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Non-Technical Summary  
  

An Preliminary Ecological Appraisal was undertaken at 103 Golden Lane, London which 

was carried out on the 29th August 2018. The purpose of the survey was to determine 

whether any ecological constraints could affect the proposed works for the site. A 

preliminary bat roost inspection was subsequently undertaken which resulted in a 

single bat activity survey carried out the same evening. 

Current development proposals for the site involve the construction of a new primary school, 

as well as approximately 70 units of affordable housing, following the demolition of the 

existing school. 

The main findings of the surveys are as follows: 

¶ The survey area comprised a large building associated with the existing school, 

two smaller adjacent buildings (the adult education centre and garages), extensive 

areas of hardstanding and a small area of unmanaged planted beds. Golden Lane 

borders the site to the east with the London College of Fashion to the north, 

Hatfield House, Golden Lane Allotments and the Ralph Perrin Centre to the west 

and Basterfield Service road and Basterfield House to the south . 

¶ The development site is not subject to any statutory designations. The closest 

statutory designation is the Camley Street Nature Park Local Nature Reserve (LNR) 

located approximately 205km north -west of the site. The development site does 

not support any existing habitat for this designa tion. 

¶ The site is not subject to any non-statutory designations. The nearest non-

statutory site is the Fortune Street Garden Site of Importance for Nature 

Conservation (SINC), located approximately 115m south east. The development 

site does not provide any supporting habitat for this designation. 

¶ The scattered trees and ruderal vegetation within the unmanaged planted beds 

along the western boundary provide suitable habitat for nesting birds, however 

this is limited and therefore unlikely that this species group would utilise the site 

in numbers. A precautionary approach to vegetation removal is therefore 

considered adequate to safeguard any nesting birds. 

¶ Following the habitat assessment, the site was not considered to provide suitable 

habitat for  protected species such as dormice, water vole, great crested newts, 

reptiles or badgers and therefore further surveys in respect of these species are 

not considered necessary. However, the site was considered to provide some low 

potential for roosting bats  and so a precautionary bat activity survey was carried 

out to assess this potential. 

¶ Two invasive plant species were recorded on site, namely buddleia (Buddleia 

davidii) and tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima).  
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¶ Due to the construction of the building it  was not possible to access any attic space 

or cavities between the external and internal walls to survey for signs of bats. The 

external faces of the building were considered to offer negligible bat roost 

potential. 

¶ The trees on site were determined to be of negligible bat roost potential due to a 

lack of suitable roost features, although some of the ivy present on one of the 

mature silver birches could provide some low bat roost potential. The trees were 

therefore surveyed for both emerging bats and for b at foraging activity.  

¶ No bats were observed emerging from, or entering, either the on -site buildings or 

on-site trees. Some small foraging activity was observed around the ruderal 

vegetation and trees along the western boundary, although this mostly occurr ed 

outside of the site boundary.  

¶ Bats are not considered to pose a constraint to the proposed development at this 

time. Bats are however, a highly mobile species and may change their roosting 

sites dependent on a variety of factors. Therefore the presence of bats cannot be 

ruled out completely. For this reason a precautionary approach to the start of 

works is recommended to minimise disturbance to the buildings. If a bat is found 

work should stop immediately and a  suitably qualified ecologist should be called 

in to assess the situation and oversee certain stages of the works as considered 

necessary. 

¶ If the proposed development has not been undertaken within a year of the date 

of this report it is recommended that a new bat survey is carried out and a revised 

report is prepared to inform any development works at the site.  

¶ Details regarding the recommended mitigation measures and site enhancement 

options are provided in the recommendations section.  
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1. Introduction 

Background 

1.1 Phlorum Ltd has been commissioned by Ambiental to undertake a Preliminary 

Ecological Appraisal and consequent bat emergence and activity survey, to determine 

any potential ecological constraints of proposed future development across land at 

103 Golden Lane, London (hereafter referred to as òthe siteó). 

1.2 The purpose of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal is: 

¶ To identify the major habitats present ; 

¶ To identify the presence of any invasive species; 

¶ To identify the potential for any legally protected species to be pre sent; and 

¶ To undertake any additional ecological surveys, if required. 

