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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report has been prepared by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. on behalf of Sherburn 

Promotions Limited and the Brayshaw Family and provides details of an Extended Phase 1 

Habitat and Preliminary Protected Species survey undertaken on land at Hodgsons Gate, 

Sherburn-In-Elmet in North Yorkshire.  

1.2 The survey was commissioned in order to identify any potential ecological constraints relating to 

future development.  

Site context and summary  

1.3 The site lies off Hodgsons Lane to the east of Sherbern-in-Elmet (central grid reference SE 5027 

3396, Figure 1) and occupies an area of approximately 10 hectares, comprising agricultural land 

(some of which is ploughed, some grazed) with associated hedgerows, ditches, trees and small 

pockets of ruderal, scrub and introduced shrubs.  

1.4 The site is bordered by housing to the south and south west and by farmland and ditches to the 

west. The A612 (some of which falls in the survey area) and farmland/agricultural land lies to the 

north and east, with a small section of pasture/garden to the south east. Habitats in the wider 

area are generally dominated by farmland to the north, farmland and industrial sites to the east 

and south and the urban environment of Sherburn-In-Elmet to the west and south. 

Site proposals 

1.5 The current proposals (see Development Framework, FPCR, April 2015) comprise an outline 

application seeking residential development for up to 270 houses. This will affect a number of 

habitats including the main compartments and boundary features such as hedgerows. Further 

detail will provided when plans for the site have been finalised.  
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2.0 METHODOLOGY  

Desktop Survey 

2.1 In order to compile existing baseline information, relevant ecological information was sought 

including the presence of statutory and non-statutory nature conservation designations and 

records on protected and notable species in April 2015. Information was sought from:  

 North & East Yorkshire Ecological Data Centre (NEYEDC) 

 North Yorkshire Bat Group 

 Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) website 

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx (location of statutory designations); 

2.2 Further inspection, using colour 1:25,000 OS base maps (www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk) and aerial 

photographs from Google Earth (www.maps.google.co.uk), was also undertaken in order to 

provide additional context and identify any features of potential importance for nature 

conservation in the wider countryside. 

2.3 The search area for biodiversity information was related to the significance of sites and species 

and potential zones of influence, as follows: 

 5km around the application area for sites of International Importance (e.g. Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA), Ramsar site). 

 2km around the application area for sites of National or Regional Importance (e.g. Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)). 

 1km around the application site for sites of County Importance (e.g. Local Nature Reserves 

(LNR), Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and species records (e.g. protected, species of principal 

importance or notable species). 

Field Survey 

Flora 

2.4 The habitats on site were surveyed on the 31
st
 March 2015 using the standard Extended Phase 1 

Habitat Assessment methodology (Joint Nature Conservancy Council, 2010) as recommended by 

Natural England. This involved a systematic walk over of the site to classify each distinct habitat 

present, marking them on a base map.   

2.5 Target notes were used to record features or habitats of particular interest, as well as any 

sightings or evidence of protected or notable species. Where habitats or features were of 

particular interest more detailed notes and species lists were taken.  

2.6 Hedgerows were surveyed individually using the Hedgerow Evaluation and Grading System 

(HEGS) after Clements and Toft (1993) to enable identification and evaluation of hedgerows of 

nature conservation importance within the site. Hedgerows were graded on a scale of 1-4, within 

which grades 1 and 2 are generally considered to be worthy of nature conservation priority: 

 1= high to very high value 
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 2 = moderately high to high value  

 3 = moderate value 

 4 = low value. 

2.7 The hedgerows were also broadly assessed against the Wildlife and Landscape Criteria of 

statutory instrument No: 1160 – The Hedgerow Regulations 1997. The methodology is similar to 

that of HEGS except the average number of woody species is calculated by measuring and 

recording those growing within the central 30 m of each 100 m section. 

2.8 Please note, the hedgerows have not been assessed against the Archaeology and History 

criteria of the Hedgerow Regulations. 

Fauna 

2.9 During the survey, observations, signs of, or suitable habitat for any species protected under Part 

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

Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) and the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 were noted.  

Particular attention was given to the potential presence of badger Meles meles, great crested 

newts (GCN) Triturus cristatus and bats. Throughout the survey, consideration was also given to 

the existence and use of the site by other notable fauna such as Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) 

or Red Data Book (RDB) species and those listed as species of principal importance on S41 of 

the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. 

2.10 In addition, given the type of on-site habitats the following surveys and methodologies were 

considered to be of relevance and followed where necessary.   

Amphibians 

2.11 During the survey a number of ponds were identified both off and on site (see Figures 1 and 2) 

and an assessment made of their suitability for great crested newts.  

2.12 An assessment of the potential for the waterbodies to support a breeding population of great 

crested newts (GCN) was completed in accordance with the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) 

methodology, as developed by Oldham et al (2000).  The HSI scores ten suitability indices 

(factors thought to affect GCN) for a pond, both in the field and from a desktop study. The indices 

that are assessed are:  

 Location (Area A, B or C within the UK); 

 Pond Area (size in metre²); 

 Permanence (how many times it may dry out in a decade); 

 Water quality (invertebrate diversity); 

 Shade (percentage of a waterbodies perimeter shaded); 

 Fowl (impact of waterfowl if present); 

 Fish (impact of fish if present); 

 Pond Count (density of ponds within 1km) 

 Terrestrial Habitat (quality of surrounding habitat); and 
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 Macrophytes (percentage of surface area occupied).  

2.13 The calculated HSI score, between 0 and 1, allows ponds to be scaled, based on their suitability 

for GCN.  

 0.00 – 0.49 – Poor 

 0.50 – 0.59 – Below Average 

 0.60 – 0.69 – Average 

 0.70 – 0.79 – Good 

 0.80 – 1 – Excellent 

2.14 A general assessment of the on-site terrestrial habitats was also conducted during the surveys.  

Bats 

Assessment of Trees 

2.15 The tree assessments were undertaken from ground level, with the aid of a torch and binoculars 

where required. During the survey features considered to provide suitable roost sites for bats 

such as the following were sought: 

 Trunk cavity – Large hole in trunk caused by rot or injury. 

 Branch cavity – Large hole in branch caused by rot or injury. 

