and tree lines across the site, particularly those 
that connect physically to the Clump or other semi-natural habitat 
areas and links. 

The Clump would be retained in its entirety as part of the proposals. Tree planting 
within an ecological corridor stretching across the site will provide links to the 
existing woodland habitat within The Clump.  

The majority of the hedgerows and tree lines identified as important would be 
retained as part of the proposals. This would include the retention of associated 
features, such as dry ditches and any understory or ground flora vegetation at their 
bases. The only exceptions to this retention would be where it has been shown to 
be necessary for site infrastructure to cross these features. The proposal plans 
involve three road crossing points through two of the seven ‘important’ 
hedgerows/tree lines. However, in these cases the crossing point created will be a 
maximum of 13 m wide allowing a mature tree canopy to remain effectively 
continuous along these ecological corridors.  

Retained areas are to be fenced (to include a buffer zone) and protected during the 
period when construction works are in the immediate vicinity. The buffer zone 
would be appropriate to the habitat type being protected (and the time of year in 
respect to species protection), and will be determined by a suitably qualified 
ecologist. 
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A significant number of habitat creation measures have been proposed to replace 
those habitats lost to the development footprint. These include for a ‘habitat’ 
corridor created around the periphery of the site, to maintain connectivity and 
allow movement through the site from adjacent landscapes. This has been 
designed to be a functional corridor as opposed to just a ‘green space’. Many of 
the hedgerows will be maintained and enhanced to promote movement around and 
within the site.  These will link the site’s major woodland body (The Clump) and 
other high biodiversity potential areas, including the enhanced fields to the south 
and east of The Clump, giving the site permeability for a range of species. To aid 
functionality of the wildlife corridor, breaks caused by roads have been minimised 
or avoided. This has been achieved by features such as a reptile underpass and use 
of ‘grasscrete’ for an emergency vehicle access point. 

The habitat corridor and other significant areas for biodiversity to be provided as 
part of the development are: 

• Species rich meadows with heath land typology, to benefit reptiles; 

• Scrub planting; 

• Additional tree planting; 

• Significant areas of wet woodland;  

• Two significant pond areas with fringing reed beds and emergent 
vegetation;  

• Active management to encourage invertebrates, such as ants, to 
colonise the corridor; 

• Enhancement of field to the north of Sevenhills Road and south and 
south east of The Clump specifically for skylarks; 

• Additional strip of grassland on west area, providing habitats for a 
range of species including birds, inverts and reptiles; 

• Enhancement of plantation woodland in north of West Area; 

• Scrapes and boardwalks will keep public away from the most sensitive 
ground nesting bird areas; 

• All hedgerow and woodland areas with reptile populations would have 
a buffer demarcated to prevent negative impacts on this species. 

Green roofs will also provide replacement habitat within the development 
footprint. Approximately 2.5 ha of expansive green roofs with tussocky species 
rich grassland will be provided. These have been designed especially as foraging 
and nesting sites for skylarks, but will also provide valuable habitats for a wide 
range of species. Buildings with the largest unbroken roof area, or those roofs 
closely grouped together will be chosen for this type of roof to reflect the skylarks 
nesting requirements. 

4.2 Rehabilitate and Restore: Enhancement 
Although of ecological interest, few of the existing habitat areas on the site are in 
optimal ecological condition. Therefore, the enhancement of retained areas, 
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through altered management or habitat diversification (or both), provide the 
opportunity to significantly contribute to the biodiversity interest of the area.  

The areas of existing grassland which will be retained are to be enhanced, 
particularly for reptiles, invertebrates and skylarks. Works will diversify available 
habitat through a modified management regime to incorporate rotational cutting 
and the provision of piled wood and rubble as hibernacula and basking sites in 
appropriate areas.  

Most of the existing hedgerows and tree lines will be kept. Retained hedgerows, 
where necessary, will also be enhanced. 

5 Offsetting Calculations 

The first stage in the process is to calculate the predicted losses to habitats on site 
as a result of the development. Each habitat is considered in turn and the overall 
Biodiversity Offset Value for losses is calculated (Table 1). Hedgerows are treated 
separately from other habitat types and the calculations can be found for 
hedgerows in Table 3. 

Table 1. Predicted losses to existing habitats on site 

Habitat lost Distinctiveness Condition Biodiversity 
Offset 

Score/ha 

Area 
(ha) 

Biodiversity Offset 
Value 

Improved 
Grassland 

Low (2) Moderate 
(2) 

4 18.00 72.00 

Semi-improved Acid 
Grassland 

High (6) Moderate 
(2) 

12 2.10 25.20 

Semi-improved 
Neutral Grassland 

Medium (4) Moderate 
(2) 

8 11.00 88.00 

Marshy Grassland Medium (4) Moderate 
(2) 

8 0.80 6.40 

Standing Water High (6) Poor (1) 6 0.05 0.30 

Scrub Medium (4) Moderate 
(2) 

8 2.50 20.00 

Baseline number of units = 211.90 

 

The next stage in the process is to calculate the overall gains, including both 
habitats enhanced and habitats created (Table 2).  The habitats gained and 
enhanced as part of the scheme are illustrated in Figure 4 and described as the 
Embedded Ecological Measures within the Environmental Statement. 
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Table 2. Predicted gains in habitat on site 

Habitat Distinctiveness Condition Area 
(ha) 

