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Limitations
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited (“URS”) has prepared this Report for the sole use of Viking UK Gas
Limited (“Client”) in accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed (47063929 August
2012). No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report or any
other services provided by URS. This Report is confidential and may not be disclosed by the Client nor relied upon by
any other party without the prior and express written agreement of URS.
The conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided by others and
upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested
and that such information is accurate. Information obtained by URS has not been independently verified by URS, unless
otherwise stated in the Report.
The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by URS in providing its services are outlined in this
Report. The work described in this Report was undertaken in August 2012 and is based on the conditions encountered
and the information available during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the services are accordingly
factually limited by these circumstances.
Where assessments of works or costs identified in this Report are made, such assessments are based upon the
information available at the time and where appropriate are subject to further investigations or information which may
become available.
URS disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the Report, which
may come or be brought to URS’ attention after the date of the Report.
Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other forwardlooking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the Report, such
forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ
materially from the results predicted. URS specifically does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections
contained in this Report.
Where field investigations are carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to meet the stated
objectives of the services. The results of any measurements taken may vary spatially or with time and further
confirmatory measurements should be made after any significant delay in issuing this Report.
Copyright
© This Report is the copyright of URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited. Any unauthorised reproduction or usage
by any person other than the addressee is strictly prohibited.
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1

INTRODUCTION
URS Infrastructure and Environment UK Ltd (URS) was commissioned by Viking Gas Ltd to
undertake an Extended Phase 1 Habitat survey on an area of land just north of an existing
well site near Kirby Misperton, North Yorkshire (Figure 1).
The site is currently used for arable farming, with a semi-improved neutral grassland field
margin and an intact species-rich hedgerow with trees. The site is centred at SE 771790 and
is proposed for the extension of an existing gas well site which is currently located to the south
west.
The purpose of this investigation was to record and map habitat types and vegetation
(including any invasive species) present on the site, and to appraise the habitats for their
potential to support populations of protected and/or notable species. This is to support a
planning application for the extension of an existing gas production wellsite.
This document describes the methods and results of the ecological investigations, identifies
potential effects on flora and fauna and provides recommendations for avoidance, reduction,
and compensation of effects.

2

SCOPE
The scope of ecological investigations undertaken for the appraisal comprises:
• Desk-based study including interrogation of online databases and consultation with the local
records centre to identify statutory and non-statutory designated sites of nature conservation
1
importance within 2km, and records of protected and/or notable habitats and species within
1km of the site; and
• Extended Phase 1 Habitat survey to record the nature and extent of vegetation and habitats
within and adjacent to the site, and to assess the potential of these to support protected and
notable flora and fauna.

3

METHODOLOGY

3.1

Desk Based Study
A desk study was undertaken to identify any statutory and non-statutory protected sites within
a radius of 2 km, in addition to protected, or otherwise notable species within 1 km of the site
from the central grid reference, SE 771790. The following organisations and websites were
contacted/ searched:

3.2

•

North and East Yorkshire Data Centre (NEYEDC); and

•

Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC).

Field Survey
th

An extended Phase 1 Habitat survey was undertaken by a URS ecologist on the 7 August
2012 to record vegetation and habitats present within the site. Habitats outside this area were
noted but not surveyed in detail. Habitat types were recorded in accordance with published
guidelines for Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Joint Nature Conservation Committee, 2010)

1

Includes habitats and species listed under the Schedules 1, 5 and 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended); Part 2 and 3 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010; and
Species and Habitats of Principal Importance in England, listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment
and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.
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The habitats within the application area and surrounding land were appraised for their
suitability to support protected and notable species or assemblages that could be sensitive to
the development proposals, in accordance with ‘Guidelines for Baseline Ecological
Assessment’ (Institute for Environmental Assessment, 1995). In addition to this an
opportunistic fauna survey was undertaken, recording any sightings or evidence of protected
species.
3.3