 Trunk split – Large split/fissure in trunk caused by rot or injury. 

 Branch spilt – Large split/fissure in branch caused by rot or injury. 

 Branch socket cavity – Where a branch has fallen from the tree and resulted in formation of 

an access point in to a cavity. 

 Woodpecker hole – Hole created by nesting birds suitable for use by roosting bats. 

 Lifted bark – Areas of bark which has rotted / lifted to form suitable access point/roost site for 

bats. 

 Hollow trunk – Decay in heartwood leading to internal cavity in trunk. 

 Hazard beam failure- Where a section of the tree stem/branch has failed causing collapse and 

leading to longitudinal fractures/splits/cracks along its length.  

 Ivy cover – Dense/mature ivy cover where the woody stems could create small 

cavities/crevices.  

 Certain factors such as orientation of the feature, its height from the ground, its direct 

surroundings and its location in respect to other features, may reduce enhance or reduce the 

potential value. 

2.16 The trees were classified into general bat roost potential groups based on the presence of 

features listed above.  

2.17 Table 1 below classifies the potential categories as accurately as possible. This table is based 

upon Table 8.4 in Bat Surveys- Good Practice Guidelines (Bat Conservation Trust, 2012).  The 
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table within the guidelines has been designed to inform assessments completed prior to the 

completion of arboricultural works. Consequently, the suggested survey methods have been 

refined to suit development works and considers the definition of a breeding site or resting place 

as described in the Habitat Regulations. 

Table 1: Bat Survey Protocol for Trees 

Tree category and 

description 

Survey requirements prior to 

determination. 

Recommended mitigation works 

and/or further surveys.   

Category 1 

Confirmed bat roost 

with field evidence 

of the presence of 

bats, e.g.  live / 

dead bats, 

droppings, scratch 

marks, grease 

marks and / or urine 

staining.   

Identified on a plan and in the field.  

Further assessment such as climb and 

inspect and/or dusk/dawn surveys should 

be undertaken, if the trees are affected 

by the development, to provide an 

assessment on the likely use of the roost, 

numbers and species of bat present.   

Avoid disturbance where possible.  

Felling or other works that would affect 

the roost would require an EPS licence 

with like for like roost replacement as a 

minimum.  Works may also be subject 

to timing constraints.   

Category 2a 

Trees that have a 

high / moderate 

potential to support 

bat roosts. 

Identified on a plan and in the field to 

assess the potential use of suitable 

cavities, based on the habitat 

preferences of bats.  Where the tree(s) 

will be affected by the proposed 

development, further assessment such 

as climb and inspect and/or dusk/dawn 

surveys (up to 2/3 nocturnal surveys) 

should be undertaken (as appropriate), to 

ascertain presence/absence of roosting 

bats.  Trees may be upgraded if 

presence of roosting bats is confirmed or 

downgraded following further surveys if 

features present are of low suitability and 

/ or no evidence of a breeding site or 

resting place * is found within features 

that can be assessed fully.   

Trees where no bat roost confirmed 

after further surveys: Avoid 

disturbance where possible.  In 

situations where disturbance cannot be 

avoided and where no evidence of 

occupation of suitable cavities has 

been confirmed during the initial 

surveys or nocturnal surveys (as 

appropriate), further precautionary 

survey work following the granting of 

planning permission and prior to works 

being completed is recommended to 

ensure features have not been 

occupied by bats.    

The additional precautionary survey 

work could comprise further nocturnal 

surveys during the active bat season 

immediately prior to felling or 

management works or the completion 

of additional aerial inspections.  Use 

“soft felling” techniques, removing ivy 

cover by hand and avoid cutting 

through tree cavities is recommended 

once the presence of a roost has been 

discounted.   

Category 2b 

Trees with a low 

Identified on a plan and in the field to 

assess the potential use of suitable 

Trees where no bat roost confirmed 

after further surveys: Avoid 
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Tree category and 

description 

Survey requirements prior to 

determination. 

Recommended mitigation works 

and/or further surveys.   

potential to support 

bat roosts.   

cavities, based on the habitat 

preferences of bats. Where the tree(s) 

will be affected by the proposed 

development, further assessment such 

as climb and inspect and/or dusk/dawn 

surveys (one nocturnal survey) should be 

undertaken (as appropriate),  to ascertain 

presence/absence of roosting bats.  

Trees may be upgraded if presence of 

roosting bats is confirmed or downgraded 

following further surveys if features 

present are not suitable for bats and / or 

no evidence of a breeding site or resting 

place* is found within features that can 

be assessed fully. 

disturbance where possible.  In 

situations where disturbance cannot be 

avoided and where no evidence of 

occupation of suitable cavities has 

been confirmed during the initial 

surveys or nocturnal surveys (as 

appropriate), further precautionary 

survey work following the granting of 

planning permission and prior to works 

being completed is recommended to 

ensure features have not been 

occupied by bats.    

The additional precautionary survey 

work could comprise further nocturnal 

surveys during the active bat season 

immediately prior to felling or 

management works or the completion 

of additional aerial inspections.  Use 

“soft felling” techniques, removing ivy 

cover by hand and avoid cutting 

through tree cavities is recommended 

once the presence of a roost has been 

discounted.   

Category 3 

Trees with no / 

negligible potential 

to support bat 

roosts. 

Identified on a plan and in the field to 

assess the potential use of suitable 

cavities, based on the habitat 

preferences of bats.   

None. 

* The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) affords protection to breeding 

sites or resting places at all times.  For an area to be classified as a breeding site or resting place, the 

Regulations require there to be a reasonably high probability that the species will return to the sites and / or 

place.   

Confirmation of a breeding site or resting place in trees can be established through the completion of aerial 

inspection and / or nocturnal surveys (as appropriate).  In situations where nocturnal surveys are completed 

and a breeding site or resting site is not confirmed, the survey effort is considered to be sufficient to 

reasonably discount the presence of roosting bats (for a period of time as defined in Natural England’s 

current Standing Advice). However, further precautionary works may be recommended if the trees is 

affected by works. 