1.3 As part of the assessment, a desktop review and a site visit were carried out. The results 

of which were used to assess the ecological value of the site and the potential of the 

site to support any protected species. An initial Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA)1, 

was carried out in March 2017. However, since then the building has deteriorated and 

a further PEA was requested. 

1.4 Any recommendations for further ecological surveys are made at the end of the report.  

1.5 This report has been compiled in accordance with current guidelines (British Standard 

42020:2013 Biodiversity. Code of Practice for Planning and Development, 2013 and 

CIEEM, 2013 & 2016). 

1.6 It is understood that the proposals a re for the demolition of the existing building, to 

create a new primary school and approximately 70 units of affordable housing. 

Site Description 

1.7 The site is situated at 103 Golden Lane which is located within the north eastern extents 

of Barbican, London. The site is accessed from the east via Golden Lane and is located 

at National Grid reference TQ322 821. The survey area measures approximately 0.5 

hectares (ha). 

1.8 The survey area comprised a large building associated with the existing school, two 

smaller adjacent buildings, extensive areas of hardstanding and a small area of 

unmanaged planted beds. Golden Lane borders the site to the east with the London 

College of Fashion to the north. Hatfield House, Golden Lane Allotments and the Ralph 

Perrin Centre form the western boundary and Basterfield Service road and Basterfield 

House the southern boundary. 

                                                      
 
 
1 Phlorum (March 2017) 103 Golden Lane, London ï Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Report, for Ambiental 
(unpublished) 
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2. Methodology 

Desk Study & Consultations 

2.1 The desktop study involved conducting database searches for statutory and non-

statutory designated sites, legally protected species and features of interest within a 

2km radius of the site. The data search was based on available information provided by 

the following sources: 

¶ Greenspace Information for Greater London (GiGL, 2018); 

¶ Multi -Agency Geographical Information for the Countryside (MAGIC, 2018); 

¶ Ordnance Survey mapping; and 

¶ Aerial photography. 

Habitat Survey and Assessment 

2.2 Phlorum Limited carried out an ecological survey of the site together with a bat activity 

and building inspection survey on 29th August 2018. The survey was led by Hayley Fuller 

and assisted by Caleb Fry, two suitably qualified ecologists with over six year combined 

experience. The weather conditions during the survey were warm and dry with a slight 

breeze. 

2.3 The field survey comprised a walkover inspection of the site and an external building 

inspection of the roof was undertaken in order to assess the building for its bat roosting 

potential. An internal building inspection was not possible due to difficulties associated 

with accessing wall cavities and attic spaces, where they were present. 

2.4 This assessment provides information on the habitats in the survey area and identifies 

actual or potential presence of legally protected or otherwise notable species/habitats 

in or immediately adjacent to the  site. 

2.5 Target notes highlighting features of particular ecological interest are provided in 

Appendix B together  with associated photographs. 

2.6 Scientific names are given at the first mention of a species, thereafter, common names 

only are used. 

Protected Species Assessment 

2.7 The potential for the site to provide habitat for protected species was assessed from 

field observations in conjunction with results of the desk study. The site was inspected 

for indications of the presence of protected species including: 

¶ Habitat considered suitable to support widespread reptile species including 

areas with a scrub/grassland mosaic and potential hibernation sites; 

¶ On-site water bodies offering potential breeding opportunities for great crested 

newt (Triturus cristatus) and the presence of suitable terrestrial habitat including 

hedgerows and rough grassland;  
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¶ The presence of features in, and on trees, indicating potential for roosting bats 

(Chiroptera), including knot and rot holes and loose bark and features on 

buildings including loose or missing tiles or gaps in soffits. Secondary evidence 

of bats including staining, droppings and feeding remains were also looked for;  

¶ The presence of nesting habitat for breeding birds, including mature trees, 

dense scrub and hedgerows and direct evidence of bird nesting including bird 

song, old nests etc.; 

¶ Habitats considered suitable to support badger (Meles meles) setts, and 

evidence in the form of hair, pathways and latrines; 

¶ Presence of woodland and or hedgerows providing suitable habitat to support 

hazel dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius); and 

¶ Riparian habitat supporting suitable features for water vole (Arvicola amphibius) 

and otter (Lutra lutra). 