Assessment methodology
The assessment evaluates sites, habitats, species, and other ecological features using an
approach based on the ‘Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment’ (Institute Ecological
Environmental Management (IEEM), 2006), classifying potential ecological receptors into a
hierarchy of international, national, regional or local ecological value. Any key areas and/or
species of ecological value within the site are identified and the main factors contributing to
their current ecological value are described.
The assessment takes account of the main items of current relevant wildlife legislation and
national guidance as well as non-statutory strategies such as national and local Biodiversity
Action Plans (UKBAP and Ryedale BAP respectively), which provide both national and local
context to nature conservation aims.
The IEEM guidelines recommend assignment of value (or potential value) to ecological
receptors in accordance with the following scale:
• International;
• UK;
• National (i.e. England/Northern Ireland/Scotland/Wales);
• Regional
• County (North Yorkshire);
• District (or Unitary Authority, City, or Borough);
• Local or Parish and/or;
2

• Within immediate zone of influence only.
When describing impacts on ecosystems structure and function, reference is made to the
following aspects where appropriate:
• Confidence in predictions (level of uncertainty);
• Extent;
• Magnitude;
• Duration;
• Reversibility
• Timing and frequency; and
2

The zone of influence for a development is often difficult to define, but for the purposes of this study, the
maximum zone of influence within which potential effects on flora and fauna may be reasonable anticipated
is taken as those areas within 250m of the proposed development boundary. Due to the nature of the
development proposals, significant effects on flora and fauna arising from the proposed development
activities beyond 250m are considered unlikely to occur.
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• Cumulative effects.
Understanding the nature of the impact enables determination of the effect on ecological
integrity of the ecological receptor. This in turn is assessed against the importance of the
receptor to determine the significance of the effect on nature conservation interests as being
(i) not significant, or (ii) a significant positive or adverse impact.
3.4

Limitations
Information obtained during the course of a desk study is dependent upon people and
organisations having made and submitted records for the area of interest. As such, a lack of
records for a particular protected species does not automatically mean that such species do
not occur in the study area. Likewise, the presence of records for protected species does not
automatically mean that these species still occur within the area of interest or are relevant in
the context of the site. However, a desk study does help characterise the site, provides
context, and can provide valuable background information that would not be gathered on a site
visit alone.
Access was not available to the existing well site, but the species composition in the screening
bund is anticipated to be the same so this is not considered a constraint to the survey.
The extended Phase 1 Habitat survey was undertaken within the recommended survey period
of April – September.
There were no other limitations to the ecological investigations.

4

RESULTS

4.1

Desk Based Study

4.1.1

Statutory Designated Sites
The MAGIC online search identified no statutory designated sites or ancient woodlands within
2km of the central grid reference SE 771790.

4.1.2

Non-statutory Designated Sites
There are no Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) within 2km of the site, but
Low Carr Farm Yorkshire Wildlife Trust (YWT) reserve is located approximately 1.8km east of
the site.

4.1.3

Protected and Notable Species
Bats
There are no records of bats within 1km of the site; but there are records of Daubenton’s
(Myotis daubentonii) bats from 1998 along the River Rye, over 2km from the site.
Badger
There are no records of badgers (Meles meles) within 1km of the site.
Otter
There are no records of otter (Lutra lutra) from within 1km of the site; but there are records
from the River Dove located approximately 6km north west of the site.
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Water Vole
There no records of water vole (Arvicola amphibius) within 1km of the site; but there are
records from Malton approximately 7km south of the site.
Brown hare
There are records of the UK BAP Priority species, brown hare (Lepus europaeus) from 2004
approximately 900m north west of the site.
Harvest Mouse
There are records of the UK BAP Priority species, harvest mouse (Micromys minutus) from
1998 in Kirby Misperton, approximately 900m north east of the site.
Reptiles
There are no reptile records within 1km of the site.
Amphibians
There are no amphibian records within 1km of the site.
Birds
Three Schedule 1 bird species and three notable bird species have been recorded within the
10km grid square SE77 encompassing the site. These include kingfisher (Alcedo atthis), corn
crake (Crex crex), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), short eared owl (Asio flammeus), great northern
diver (Gavia immer) and red throated diver (Gavia stellata). However, the habitats on and
immediately adjacent to the site are considered unsuitable to support any of these species.
Other Species
Three species of nationally rare and scarce lichens including Porpidia soredizodes, Verrucaria
fuscella and V. viridula, have previously been recorded within Kirby Misperton church and
cemetery, approximately 900m north east of the site.
4.2