Where features of a tree are identified as providing potential to be used as a breeding site or resting place, 

evidence of current or previous use of the feature should be identified during an aerial inspection to 

necessitate the completion of further detailed nocturnal survey work prior to the granting of planning 

permission.  In situations where no evidence of use is identified it is reasonable to conclude that a feature is 
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not being used as a breeding site or resting place as defined by the Regulations but further precautionary 

measures maybe recommended if a tree is affected by development to ensure occupation has not occurred 

following completion of the survey.  If the presence of a breeding site or resting place cannot be discounted 

from ground level or aerial inspections, nocturnal survey work to confirm the presence of a breeding site or 

resting place should be completed.     

2.18 Where features suitable to be used as a roost site (as above) were identified, evidence that bats 

had used the site as a roost was sought.  This evidence can comprise live or dead bats, 

droppings, urine staining, and grease /scratch marks on wood. 

2.19 The above survey was undertaken by experienced bat workers in association with a Licenced bat 

worker from FPCR (Licence number CLS00108) on the 31
st
 of March 2015. 

Constraints 

2.20 The Phase 1 Habitat survey was completed slightly outside the recommended survey period 

(April – September) and species lists are not exhaustive, however sufficient information was 

obtained to identify the broad habitat types and any features of interest within the site. 

2.21 In terms of off-site ponds, due to third party access, some of these were not accessible so could 

not be subject to a more detailed HSI assessment. In such a circumstance, conservative 

estimates of the indices based on accessible desktop sources were made.   
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3.0 RESULTS 

Desk Survey 

Statutory Designated Sites 

3.1 No international sites of nature conservation interest were recorded within 5km of the site 

boundary.  

3.2 One statutorily designated site, Sherburn Willows Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI) is present 

approximately 1.9km to the south west. The site is designated for a range of habitats, primarily 

the magnesian limestone grassland and associated invertebrate fauna. The site is physically 

isolated from the proposed development by the town of Sherburn and has no ecologically 

functional linkages. This site is also designated as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS) but falls outside of 

the likely area of influence for this designation. Full details are available in Table2. 

3.3 No other sites are present in the search area.  

Table 2: Statutorily designated sites  

Site name/ref 

/Designation 

Citation Distance 

/aspect  

Sherburn 

Willows SSSI 

Summary taken from Natural England’s Website 
http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1003201.pdf 
Primary interest due to its Magnesian limestone grassland with wildflower 
interest on the south facing slopes.  
There are also areas of swamp, small streams/ponds and areas of 
swamp and Salix dominated woodland.  
Locally distributed invertebrate Macrotylus paykulli is known to be 
present as well as Mother Shipton’s moth Euclidimera mi and a variety of 
butterflies including the orange tip Anthocharis cardamines, wall 
Lasiomnata megera and small copper Lycaera phlaeas. 
 

c.1.9km 

south west  

Non-statutory Designated Sites 

3.4 The desktop data indicates the presence of 2 non-statutorily designated sites within 1km, both of 

which are Sites of Interest for Nature Conservation (SINC).  The closest site comprises SHB/1, a 

SINC c.250m to the south of the proposed development designed for its magnesium grassland. 

This SINC is not directly connected to the development with housing and roads, but is indirectly 

linked by adjacent agricultural ditches and streams.  

3.5 The next closest site is Pasture Opp, Gypsum Works, a SINC c.680m to the north east, is 

designated for its horse grazed pasture. The site has no direct connectivity to the development 

and is separated by the A612 and farmland, however some tenuous connectivity via agricultural 

ditches and railway line is present, but unlikely to be significant.  

3.6 A summary of each is provided in Table 3 below: 

 

 

 

http://www.sssi.naturalengland.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1003201.pdf
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Table 3: Non-Statutory designated sites  

Site name/ref 

/Designation 

Citation Distance 

/aspect  

SHB/1SINC An area of good Magnesian grassland with others habitats 

including scattered scrub.  

c.250m 

south 

Pasture Opp. Gypsum 

Works SINC 

Horse grazed pasture which supports species-rich neutral to 

calcareous grassland, interspersed with scattered scrub which 

forms more extensive thickets towards the western end of the site. 

c.680m 

north east 

Species Data (see Figure 1) 

3.7 This following (Table 4) is the pertinent species data provided by the consultees. Only one of 

these records falls within or directly adjacent the development site.  

Table 4: Species records  

Species Scientific name Number of records 

(within 1km) 

Closest record 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus 

pipistrellus 

1  Within south western corner of site 

(bat in flight) 

Pipistrelle species Pipistrellus spp. 5 c.540m west (grounded bat, no 

confirmed roost records) 

Unknown bat 

species 

Chiroptera spp. 4 c.250m west (single bat roost from 

2004) 

European 

Greenfinch 

Chloris chloris 1 c.670m to north east, near SINC 

European turtle 

dove 

Streptopelia turtur 1 c.670m to north east, near SINC 

European otter Lutra lutra 1 c.250m south east 

Watervole Arvicola amphibius  1 c.110m south east 

Small-flowered 

catchfly 

Silene gallica 1 c.670m to north east, near SINC 

Yellowhammer Emberiza citrinella 1 c.670m to north east, near SINC 

3.8 No badger, amphibian or reptile records were returned for the search area.  

3.9 Please note there are also records on the Figure 1 which fall outside of the 1km buffer, therefore 

have not been included in the table above.  

Field Results - Habitats/Flora (see Figure 2 and Appendix A) 

Overview 

3.10 The site was dominated by two large field compartments, both of which were in agricultural use, 

with the southern area being currently ploughed and the northern having been left and reverted to 

species poor grassland. Two small strips of grassland are present along the northern boundary of 

the site in association with the A612.  
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3.11 The site is bordered by a total of 5 hedgerows of various states (H1 to 5), with a number of 

scattered trees, mostly within these hedgerows. An agricultural ditch (D1) runs through the centre 

of the site, which connects to a small pool at its eastern extent. A small mostly dry ditch (D2) is 

present just off site to the west. In addition, a small patch of ruderal/scrub vegetation is present to 

the south west along with small patches of native and introduced scrub.  

3.12 The following text outlines the habitats recorded in the order listed in the Phase 1 Handbook 

(JNCC 1990). The locations of the habitats are shown on Figure 2 with the botanical species list 

is provided in Appendix A and reference photos in Appendix B.  