¶ Deadwood suitable to support stag beetle larvae (Lucanus cervus). 

2.8 The potential presence for protected species is categorised as Negligible, Low, 

Moderate, High or Present, based on the findings of the field survey and on the 

evaluation of existing data.  

2.9 The purpose of this assessment is to identify whether more comprehensive Phase 2 

surveys for protected species or mitigation should be recommended. 

Preliminary Roost Assessment 

2.10 The inspection of the on-site buildings and associated trees present at the western 

boundary of the site  was carried out on 29th August 2018 concurrently with the habitat 

survey, in accordance with good practice guidelines (Collins, 2016).  

2.11 The exterior of the structure and the trees were closely inspected with the aim of 

identifying the presence/likely absence of bats and any secondary evidence together 

with any potential roost sites. Secondary evidence includes droppings, feeding remains, 

scratch marks and oil and urine staining. 

2.12 The external inspection comprised a detailed search of all accessible architectural 

features for bat droppings, urine staining, scratch marks, staining around suitable 

crevices and feeding remains. A high-powered torch was used to illuminate internal 

features at height. Features were also inspected using close focusing binoculars when 

required. Access to the flat roof of the main building made it possible to carry out a 

detailed examination of this roof and provided a good vantage point to examine the 

roofs of the two adjacent buildings.  

Roost Characterisation 

2.13 Where a potential bat roosting feature or confirmed roost was i dentified, the surveyor 

assessed how these could be used by bats throughout the year, in accordance with 

Natural England (2015): 
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¶ day roost - where individual bats, or small groups of males, rest or shelter in 

the day, but rarely on summer nights; 

¶ night roo st - where bats rest or shelter at night, but rarely during the day; 

¶ feeding roost - where bats rest at night between feeding sessions, but rarely 

during the day; 

¶ hibernation roost - where bats are found during winter;  

¶ transitional or occasional roost - where bats gather at a temporary site 

before and after hibernation;  

¶ mating site - where males and females gather from late summer to early 

winter; 

¶ maternity roost - where babies are born and raised until theyõre independent; 

¶ satellite roost - where breeding females roost close to the main nursery 

colony in the breeding season; and 

¶ swarming site - where bats gather in large numbers from late summer to 

autumn. 

Dusk Emergence Survey 

2.14 The methodology for the dusk activity survey is described in Chapter 5. 

Caveat 

Data Search Constraints  

2.15 It is important to note that, even where data is held, a lack of records for a defined 

geographical area does not necessarily mean that there is a lack of ecological interest; 

the area may be simply under-recorded. 

Survey Constraints  

2.16 Ecological surveys are limited by factors that affect presence of plants and animals such 

as seasonality. Whilst every effort has been made to provide a comprehensive 

description of the site, no investigation can ensure the complete characterisation of th e 

environment.  

2.17 The survey was carried out late in the growing season and therefore many species may 

not have been visible above ground or readily identifiable.  
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2.18 The appraisal does not constitute a full botanical survey, or a Phase 2 pre-construction 

survey that would include accurate GIS mapping for invasive or protected plant species. 

This survey provides a preliminary view of the likelihood of protected species occurring 

on the site based on the suitability of the habitat, known distribution of the speci es in 

the local area and any direct evidence on the site. It is therefore used as a tool to 

recommend further protected species surveys (or other species of significant nature 

conservation interest) if, on the basis of the preliminary assessment or during 

subsequent surveys, it is considered reasonably likely that protected species may be 

present. 