Field Survey

4.2.1

Vegetation and Habitats
The Phase 1 Habitats identified on site during the survey include:
•

Intact species-rich hedgerow with trees

•

Semi-improved neutral grassland

•

Arable land (wheat crops)

•

Fence

Habitats immediately adjacent to the site comprise:
•

Running water

•

Tall ruderal vegetation

•

Species-rich intact hedgerow with trees

•

Broad-leaved trees (plantation screening)
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The vegetation and habitats on site are typical of the wider environment with the plant species
being common and widespread. However, some are considered of ecological value and have
the potential to support notable species. The habitats within and immediately adjacent to the
site are shown in Figure 2 and are described in more detail below.
Semi-improved neutral grassland
The semi-improved neutral grassland forms a 4m wide farm access track to the western- and
southern boundaries of the arable field margin. Species comprise a mix of grass and herb
species including creeping bent (Agrostis stolonifera), cock’s foot (Dactylis glomerata),
Yorkshire-fog (Holcus lanatus), meadow-grass (Poa sp.) with creeping buttercup (Ranunculus
repens), dock (Rumex sp.), vetch (Vicia sp.), daisy (Bellis perennis), cranesbill (Geranium sp.),
white clover (Trifolium repens) and thistle (Cirsium sp.), sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus) and
hogweed (Heracleum sphondylium) close to the grassland boundaries.
The semi-improved neutral grassland field margin could contribute towards the UK and
Ryedale BAP Habitat Arable Field Margins if it was managed for wildlife purposes.
Intact species rich- and species poor hedgerow with trees
The intact species-rich hedgerow with trees (H1) forms the northern boundary of the existing
well site and is separated from the adjacent broad-leaved trees (Target Note 1) screening the
existing well site by a metal fence. The hedgerow is likely to have been planted to enhance the
screening for the existing well site, and is approximately 80m in length and 5m high
comprising hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), field maple (Acer
campestre), ash (Fraxinus excelsior), apple (Malus sp.) and bramble (Rubus fruticosus). The
hedgerow has the potential to support nesting birds in the bird breeding season; is likely to be
considered an ‘Important Hedgerow’ under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 and contributes
towards the UK BAP Habitat, Hedgerows and the Ryedale BAP Ancient/Species Rich
Hedgerows.
An intact species-poor hedgerow with trees (H2) flanks the watercourse (D1) approximately
5m west of the site boundary. Species comprise hawthorn, elder (Sambucus nigra),
blackthorn and ash trees. The ash trees (Target Note 2 and Target Note 3) are considered
category 2-3, low to moderate potential, to support roosting bats due to the presence of
suitable crevices and hollows where old limbs have broken away. The hedgerow is
considered suitable to support nesting birds and contributes towards the UK BAP Habitat,
Hedgerows.
The hedgerows provide good connectivity in a largely agricultural landscape, with the potential
to support notable species and should be retained where possible. It is anticipated that further
screen planting will be undertaken post-development and therefore, it is recommended that
further native hedgerows are also planted to provide appropriate compensation postdevelopment.
Arable cultivated/disturbed land
Arable land is the dominant habitat on site, comprising wheat crop, and has the potential to
support ground nesting birds, although none were observed during the survey.
Ditch with running water
There is a small ditch with running water approximately 5m west of the site boundary (D1).
The watercourse is approximately 0.5m wide with a gravel and mud substrate with steep
banks and is flanked on its western boundary by a species-poor hedgerow with trees which
heavily shade the channel. The eastern bank comprises tall ruderal vegetation with
occasional grass species (described below). Due to the size of the channel, lack of
connectivity to other watercourses, heavily shaded nature and lack of aquatic vegetation, it is
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not considered suitable to support otter (Lutra lutra), great crested newt (Triturus cristatus),
water vole (Arvicola amphibius) or white clawed crayfish (Austropotamobius pallipes).
Tall ruderal vegetation
Tall ruderal vegetation with grass species forms the eastern bank of the ditch and the western
border of the semi-improved neutral grassland. Species predominantly comprise hogweed
and nettle (Urtica dioica) with cleavers (Galium aparine), cock’s foot, thistle, dock, creeping
bent and cow parsley (Anthriscus sylvestris). The tall ruderal vegetation has the potential to
support transitional occurrences of the more common reptile species.
Broad-leaved trees (plantation screening)
The broad-leaved trees (Target Note 1) adjacent to the southern site boundary forms a
continuation of the screen planting which surrounds the existing well site. Species
predominantly comprise ash with hazel (Corylus avellana), silver birch (Betula pendula), field
maple, hawthorn and bramble with limited understory vegetation due to the substantial
shading. The screening has the potential to support nesting birds and great crested newts
since there are potential breeding ponds approximately 350m north west of the site (but these
are isolated from the site by arable fields).
Habitats in the wider landscape include poor semi-improved grassland used for cattle and
sheep grazing, in addition to further arable fields and hedgerows.
4.2.2