Trees 

3.13 A number of trees were recorded throughout the site, the majority of which were recorded in 

association with hedgerows, with only a few scattered outside of these linear features. These 

mostly comprised semi-mature or young standards of ash Fraxinus excelsior, sycamore Acer 

pseudoplatanus and field maple Acer campestre; along with outgrown hedge species such as 

hawthorn Crataegus monogyna and blackthorn Prunus spinosa.  

3.14 There are also a number of non-native trees such as Leyland cypress Cupressus X leylandii 

associated with garden boundaries. 

3.15 A detailed arboricultural report has been prepared by FPCR, for full details of trees on site 

including age and distribution, please refer to this document (FPCR, April 2015).  

Scattered Scrub 

3.16 Small stands of scattered scrub are present in association with field margins and tall ruderal 

vegetation in the south west of the site. They comprised a mix of species such as dog rose Rosa 

canina, bramble Rubus fruticosa, elder Sambucus nigra and nettle Urtica dioica.  

Semi-improved Grassland 

3.17 The northernmost compartment was dominated by a species poor grassland to a height of c.5-

10cm, which has developed over previously cultivated land. Overall due to the relative paucity of 

species, it was considered to best fit the semi-improved grassland habitat type despite having 

characteristics of other habitats such as arable land (see later section). The grass sward 

comprised a mix of broad-leaved and fine-leaved grasses such as false oat grass Arrhenatherum 

elatius, red fescue Festuca rubra and cock’s foot Dactylis glomerata.  

3.18 Forb interest was limited to common and ruderal species such as creeping buttercup Ranunculus 

repens (a dominant flowering plant), daisy Bellis perennis, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata 

and common ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris. Other scrub/ruderal species, such as broad-leaved dock 

Rumex obtusifolius, bramble and hogweed Heracleum sphondylium, were also scattered 

throughout the sward though in most cases such plants were found within the margins.  

3.19 This grassland type was also recorded in association with the road to the north (part of the 

proposed road improvement area near H5) and the arable field to the south, forming a narrow 1-

2m wide margin.  
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Tall Ruderal 

3.20 An area of tall ruderal vegetation was present to the south west of the site (marked TN1) in 

association with an area of back garden which has developed after a likely lapse in management.  

3.21 The area is dominated by species such as dog rose, bramble Rosa canina, common nettle and 

elder with a sparse under-story of semi-improved grassland and ruderal species such as false oat 

grass and broad-leaved dock. Within the south of the compartment are semi-mature standards of 

ash and sycamore.  

Waterbodies 

3.22 Only a single waterbody was recorded within the curtilage of the site; comprising P2, which is a 

pooled area of water near a culvert, which adjoins Ditch 1 (D1, see following sections for 

description). Pond 2 (P2) had shallow sloping banks on all aspects apart from the north where it 

met the headwall, with semi improved grassland cover on the banks and over-shading on its 

western extent from adjacent hedgerows. Emergent/aquatic vegetation was limited and the 

waterbody was approximately 50cm-1m in depth.  

3.23 The other waterbodies are off site (see Figures 1 and 2) and comprise P1, a marshy attenuation 

feature, c.20m to the west, P3 a large, fishing lake surrounded by trees and inaccessible during 

the survey c.100m to the east and P4 another large inaccessible fishing lake over 240m to the 

east. Additional details, including their suitability for amphibians are provided in the amphibian 

section below.  

Watercourses 

3.24 An agricultural ditch (D1) runs through the centre of the site terminating at P2 to the east and at 

Bishop Dyke to the west. There was a slight flow to this feature, with a water depth of around 40-

50cm with a muddy substrate and shallow, mostly grass covered banks with some small areas of 

scrub. Emergent and aquatic vegetation was limited.  

3.25 Ditch 2 (D2) was an off-site feature which was mostly dry with only small localised areas of ankle 

depth water (mostly in its southern extent) which ran adjacent to hedges H2 and H3 on the sites 

western boundary. D2 was shallow with semi-improved/ruderal vegetation and with heavy over-

shading form hedgerows and trees.  

3.26 Another ditch/watercourse, part of the Bishop Dyke was recorded c.10m to the west of D2. This 

feature was c.2m wide with banks which varied between steep and shallow and mostly covered 

in semi-improved grassland (similar to the site). There appeared to be a flow to this feature and 

the water was c.1m in depth. D1 connects with the Dyke in the centre west of the survey area.  

3.27 Additional features and descriptions, including their suitability for amphibians are provided in the 

amphibian section below. 

Arable 

3.28 The southern field compartment comprised a recently ploughed/managed arable grass field. 

There were some semi-improved grassland margins and areas of scattered scrub/ornamental 

vegetation but these were all in association with the margins of the field.  
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Hedgerows 

3.29 A total of five hedgerows are present (H1-5), comprising agricultural boundary features, all of 

which are dominated by native British species. H1 and H2 had Moderate (-3) value using HEGS 

and are unlikely to qualify under Hedgerow Regulations. H3 has moderate value (3+) under 

HEGS with its diversity and associated features meaning it likely qualifies under the Hedgerow 

Regulations as important. H4 and H5 are of moderately high-high value (2 or -2 respectively) 

using HEGS due but both are unlikely to qualify as important under the Regulations due to a lack 

of associated features and/or lack of species richness.  A full description of the features is shown 

in the table below.  

Table 5: Hedgerow score summary 

Hedge 

ref 

Brief description Canopy 

species 

present 

HEGS score Habitat of 

Principal 

importance 

Hedgerow 

Regulations 

H1 An unmanaged 

boundary feature to the 

north and east along 

the A612, 

approximately 400m in 

length, with a tall 

bushy structure. 

Adjacent a semi 

improved grassland 

verge (along road) and 

the Semi-improved 

compartment (to south) 

hawthorn 

Crataegus 

monogyna, 

elder 

Sambucus 

nigra ash, 

field maple 

Acer 

campestre 

-3/ 

Moderate 

Yes – native 

species 

dominance 

No, not enough 

associated 

features.  

H2 An unmanaged, gappy 

boundary feature on 

sites western boundary 

approximately 240m 

long.  

blackthorn 

hawthorn, 

elder, field 

maple, Wych 

elm Ulmus 

glabra  

-3/ Moderate Yes – as  

above 

No, species 

richness qualifies 

but not enough 

suitable features. 