2.19 It is however considered that the survey was sufficiently rigorous to assess the 

ecological value of the site. 

Bat Survey Constraints  

2.20 Bats are mobile animals which can move roost sites throughout the year. It is possible 

that surveys carried out in September may miss roosts not occupied until later in the 

year. However, where undisturbed, it is generally possible to find secondary evidence 

of bats throughout the ye ar.  

2.21 It is considered that the survey was sufficiently rigorous to assess the ecological value 

of the site for the purposes of this assessment. 
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3. Baseline Conditions 
 

Aerial Photography and OS Maps 

3.1 Aerial photography shows that the area is dominated by urbanised land with sparse 

pockets of amenity planting.  

Statutory and Non-Statutory Designated Sites 

Statutory Sites  

3.2 The development site is not subject to any statutory designations. The closest statutory 

designation is for the Camley Street Nature Park Local Nature reserve (LNR) which is 

located approximately 205km north -west of the site. The development site does not 

provide any supporting habitat for this designation . 

Non -statutory Sites  

3.3 The site is not subject to any non-statutory designations. The nearest non-statutory 

site is the Fortune Street Garden Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), 

located approximately 115m south-east. The development site does not provide any 

supporting habitat for this designat ion. 

Habitats 

Site Summary  

3.4 The survey area comprised a series of buildings associated with the existing school, 

extensive areas of hardstanding and a small area containing unmanaged plant beds 

with scattered trees. The main habitats recorded within the site are described below. 

Additional details are shown on Figure 1 in Appendix A, in target notes in Appendix B 

and plant species are listed in Appendix D. 

Buildings and Hardstanding  

3.5 A large multi -sectioned building (existing school building) dominates the majority of 

the site. The structure has a flat roof with multiple mono -pitched and butterfly roof 

raised sections. At the eastern end of the building a small section protruded upwards 

which had metal cladding. The roof was predominantly covered with bitumen roofing 

felt. The majority of the structure is of red brick construction with concrete  cladding on 

the upper section of the exterior walls.  

3.6 The second smaller building (adult education centre) had a stepped flat bitumen roof 

over red brick walls and intact panels between the roof and walls. 

3.7 A third smaller building (garages) also had a flat bitumen roof over red brick walls. 
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3.8 Since the initial preliminary ecological appraisal (Phlorum, 2017) an increase in the 

degradation of the school building has been obs erved and it now possesses several 

potential bat access points which include lifted metal cladding on the flat -roof structure 

at the top of the building (see photograph 2 Appendix B), a gap on the underside of a 

loose window sill on the roof of the buildin g as well as access points via gaps in the 

ventilation grate (see photograph 3 Appendix B). 

3.9 Hardstanding in the form of paved pathways and car parking were present to all sides 

of the on -site building s. 

Planted beds  

3.10 A series of unmanaged planted beds were present along the western border of the site  

and a few interspersed around the main school building . Ruderal vegetation and 

unmanaged planted shrubbery were present alongside the beds and extended along 

the western site boundary (see Appendix D for a list of recorded plant species). 

Dominant species include ivy (Hedera helix), green alkanet (Pentaglottis sempervirens), 

buddleia (Buddleia davidii) and common nettle (Urtica diocia), together with a few 

immature silver birch (Betula pendula), Lilac (Syringa vulgaris) and cherry (Prunus sp.) 

trees (see photographs 4 and 5 ð Appendix B). In a small central courtyard bed tree of 

heaven (Ailanthus altissima) saplings are present, this is an invasive tree species in 

London (see photograph 6 ð Appendix B). 

Preliminary Roost Assessment  

3.11 The survey area comprised a large building associated with the existing school, two 

adjacent smaller buildings (an adult education centre and garages), extensive areas of 

hardstanding and small areas of unmanaged plant beds. 