Protected and Notable Species
Mammals
There are no habitats on site that provide roosting potential for bats; however the two ash
trees (Target Note 2 and 3 in H2) approximately 5m west of the site boundary are considered
category 2-3 trees, affording low to moderate potential to support roosting bats. It is also
considered likely that bats will use the surrounding tree lines, drainage ditches and access
tracks to commute and forage. However, it is anticipated that the trees affording bat roost
potential will be retained and adequately protected during the proposed works, and any tree
lines and access tracks will be re-instated following the development so the impacts on bat
species will be minimal and temporary in nature; but recommendations to avoid any
disturbance to bat species are outlined in Section 5.
No signs of badger such as setts, latrines, or footprints were identified during the site visit; but
the habitats on site are considered suitable to support the species and badgers may use the
area to forage.
Badgers are not currently considered to be a constraint to the proposed works, although it
should be recognised that the semi-natural habitats are considered suitable to support
badgers and as they are highly mobile and regularly establish new setts, the possible future
presence of this species cannot be entirely discounted.
There was no habitat on site or within 100m of the site suitable for otter or water vole so these
species are not considered a constraint.
There is potential for brown hare and harvest mouse on the site and a roe deer (Capreolus
capreolus) was observed adjacent to the existing well site access track during the survey.
Brown hares, harvest mouse and roe deer may be temporarily displaced from the field when
the construction works are taking place, but the effects would be minor and of relatively short
duration. Given the small area of land take requirement relative to the wider abundance of
comparable habitats, there are no reasonable grounds to expect that displacement would be
detrimental to the maintenance of the local brown hare, harvest mouse or roe deer populations
and as such, these species require no further consideration.
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Reptiles and Amphibians
There are two waterbodies, approximately 350m north west of the site that may have suitable
habitat for breeding great crested newts or common toads (Bufo bufo); no other ponds were
noted within 500m. The structure of the terrestrial habitat on the margins of the site is of low to
moderate value for the species and would offer suitable refugia for both amphibians and
reptiles. However, since the waterbodies are over 250m from the site and the dominant
surrounding habitats comprise arable farmland (with the field margins providing the only
suitable connectivity), the risk of great crested newt and reptile presence on site is considered
low and only a small amount of mitigation detailed in section 5 is required.
Freshwater Crustacean
The drainage ditch adjacent to the site is not considered suitable to support white clawed
crayfish.
Birds
There is potential for nesting birds to occur within all habitats on site, including the arable field.
However, the habitats on site are not considered suitable to support the Schedule 1 species
previously recorded in the 10km grid square encompassing the site.
All breeding birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and it is therefore
an offence to damage or destroy an occupied nest.
Other species
There are no notable or Schedule 9 flora closely associated with the proposed works. As such,
there are no floral constraints to the scheme.
5