H3 A partially managed 

boundary feature 

c.160m long to the 

west with recently cut 

northern section and 

southern section bushy 

and outgrown.  

Hawthorn, 

ash, field 

maple, ash, 

sycamore, 

elder 

3+ / Moderate Yes - as 

above. 

Yes due to 4 

woody species 

and features such 

as adjacent public 

footpath, less than 

10% gaps, more 

than one tree per 

50m, ditch and 

connections.  

H4 An outgrown former 

hedge on sites eastern 

boundary 

approximately 160m in 

length. Many of hedge 

species have become 

semi-mature trees.  

leyland 

cypress, 

elder, field 

maple, ash, 

hawthorn, 

blackthorn  

2/ Moderately 

high 

Yes – as 

above 

No, enough 

species but not 

enough suitable 

features. 
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Hedge 

ref 

Brief description Canopy 

species 

present 

HEGS score Habitat of 

Principal 

importance 

Hedgerow 

Regulations 

H5 An unmanaged 

boundary feature on 

the northern edge of 

the A612, 

approximately 370m in 

length, with a tall 

bushy structure. 

Adjacent a semi 

improved grassland 

verge (along road) 

hawthorn 

hazel, field 

maple 

-2/ 

Moderately 

High 

Yes – native 

species 

dominance 

No, not enough 

associated 

features or 

species diversity.  

3.30 Other small sections, such as a small section of hawthorn hedge are present in garden 

boundaries but due to their small extent and the fact they are not affected, these are not included 

in the above assessments. 

Hardstanding 

3.31 Small area of tarmacadam hardstanding is present in association with TN1 to the south east and 

the section of A612 included in the survey area to the north.  

Fauna 

Amphibians  

3.32 During the survey, only 1 pond (P2) and 2 ditches (D1 and D2) were recorded within the survey. 

In addition, a further 3 ponds were identified outside the development area (P1, P3 and P4), 

although one of them was in close proximity (P1). 

Table 6: Suitability of water features for amphibians 

Feature  

ref 

Description HSI score (if 

applicable) 

Comments 

P1 Shallow banked, marshy 

attenuation feature c.20m to the 

west adjacent A612. Filled with 

bulrush Typha minima and other 

similar vegetation. Very little 

open water due to vegetation 

coverage.  

0.66 / 

Average, with 

a predicted 

presence of 

0.55 / 55% 

The most suitable pond within 

the area for amphibians.  

D1 An agricultural ditch which runs 

through the centre of the site with 

a slight flow. Water depth of 

around 40-50cm with a muddy 

substrate and shallow, mostly 

grass covered banks with some 

small areas of scrub. Emergent 

and aquatic vegetation was 

limited. 

0.49 / Poor, 

with a 

predicted 

presence of 

0.03/ 3% 

Some suitability for amphibians, 

mostly for movement due to 

lack of egg laying substrate.  



Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey – Sherburn-in-Elmet fpcr 

 

6723_eco-app 

18 May 2015  16 

Feature  

ref 

Description HSI score (if 

applicable) 

Comments 

P2 Small culverted pool at end of 

ditch, with shallow sloping banks 

with improved grassland cover 

and over-shading on some 

aspects. Emergent/aquatic 

vegetation was limited and the 

waterbody was approximately 

50cm-1m in depth. 

0.49/ Poor, 

with a 

predicted 

presence of 

0.03/ 3% 

Some suitability for amphibians, 

however lack of egg laying 

substrate and likely ephemeral/ 

seasonal nature limits potential. 

D2 Mostly dry with localised ankle 

depth water in small number of 

areas, grass filled agricultural 

ditch with over-shading form 

hedgerow.  

n/a – Not 

enough water 

to sustain 

breeding GCN 

Lack of water during wet period 

indicates water is seldom 

present. Some limited use for 

amphibian movement only.  

P3 Large tree surrounded suspected 

fishing lake (based on available 

information), c.100m to east 

inaccessible during walkover due 

to third party. HSI undertaken 

from aerial photography with 

conservative estimates for 

variables. 

On other side of A612 which is 

likely to form a barrier to 

dispersal.  

0.48 / Poor, 

with a 

predicted 

presence of 

0.03/ 3% 

Not fully confirmed but may 

have some limited suitability for 

amphibians; however this is 

limited by its likely fishing 

status. 

P4 Large confirmed fishing lake, 

c.240m to east, inaccessible 

during walkover due to third 

party. HSI undertaken from aerial 

photography with conservative 

estimates for HSI variables. On 

other side of A612 which is likely 

to form a barrier to dispersal. 

0.47 / Poor, 

with a 

predicted 

presence of 

0.03/ 3% 

Not fully confirmed but may 

have some suitability for 

amphibians, however limited by 

its confirmed fishing status. 

Bishop Dyke Large ditch/watercourse with 

step to shallow grassy banks and 

c.1m in depth. Part of larger 

watercourse system and has 

flow.  

n/a, has flow  Likely to be unsuitable for 

breeding amphibians due to 

flow and lack of egg laying 

substrate. Some limited 

potential for connectivity only, 

not breeding.   

3.33 Another large lake, likely used for fishing is present c.245m to the south east in association with 

an industrial estate. However this pond is not only some distance from the site but on the other 

side of two A-roads and a main roundabout as well as houses which cumulatively form a 

legitimate barrier to dispersal to the development area.  

3.34 No other aquatic features within 500m of the site boundary, desktop study (OS mapping, aerial 

photography, MAGIC) were recorded; however the presence of small garden ponds in 

association with residential properties cannot be fully discounted.  



Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey – Sherburn-in-Elmet fpcr 

 

6723_eco-app 

18 May 2015  17 

3.35 In terms of terrestrial habitats, the managed arable habitats within the site are generally 

suboptimal; however the hedge, tall ruderal, and scattered scrub could be of increased value. It 

should be noted the off-site habitats such as those surrounding P1 are likely to be of higher 

value.  