Biodiversity 
Offset Score 

Delivery 
Risk 

Temporal 
Risk 

Biodiversity 
Offset Value 

 
Predicted state after habitat enhancement 

Species 
rich 
grassland 
and Heath 

High (6) Good (3) 1.00 18.00 1 1.2 15.00 

Woodland Medium (4) Good (3) 0.60 7.20 1.5 2.0 2.40 

Species 
Rich Scrub  

Medium (4) Good (3) 0.30 3.60 1.5 1.2 2.00 

Total  19.40 

 
Predicted state of habitats created on site 

Species 
rich 
grassland 
and Heath 

High (6) Good (3) 9.24 166.32 1.5 1.2 92.40 

Damp 
Grassland 
/ Marsh 

High (6) Good (3) 0.80 14.4 1.5 1.2 8.00 

Green Roof 
(based on 
species 
rich 
tussocky 
grassland)  

High (6) Good (3) 2.59 46.62 1.5 1.2 25.90 

Open 
Water 

High (6) Good (3) 1.00 18.00 1 1.2 15.00 

Woodland Medium (4) Moderate 
(2) 

1.60 12.8 1.5 3 2.84 

Species 
Rich Scrub 

Medium (4) Good (3) 0.80 9.60 1.5 1.2 5.33 

Total  149.17 

Total Biodiversity Offset Value = 19.40 + 149.17 = 168.57 

 

The development will result in 211.90 units of biodiversity to be lost. Through the 
EEM (outlined in Figure 4 and detailed within Section 5.1 and the ES) 168.57 
biodiversity units will be gained. Therefore there will be a gain:loss ratio of 
0.80:1. Much of this loss is due to the impacts to improved grassland and scrub 
habitats. 
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Table 3. Predicted losses and gains to hedgerows on site 

Habitat Distinctiveness Condition Length 
(m) 

Biodiversity 
Offset Score 

Delivery 
Risk 

Temporal 
Risk 

Biodiversity 
Offset 
Value 

Predicted losses to existing hedgerows on site 

Hedge High (6) Good (3) 46.00 828.00 n/a n/a 828.00 

Hedge High (6) Poor (1) 884.00 5304.00 n/a n/a 5304.00 

Total  6132.00 

Predicted gains of hedgerow on site 

Hedge High (6) Moderate 
(2) 

1677.5 20130.00 1.50 1.20 11183.33 

Hedge High (6) Poor (1) 1033.6 6201.6 1.00 1.20 5168.00 

Total  16351.33 

The development will result in 6132.00 units of biodiversity to be lost and through 
the EEM (outlined in Figure 4 and detailed within Section 5.1 and the ES) 
16351.33 hedgerow biodiversity units will be gained. Therefore the gain:loss ratio 
is 2.67:1. 

When considered collectively the ratios demonstrate that the EEM associated with 
the development will produce a net gain in biodiversity on site compared to the 
existing condition. A significant proportion of this gain will be achieved through 
hedgerow creation. 

5.1 Limitations 
The assessments made of habitat conditions represent that recorded at the time of 
survey and reporting.  Variations in these conditions may take place as a result of 
seasonal factors and with the general passage of time.  
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6 Conclusions 

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the proposals in relation to the key 
performance indicators created at the outset to monitor the ecological performance 
of this project. 

Following the implementation of all the on-site measures discussed, the net 
impact of the project proposals would meet the target of no net loss of 
biodiversity. The predicted gain:loss ratios of 2.67:1 for hedgerow habitat and 
0.80:1 for all other habitat types, demonstrate that following the implementation 
of the measures proposed in this document, there will be no overall net loss in 
biodiversity on site. It should be noted that a ratio of 0.80:1 appears to represents 
a small loss for non-hedgerow biodiversity units. This is more likely to be an 
artefact of the DEFRA methodology, in that hedgerows (which show a significant 
gain) are shown as a separate calculation. In reality the majority of new or 
enhanced habitats on the site will have new or enhanced hedgerows as an integral 
feature and as such will attain a far higher potential increase in biodiversity units 
than the 0.80:1 would suggest, thus when taken together the increase in 
biodiversity units demonstrate a net gain in biodiversity potential. 

The protection and retention of The Clump and the majority of the mature tree 
lines and hedgerows achieves the aim of preserving the key ecological features 
and resources on the site. 

The implementation of a largely uninterrupted band of habitat (the wildlife 
corridor, as detailed within the EEM) across the project site, designed with 
ecology and biodiversity in mind, ensures connectivity of the habitat and enhances 
the wider ecological network. 

On the basis of this strategy, the ecological impact assessment can have 
confidence that the embedded ecological measures will deliver meaningful 
biodiversity gain. 
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Habitat Distinctiveness Bands 
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B1  

Habitat 
Distinctiveness 

Value Broad habitat type 
covered 

Type of offset 

High  6 Priority habitat, as 
defined in Section 
41 of the NERC 
Act11 

Same band type, 
and ideally like 
for like 

Medium  4 Semi natural Within band type 
or trade up 

Low  2 E.g. Intensive 
agricultural – but 
may still form an 
important part of 
the ecological 
network in an area 

Trade up 

 

                                                 
1 
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiversity/protectandmanage/habsands
peciesimportance.aspx 
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C1  

Habitat Condition2 Value 

Good 3 

Moderate 2 

Poor 1 

 

                                                 
2 Based on the condition assessment tool used for the Higher Level Agri-environment Scheme 
(HLS) (Natural England 2010). 
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