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION
The Applicant is proposing to extend the existing Kirby Misperton 1 wellsite to accommodate
the drilling of up to two additional gas production boreholes. These modifications include the
removal of some existing landscaping, construction of a new soil bund and the construction of
two additional drilling cellars to house the wellhead and production tree. Once the minor
modifications are complete the Applicant would mobilise to site a drilling rig and associated
equipment, which will be used to drill the production boreholes. If drilling proves the existence
of gas then a short-term well test would be carried out, followed by the mechanical hook up to
the existing production equipment for subsequent production of gas.
In summary this will consist of five principle phases:
• Site Extension Construction
• Drilling
• Well Test
• Mechanical Hook-Up
• Production
The Applicant proposes to drill up to two boreholes to test the well for its potential to produce
commercial quantities of gas. If drilling is unsuccessful in proving commercial quantities of
gas, then the borehole will be suspended in accordance with Oil and Gas UK guidance. If the
testing proves the existence of commercial quantities of gas, then the well will be connected to
the existing gas production equipment on site for subsequent production.
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6

POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON FLORA AND FAUNA
The potential effects on the flora and fauna present on and directly adjacent to the site as a
result of the planning permission to extend the existing well site to the north of its current
footprint are discussed in this section.
The extension proposals will involve vegetation clearance of:
•

the broad-leaved trees planted for screening located within the existing site boundary;

•

the intact species-rich hedgerow with trees;

•

the southern section of the semi-improved neutral grassland field margin;

•

arable field crop.

The ditch and its associated bank side vegetation to the west of the site will be retained and
adequately protected during works and it is anticipated that new landscaped screening in line
with the current site will be planted around the extended site.
6.1
6.1.1

Construction Effects

Designated Sites
There are no statutory designated sites or ancient woodlands within 2km and Low Carr Farm
YWT reserve is located approximately 1.8km east of the site. Given the small scale nature of
the works and the distance from the site, the locations of the statutory and non-statutory
designated sites are not considered a constraint to works. Confidence in this assessment is
high.

6.1.2

Other Flora and Fauna
Site clearance, soil stripping and establishment of the site would result in the loss of 0.5ha of
arable/disturbed land, semi-improved grassland field margin and a hedgerow, in addition to
the screen planting on the existing site, which all include a range of common flora species
associated with these habitats.
The loss of the arable/disturbed land, a habitat of low ecological value, is considered to be low
on the condition that it is undertaken outside the bird breeding season.
The intact species-rich and species-poor hedgerows were assessed against the ecological
criteria set out in the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 and neither are considered ‘Important
Hedgerows’ under the legislation. However, they are considered of ecological value since
they provide good connectivity in a largely agricultural landscape and have the potential to
support notable species, so should be retained where possible.
Since the hedgerow and broad-leaved tree screening will be replaced through re-planting
around the extended site footprint, the temporary loss of these habitats are not considered a
constraint to the development on the basis that measures are taken to protect the potential for
protected species as detailed below. Confidence in this assessment is high.
The loss of the 0.1ha of arable field margin will result in a permanent loss of this habitat since
it is not anticipated it will be reinstated following construction. Given the nature of the
surrounding predominantly agricultural landscape, it is considered there will be a number of
arable field margins in the district so the loss of such a small area is not considered to be a
significant constraint. Confidence in this assessment is high.
The drilling operations will occur 24 hours a day and will require lighting towers operated at
night to illuminate the working areas. These are to be directed to the required areas (away
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from semi-natural habitats) and lighting baffles may be used to reduce any spill. The drilling rig
will also be lit during night time periods, but should also be directed away from semi-natural
habitats to prevent any disturbance to nocturnal fauna that maybe in the vicinity (including
owls and bats).
Access to the site during construction will use the existing Kirby Misperton 1 access track.
If work on site starts within the bird breeding season (March – September inclusive) a
breeding bird survey may be required to ascertain whether birds are nesting in the hedgerow
or arable farmland present on site.
The construction works are not likely to result in any disturbance to bats using the site and no
significant effects on bat populations are predicted as a result of the construction activities; on
the condition that the trees affording low to moderate bat roost potential approximately 5m
west of the site are retained and adequately protected during construction works (referring to
BS 5837: 2012 – Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction). In addition, any
bats using the site boundaries as commuting and foraging routes are likely to avoid any area
of lighting disturbance during construction (which is anticipated to occur during daytime hours)
and the creation of more broad-leaved tree plantation screening habitat is considered to be
beneficial for bat foraging. Confidence in this assessment is high.
The semi-improved grassland field margins and hedgerow are considered suitable to support
occasional occurrences of reptiles and amphibians. To avoid any impact on either species
group, vegetation clearance works should be undertaken ideally in September to early
October (to avoid the hibernation periods) following a tool box talk by a suitably experienced
ecologist, who will detail their legal protection and provide an identification guide for
information. Should reptiles or amphibians be found during the site clearance, then the
ecologist will advise on a legally appropriate course of action.
Badgers are currently not considered a constraint as no setts or evidence has been identified
on site; however, due to the presence of suitable habitat it is likely the species use the seminatural habitats to forage and are present in the vicinity. As badgers are mobile, if works are
delayed to late-2012 it is recommended that a check is made for setts prior to the
commencement of works.
Dust emissions arising from site establishment would be controlled through standard dust
suppression measures and any deposition is likely to be limited to a level that is highly unlikely
to cause adverse effects on the surrounding watercourse and habitats, and at a level that is
considered no higher than the current cultivated situation. Confidence in this assessment is
high.
6.2