3.36 There are no records of amphibians, including great crested newts in the survey area.  

Badger 

3.37 No evidence of badger was recorded on site or within 30m of the site boundary (where 

accessible) but the habitats were considered to be of some value for foraging and commuting by 

this species.  

Bats 

Assessment of trees 

3.38 During the survey, no evidence of roosting bats was recorded in association with trees on site or 

adjacent to the site, however one tree with the potential to support roosting bats was recorded.  

3.39 T1 (referenced as T12 in tree report, FPCR, April 2015) was a mature field maple to the east of 

the site adjacent D1, with moderate ivy cover on all aspects from c.1m-6m above ground level. 

No other features were observed and the tree generally appeared to be in generally good 

condition. Overall this tree was considered to have negligible /category 3 potential for roosting 

bats.  

General Habitats 

3.40 Overall the majority of habitats on site were of limited value for commuting or foraging bats due to 

the prevalence of managed arable land. The features of greatest significance are likely to be the 

hedgerows and wet ditches which border and intersect the site. Such features could be used for 

foraging and commuting purposes providing access to wider habitats, however overall the site is 

considered to provide limited value for bats.  

Reptiles 

3.41 Habitats on site were considered to be of sub-optimal value for reptiles due to the prevalence of 

homogenous, regularly managed semi-improved grassland. The hedges and tall ruderal 

vegetation on site are of increased but still limited potential value. 

Riparian Habitats 

3.42 There are records of water vole and otter within 250m of the site (see desktop results section). 

3.43 Numerous holes in both sides of D1 were recorded along its length, which were of a suitable size 

for watervole but no corroborative evidence such as feeding remains or droppings were recorded. 

The feature is overall considered to be suitable for watervole but its lack of stony substrate and 

bankside cover limit its potential for crayfish and otter respectively.  

3.44 D2 was mostly dry with only small areas of localised ankle depth water and is therefore of 

negligible use for riparian species such as those mentioned above.  
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3.45 Bishop Dyke was not fully surveyed for these species as it fell outside the site boundary, however 

its basic structure may be of some value for the above listed riparian species.   

Other species 

3.46 The ruderal areas, hedgerows and trees on site were considered to offer some potential for 

nesting birds; however no active nests were recorded during the survey. The improved grassland 

habitat appears regularly disturbed but may provide some limited habitat for farmland/ground 

nesting birds.  

3.47 There was no evidence of or suitable habitat for any other protected or notable species. 
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4.0 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 The current proposals (see Development Framework, FPCR, April 2015) comprise an outline 

application seeking residential development for up to 270 houses. This will affect a number of 

habitats including the main compartments and boundary features such as hedgerows. The initial 

assessment of impacts to habitats of interest are shown in the text below.  

Statutorily Designated Sites 

4.2 No international sites of nature conservation interest were recorded within 5km of the survey 

boundary.   

4.3 One statutorily designated site, Sherburn Willows SSSI is present approximately 1.9km to the 

south west and designated for a range of habitats.  However it is isolated from the proposed 

development by housing and roads and has no direct connectivity to the proposed development. 

4.4 Given the distance from this site, the nature of the proposed development area and its isolation 

from the development, it is considered that this SSSI is unlikely to be affected by the proposals.  

Non-Statutorily Designated Sites 

4.5 Non-statutory designated sites do not receive statutory protection. They do however receive 

policy protection (as “Local Sites”), as reflected in National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

NPPF suggests that Local Sites can have a fundamental role to play in meeting overall national 

biodiversity targets and that appropriate weight should be attached to designated sites when 

making planning decisions.  

4.6 Records indicate the presence of two non-statutorily designated sites within the search area. 

Significant impacts to these locally designated sites from development are not anticipated given 

the distances involved and the lack of direct connectivity. However in the case of SHB/1, which is 

the closest of the two, it may see some increased footfall due to the presence of a footpath close 

to it. This could potentially result in indirect impacts to the conservation status of the SINC due to 

issues such as; footpath erosion, littering and dog fouling.  

4.7 Such impacts should therefore be mitigated through the use of the following: 

 Provision of appropriate signage identifying the location of the footpath to prevent use of 

desire lines or other habitats.  

 Provision of both normal and dog waste bins at site entrances (especially to north). 

4.8 In addition, as the SINC sites are linked by watercourses, it is recommended that any works 

employed as part of the development are implemented under good practice. This would include 

utilising the best practice as outlined in the Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPG) 5 & 6.  

4.9 Based on the above it is considered that there are no significant constraints to development from 

the presence of local nature conservation sites.   

Habitats/Flora 

4.10 The present assessment indicates the site comprises generally species-poor habitats, of 

intrinsically low conservation value. Aside from hedgerows (see below) no habitats of Principal 
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Importance or local BAP habitats were recorded on site. It is therefore considered that the 

presence of these habitats would not be a statutory constraint to works and their loss would have 

a negligible impact on the biodiversity value of the local area. 

4.11 Hedgerows, being dominated by native species, qualify as habitat of principle importance as 

listed under S41 of the NERC Act.  Some are also likely to qualify as important under the 

Hedgerow Regulation or be valued highly using the HEGS Methodology.  For the most part these 

features are to be retained; however removal of some sections of H1, H2, H3 and H5 will be 

required. Where this loss is incurred consideration will be given to their replacement elsewhere 

within the site. In the case of this scheme, the replacement and buffer planting along the north 

should utilise native species of local provenance.  

4.12 The trees on site are considered to be of intrinsic wildlife value and are to be retained where at all 

possible. In the event these features are affected such as to north and centre of site, it is 

recommended that suitable native species of local provenance are planted to mitigate their loss. 

All retained trees should be protected from damage and from soil compaction during works by 

maintaining fenced Root Protection Areas (RPAs) according to BS 5837:2012.  

4.13 Re-development will seek the opportunity to enhance the biodiversity of the site, through good 

landscape design, including areas of native planting including native trees and shrubs, 

particularly around the northern boundary within the proposed green space. Where ornamental 

species are used these should be of wildlife benefit through fruiting and flowering bodies.  

4.14 The ditches are of low botanical value and have not been confirmed as supporting notable fauna.  

Nevertheless, there is the potential for some impacts from runoff into the Bishop Dyke and 

surrounding areas. Therefore it is recommended that the site works are undertaken in 

accordance with PPG 5 and 6 (as previously mentioned), which includes the use of appropriate 

buffer zones, attenuation water features and good practice drainage to ensure pollution impacts 

do not occur. 