Operational Effects

6.2.1

Designated Sites
Site operations would not involve any works beyond the proposed footprint of the site
established during the construction phase, and no significant negative impact on statutory or
non-statutory sites is anticipated.
Confidence in this assessment is high.

6.2.2

Other Flora and Fauna
Site operations would not involve any works beyond the proposed footprint of the site
established during the construction phase, so no direct effects on the surrounding land are
anticipated. Site run off would be controlled though a drainage system established for the
proposed development, and controlled by standard industry practice for operations near
watercourses. Due to the small scale of the development and the fact that is an extension of
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an existing well site, this is not anticipated to have any significant effect on surface water or
ground water (and dependent habitats). Confidence in this assessment is high.
Noise from operations on site would be controlled on site and are unlikely to be a significant
increase over and above the existing baseline (i.e. an existing well site and operational farm).
Protected species in the immediate locality are not expected to be affected by any noise
created on site.
The drilling operations will occur 24 hours a day and will require lighting towers operated at
night to illuminate the working areas. These are to be directed to the required areas (away
from semi-natural habitats) and lighting baffles may be used to reduce any spill. The drilling rig
will also be lit during night time periods, but should also be directed away from semi-natural
habitats to prevent any disturbance to nocturnal fauna that maybe in the vicinity (including
owls and bats).
The proposed works are not likely to result in significant ‘exclusion’ of species from using
habitats present on and around the site. Therefore, no significant adverse effects on protected
or notable flora and fauna are anticipated as a result of operational lighting. Confidence in this
assessment is high.
6.3

Decommissioning Effects
Potential effects arising from decommissioning operations would be similar to those during the
construction phase in terms of nature, duration and significance, and also in terms of
assessment confidence.

7

AVOIDANCE, REDUCTION AND COMPENSATION METHODS
No significant adverse effects on the ecological integrity of designated sites have been
identified by this assessment. As such, requirements for mitigation are limited.
Standard controls over site establishment, operation and decommissioning would be
implemented to avoid surface run-off from the site into adjacent habitats.
The design of the lighting levels should be made to reduce light spillage onto adjacent habitats
to reduce any potential disturbance on fauna.
Removal of vegetation should ideally be undertaken outside the bird breeding season
(September – March) to avoid damaging any nests that may be present. Where works or
preparatory vegetation clearance cannot reasonably be timed to avoid the bird nesting season
then works should only proceed under the supervision and advice of an ecologist. If any active
bird nests are found then the ecologist will advise on a legally appropriate course of action.
The replacement planting of the screening and hedgerows, where applicable, should use
native trees and shrubs considered of high value to wildlife, for example bird cherry (Prunus
padus), crab apple (Malus sylvestris), rowan (Sorbus aucuparia), dog rose (Rosa canina) or
hawthorn.
The semi-improved grassland field margins and hedgerow are considered suitable to support
occasional occurrences of reptiles and amphibians. To avoid any impact on either species
group, vegetation clearance works should be undertaken ideally in September to early
October (before hibernation) following a tool box talk by a suitably experienced ecologist, who
will detail their legal protection and provide an identification guide for information. If works are
undertaken at any other time of year, then a precautionary approach to vegetation clearance
should be adopted following a tool box talk by a suitably experienced ecologist (who will again
detail their legal protection and provide an identification guide for information). Should reptiles
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or amphibians be found during the site clearance, then the ecologist will advise on a legally
appropriate course of action.
8

ASSESSMENT OF RESIDUAL EFFECTS
No significant adverse residual effects on flora and fauna are anticipated to arise from the
development proposals. Providing all avoidance and other mitigation measures are
implemented, confidence in this assessment is high.

9

SUMMARY
A summary of the ecological constraints and mitigation are provided below:
• The arable field is of limited value for wildlife. The only ecological constraint that would
reasonably be expected in association with the farmland is nesting birds.
• The intact species-rich hedgerow on the southern site boundary and the intact species-poor
hedgerow approximately 5m from the western site boundary are not considered ‘Important’
under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997.
• The loss of the broad-leaved tree planting is not considered a constraint since further screen
planting will form part of the development proposals; however, the re-planted habitat will take
time to mature.
• There will be a permanent loss of 0.1ha of semi-improved neutral grassland field margin.
Given the nature of the surrounding predominantly agricultural landscape, it is considered
there will be a number of arable field margins in the district so the loss of such a small area
is not considered to be a significant constraint to the development proposals.
• Badgers are not currently considered a constraint, but if works are delayed beyond late 2012
then a walkover of the site is recommended since it is a highly mobile species and quite
commonly establishes new setts.
• Access to the site during construction will utilise the existing Kirby Misperton 1 access track
will reduce the disturbance to semi-natural habitats in the vicinity.
• The constraint on reptiles and amphibians can be minimised through undertaking a
precautionary approach to works.
• If works can be undertaken outside the bird breeding season then nesting birds will not be a
constraint.
• Water voles, white clawed crayfish and otter are not considered a constraint to the proposed
works.

10
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Figures
Figure 1 – Site Location Plan
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Figure 2 – Phase 1 Habitat Map
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Appendix A Desk Study Results
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Our Ref:
Your Ref:

E00198
47063929.Ecology

Site Data Search
Non-Statutory Sites
Local Wildlife Sites:
Local Wildlife Sites are known in North Yorkshire as SINCs (Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation). There were no SINCs found within the search area.
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Reserves
Name or location of site
Low Carr Farm

Grid Reference
SE 793 793

We do not hold details of the YWT Reserves, and inclusion of the boundaries in the data search
does not imply that there is public access to sites. Further information can be obtained from the
Trust at: 1 St George's Place, York, YO24 1GN, Tel: 01904 613467, or http://www.ywt.org.uk.