Fauna 

4.15 Principal legislation protecting wild species are Part 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

(as amended) (WCA) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended).  Some species, for example badgers, also have their own protective legislation 

(Protection of Badger Act 1992). The impact that this legislation has on the Planning system is 

outlined in ODPM 06/2005 Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – 

Statutory Obligations and their Impact within the Planning System.  

4.16 This guidance states that as the presence of protected species is a material consideration in any 

planning decision, it is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the 

extent to which they are affected by proposals is established prior to planning permission being 

granted.  Furthermore, where protected species are present and proposals may result in harm to 

the species or its habitat, steps should be taken to ensure the long-term protection of the species, 

such as through attaching appropriate planning conditions for example. 

4.17 In addition to protected species, there are those that are otherwise of conservation merit, such as 

Species of Principal Importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity under the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. These are recognised in the NPPF which 
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advises that when determining planning applications, LPA’s should aim to conserve and enhance 

biodiversity by applying a set of principles including: 

If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided………, adequately mitigated, 

or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused; 

Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 

should be encouraged. 

4.18 The implications that various identified species or those that are thought reasonably likely to 

occur may have for developmental design and programming considerations are outlined below 

Amphibians 

4.19 No ponds were recorded within the site boundary during the survey. The identified aquatic 

features P1-4 and D1-2, Bishop Dyke had varying value ranging from average (P1) to poor (P2-4 

& D1) suitability for amphibians (including great crested newts). The ditches, D2 and Bishop Dyke 

were of negligible value for breeding amphibians due to a number of factors including lack of 

water, flow to watercourse and/or a lack of egg laying substrate.  

4.20 Desktop sources did not highlight other ponds within 500m of the site boundary. There are 

ditches within the 500m buffer but are either considerable distance away or, much like the ditches 

on-site, are unlikely to be suitable for GCN breeding.  

4.21 In terms of terrestrial habitat, the features of greatest interest were the hedgerows, small patches 

of ruderal and ditches (more for movement, not rest or breeding), however the majority of these 

are to be retained minimising any impacts. The grassland within the site is of limited value due to 

its homogenous and short sward.  

4.22 There are no amphibian records within the search area.  

4.23 Overall given the above factors and despite the lack of records in the area, it is considered that 

the presence of amphibians cannot be fully discounted. Therefore it is recommended that aquatic 

surveys should be undertaken on P1, P2 and D1 to fully ascertain the presence/absence of great 

crested newts or other notable amphibians.  

4.24 This will take the form of 4 aquatic surveys conducted in mid-March to Mid-June with 2 additional 

surveys required on any feature where great crested newts are confirmed. At least half of these 

surveys have to be conducted in the peak period between mid-April and mid-May to comply with 

Natural England guidance (2004). 

4.25 In the event GCN are confirmed, a Natural England licence will be required to facilitate 

development, in which case further advice would be provided.  

4.26 In the case of P3 and P4, it is considered that given the distances from the development, the 

likely (and in case of P4, confirmed) presence of large populations of fish, the low scores during 

HSI assessments (HSI score of poor), that aquatic survey is not required on these features.  
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Badgers 

4.27 No evidence of badger activity was recorded during the survey but habitats on site were of some 

value for these species, mostly for foraging purposes. There are no records of badgers within the 

search area.  

4.28 Therefore given the lack of evidence, it is considered that there are no constraints to 

development from the presence of badgers. 

Bats 

Trees 

4.29 No bat evidence was recorded in association with any of the trees on site; however a single tree 

was recorded with the potential to support roosting bats. T1 is a semi-mature field maple with ivy 

cover and no other features, being in generally good condition. No evidence of bat occupation 

was observed and the tree was considered to have negligible (category 3) potential.  

4.30 At this stage, it cannot be not fully determined whether this tree will be lost but given its proximity 

to the proposed attenuation waterbody and planting, this could occur. Therefore although the tree 

has negligible potential, it is recommended that further good practice measures are implemented 

in the result of its felling.  

4.31 This will require a good practice method statement comprising: 

a) Where practical, hand strip of the ivy cover by the contractor. 

b) Slow/sympathetic or sectional felling of the tree by the contractor, with constant checking of 

the wood as it is lowered.  

c) Retention of downed wood in-situ for 24 hours prior to chipping or removal off site.  

d) Cessation of operations if any features such as cracks, holes or cavities are recorded, with full 

survey by an ecologist conducted ASAP.  

4.32 In the event that roosting bats are recorded in association with the trees, further survey 

work/Natural England licences will be require to facilitate the removal works. In such 

circumstances, further advice would be provided.  

General Habitats 

4.33 Given the dominance of arable habitats the majority of the site was of limited value for commuting 

or foraging bats. The more notable features comprise the hedgerows (H1-4) and ditches (D1, 

Bishop Dyke) which form the borders or run through the site and which could be used for foraging 

and commuting by these species.  

4.34 At this stage, the majority of these features of value listed above are to be retained and buffered, 

however some sections of hedge (notably areas of H1) will be subject to removal for 

infrastructure which could result in impacts to foraging routes. Therefore to accurately determine 

what impacts could occur as part of development, further survey is recommended in accordance 

with best practice. 
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4.35 Given the value of habitats Page 45 of the Bat Conservation Trust Guidelines (BCT, 2012) 

recommends seasonal transect activity surveys as well as associated stationary (static) detector 

surveys of the site habitat/s. These activity /static surveys would both be undertaken one per 

season during spring (April and May), summer (June to August) and autumn (September and 

October). 

4.36 In the event that areas of high activity, or notable/rare bat species were recorded during the 

surveys, additional survey work may be required, however in such a circumstance further advice 

would be provided.  

Reptiles 

4.37 Habitats on site were considered to be of sub-optimal value for reptiles due to the prevalence of 

homogenous, short grassland, with limited suitable eco-tones or habitat mosaics present. The 

small areas of potential are located around the tall ruderal and hedgerow habitat many of which 

are to be retained. In addition there are no reptile records within the search area.  