Species data search
Enclosed is a list of notable and protected species found within the search area together with a
spreadsheet listing the species records found, for example Short-Eared Owl and Brown Hare.
Please note that a lack of survey information for any particular area or taxonomic group does not
necessarily mean that there is no nature conservation interest present and I would therefore
recommend that a site survey is carried out in order to assess any ecological interest that might
be present before proceeding with the development.
Also, in addition to the records shown on the enclosed sheet, there are records within the search
area held by the North Yorkshire Bat Group. For further information on these records, you should
contact the North Yorkshire Bat Group directly, contact details for which are given below.
One particular point to bear in mind is that many bridges in North Yorkshire provide good
opportunities for bats and support bat roosts. Please consult the North Yorkshire Bat Group
regarding this aspect if the proposal is likely to require working close to or within the structure of
any bridge. Bats are European Protected Species under the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.)
Regulations 1994. As you are probably aware, should a proposal be likely to affect or disturb bats
and/or their roosts and therefore require derogation from the Regulations, a licence application to
the Wildlife Licensing Unit, Natural England, is required in advance of the works commencing.
The relevant contact is:
John Drewett, Chairman, North Yorkshire Bat Group, No Man's Common, Arrathorne, Bedale,
DL8 1NA. Tel: 01677 451886.
www.nybats.org.uk
johndrewett@btinternet.com
NB: The species search has been restricted to records from 1992 by request.
NEYEDC retrieves data from the NBN Gateway via its Web Services, but can only retrieve data
which is made publically available by the data custodian to download from the NBN Gateway.
These records will be passed on at the same spatial resolution at which the data custodian
makes them available.
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Data search for species records within 1km radius of SE 771 790
Scientific Name
Alcedo atthis
Asio flammeus
Crex crex

Common Name
Common
Kingfisher

Taxonomic group

Location

Grid
Reference

NEYEDC, 16/08/2012
Custodian

Survey

Recorder

Dated

bird

Ryedale District

SE77

neyedc.org.uk

Bird records from local ornithological groups

Unknown

31/12/1983

bird
bird

Ryedale District
Ryedale District

SE77
SE78

neyedc.org.uk
neyedc.org.uk

Bird records from local ornithological groups
Bird records from RSPB

Unknown
Unknown

15/03/1986
31/12/1983

Gavia immer

Short-eared Owl
Corn Crake
Great Northern
Diver

bird

Ryedale District

SE77

neyedc.org.uk

Bird records from local ornithological groups

Unknown

21/12/1986

Gavia stellata

Red-throated Diver bird

Ryedale District

SE77

neyedc.org.uk

Bird records from local ornithological groups

Unknown

13/04/1986

Pandion haliaetus

Osprey

SE77

neyedc.org.uk

05/09/1983

SE775795

Bird records from local ornithological groups
NBNGateway: BLS Lichen Database: English
www.searchnbn.net churchyards

Unknown

lichen

Ryedale District
Kirbymisperton cemetery

lichen

Kirbymisperton - St.
Lawrence
churchyard
SE779795

NBNGateway: BLS Lichen Database: English
www.searchnbn.net churchyards

Porpidia soredizodes

Verrucaria fuscella

Verrucaria viridula

bird

lichen

Arvicola amphibius

European Water
Vole

terrestrial mammal

Lepus europaeus

Brown Hare

terrestrial mammal

Lutra lutra

European Otter

Micromys minutus
Myotis daubentonii

Kirbymisperton - St.
Lawrence
churchyard
SE779795
Cherry Island,
Malton
SE77

Water for Wildlife Project

SE760793

neyedc.org.uk

Yorkshire Mammal Group records

terrestrial mammal

Nunnington
River Dove, Kirby
Moorside

SE78

neyedc.org.uk

Water for Wildlife Project

Harvest Mouse

terrestrial mammal

Kirby Misperton

SE775785

neyedc.org.uk

Yorkshire Mammal Group records

Daubenton's Bat

terrestrial mammal

River Rye

SE768794

neyedc.org.uk

Yorkshire Mammal Group records

On behalf of URS I and E

03/05/1999

22/07/1989

NBNGateway: BLS Lichen Database: English
www.searchnbn.net churchyards
neyedc.org.uk
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Measurement

22/07/1989
Sanders, Ann
(Mrs)
Thompson,
Michael
Unknown
(YOARP)
Thompson,
Michael
Thompson,
Michael

14/02/2003
16/08/2004

1 Abundance
Adult (Count)

15/09/2000
24/08/1998
20/08/1998
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