4.38 Therefore it is considered that the presence of this group can be reasonably discounted and they 

are not considered a constraint to development. 

Riparian Habitat 

4.39 The desktop records indicate that there are water vole and otter within 250m of the site boundary 

and potentially connected via watercourses such as the Bishop Dyke. Although mammal holes of 

a suitable size were present within D1, no direct evidence of water vole or otter was recorded in 

association with the ditches near the site (D1-2, Bishop Dyke), though the survey was a 

walkover, not focusing on these species in particular. 

4.40 D1 and Bishop Dyke had potential for otter and water vole due to a number of factors, including; 

bank structure and water levels. D2 was of limited value given the low water levels present. 

Therefore it is considered that the presence of these species cannot be presently discounted and 

it is recommended that a specialist water vole (and otter) survey is conducted on D1 and Bishop 

Dyke during March to July 2015 to ascertain the presence/absence of these species.  

4.41 The ditches within the survey area were considered to have limited/sub-optimal potential for 

crayfish species due to the bank structure and substrate. Based on this their presence can be 

reasonably discounted, however in the unlikely event they/suitable features to sustain them are 

recorded during the above mentioned surveys, appropriate remedial action will be undertaken.  

Other species  

4.42 No nest sites were recorded during the survey however; trees/shrubs provided some nesting and 

foraging habitat for common or garden birds. The small extent of these habitats and presence in 

the local area of other similar habitats means that loss of these would not be expected to 

significantly affect the conservation status of the local bird populations.  

4.43 The more abundant arable and grassland habitat is regularly disturbed by farming equipment 

therefore is unlikely to provide suitable rest or shelter for farmland/ground nesting birds.  

4.44 All birds, their fledgling young and eggs are protected whilst on the nest under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). To avoid disturbance to breeding birds, vegetation removal 
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should be undertaken prior to the bird-breeding season (March to August inclusive). If this is not 

possible, vegetation will be checked prior to removal by an experienced ecologist. If active nests 

are found, vegetation will be left untouched and suitably buffered from works until all birds have 

fledged. Specific advice will be provided by the supervising ecologist prior to undertaking the 

clearance. 

Biodiversity Enhancement 

4.45 Where possible, it is recommended that a good practice lighting regime be used for the 

development to avoid light spill onto edge habitats, including the watercourse. Provided this good 

practice is followed (where possible) and lighting is minimised, effects from lighting should be 

negligible. The best practice guidelines (BCT 2011, ILP 2011) can be broadly summarised to 

factors such as: 

 Reducing height of lighting columns, 

 Placing lighting away from areas of interest, such as the river side 

 Use of directional lighting. 

 Limiting lighting proposals to the minimum required. 

 Having lights not operational when not required. 

 Use of white rather than yellow lighting.  

4.46 As part of standard biodiversity enhancement requirements it is also recommended that 

measures such as bat and bird boxes are implemented within the site.  Further details can be 

provided upon request.  

Figures and Appendices 

 

 



Appendix A- Botanical Species List  

Trees 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Field maple Acer campestre A 

Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna A 

Ash Fraxinus excelsior  O 

Wych Elm Ulmus glabra O 

Elder Sambucus nigra F 

Sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus O 

Blackthorn Prunus spinosa O 

Leyland Cypress Cupressus X leylandii F 

Scrub 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Dog rose Rosa canina F 

Bramble Rubus fruticosus F 

Broad leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius O 

Common nettle Urtica dioica O 

Elder Sambucus nigra O 

Teasel Dipsacus fullonum O 

Semi-improved Grassland 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Dandelion Taraxacum agg. F 

Creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens A 

Common ragwort Senecio jacobaea O 

Cow parsley Anthriscus sylvestris R 

White dead nettle Lamium album O 

Ivy Hedera helix  A 
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Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Broad leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius A 

Cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata A 

False oat grass Arrhenatherum elatius A 

Common nettle Urtica dioica F 

Groundsel Senecio vulgaris O 

Cleavers Galium aparine O 

Curled dock Rumex crispus R 

Ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata O 

Bramble Rubus fruticosus F 

Common ragwort Senecio jacobaea O 

Creeping thistle Cirsium arvense O 

Common field speedwall Veronica persica F 

Daffodil Narcissus  sp. O 

Wavy bittercress Cardamine flexuosa O 

Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium A 

Red fescue Festuca rubra F 

Rough stalked meadow 

grass 

Poa trivialis F 

Common daisy Bellis perennis O 

Tall Ruderal 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata O 

False oat grass Arrhenatherum elatius O 

Teasel Dipsacus fullonum O 

Mallow  Malva spp. O 

Common field speedwall Veronica persica O 

Daffodil Narcissus sp. F 

Ash Fraxinus excelsior F 
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Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Dog rose Rosa canina O 

Broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius O 

Common nettle Urtica dioica A 

Elder Sambucus nigra F 

Bramble Rubus fruticosus F 

Common ragwort Senecio jacobaea R 

White dead nettle Lamium album R 

Ivy Hedera helix O 

Cleavers Galium aparine A 

Introduced Shrub 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Leyland cypress Cupressus X leylandii F 

Hedgerows 

Common name Scientific name Abundance 

(DAFOR 

scale) 

Field maple Acer campestre A 

Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna A 

Blackthorn Prunus spinosa F 
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Appendix B – Site Reference Photos (taken 31
st

 March 2015) 

Plate 1: sites western boundary showing H3 to right of image and Bishop Dyke to far left 

 

 

Plate 2: P1 to west of site 
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Plate 3: Northern field compartment adjacent H1 (on right) 

 

Plate 4: T1 adjacent D1 in centre of site, showing comparison between ploughed and retained arable 

land 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey – Sherburn-in-Elmet fpcr 

 

6723_eco-app 

18 May 2015  5 

 

Plate 5: P2 in east of site 

Plate 6: H2to west 
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Plate 7 – Tall ruderal (Tn1) to south west 

Plate 8: Southern field compartment with H3 to right of image 
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Plate 9: P4 to east (not accessible due to third part constraints) 

Plate 10: Arable compartment in south east, with H4 to right of image 
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Plate 11: Road, semi-improved margin and Hedge to north (H5 to left, H1 to right) 
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