3.12 The roof of the main school building  had numerous lifted tiles and gaps around the 

whole of the building, both on the internal and external slopes. The internal structure 

appeared to provide little void space with the e ntirety of the first  floor being used for 

offi ce space. The horizontal internal roof structure was lined with sheet metal above 

the suspended internal ceiling tiles. The sloping sides of the ceiling were lined with 

plasterboards with aluminium foil insulation between that and the external roof 

structure. There were a number of protruding roof structures giving access to the roof 

& containing utility machinery such as water pumps. Those accessible were well sealed 

with no obvious signs of entry from the external structure.  

3.13 The internal inspection showed limited opportunities for roosting due to the lack of 

any obvious suitable cavity spaces and a well-sealed structure. Not all of the roof space 

was accessible, however there was no evidence of any differing roof structures around 

the building.  

3.14 Overall, the main school building was considered to provide low  potential for roosting 

bats.  

3.15 The two adjacent buildings (the adult education centre and garages) both had flat 

intact roofs directly over red brick walls or with concrete borders or intact panels. There 

was no accessible interior roof space and these two buildings were considered to 

provide negligible  potential for roosting bats.  
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Dusk Emergence Survey 

3.16 The results of the dusk activity survey are described in Chapter 5. 

Protected Species 

3.17 Legislation relating to the protected species referred to in this section is included in 

Appendix C. 

3.18 The following paragraphs detail the suitability of the on -site habitats to support 

protected species and include information from the data search for protected, rare and 

otherwise notable species returned within a 2km radius.  

Reptiles   

3.19 The data search returned recent records for slow worm (Anguis fragilis) within 2km of 

the site. The most recent record was from 2013 and was located approximately 1.8km 

from the site.  

3.20 The extensive areas of hardstanding and lack of grassland habitats minimises the 

likelihood that reptiles would u tilise the site. The discrete area of natural habitat along 

the western margin does not provide a mosaic of habitats that reptiles favour for  

foraging, basking and hibernating , and the lack of connectivity to suitable habitats in 

the wider surrounds makes it unlikely that reptiles would use the area to commute 

through the site.  

3.21 Overall the site was not considered to provide negligible  potential f or reptiles. 

Great Crested Newts  

3.22 The data search returned one recent (post 2004) record for great crested newt (Triturus 

cristatus) within 2km of the site.  This was from 2014 and was located approximately 

1.9km from the site. 

3.23 There are no waterbodies present on site. 

3.24 The site is dominated by a large building and extensive hardstanding and is not 

considered to provide suitable terrestrial habitat for great crested newts and other 

amphibians due to the lack of scrub or woodland habitat.  Aerial photography ind icates 

that there are three waterbodies located within 500m of the site boundary, the closest 

of which is approximately 385m south. 

3.25 It is considered unlikely that great crested newts would pass through the site due to 

the lack of suitable habitat within th e wider surrounds with the urban area of Barbican 

dominated by extensive areas of hardstanding, roads and buildings. 

3.26 Overall, the site was considered to provide negligible  potential for great crested newts. 
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Bats  

3.27 The data search returned records (post 2004) for seven different species of bat within 

2km of the site, including bat species (Chiroptera sp.), pipistrelle species (Pipistrellus 

sp.), common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), soprano pipistrelle (Pipistrellus 

pygmaeus), Nathusiusõs pipistrelle (Pipistrellus nathusii), Daubentonõs bat (Myotis 

daubentonii), and noctule (Nyctalus noctula). 

3.28 The closest records for bats were for soprano pipistrelle located approximately 290m 

south west of the site and for noctule, located approximately 1.4km north of the site, 

both from 2012. 

3.29 The main school building was in a deteriorated condition which provided potential 

roosting features for bats. Internal features were not considered to provide any suitable 

roosting features for bats. The adjacent two buildings (the adult education centre and 

garages) were in a good state of repair and were considered to provide negligible 

roosting potential for bats. The high level of  external lighting within the immediate 

surrounds together with extensive hardstanding was considered to further reduce the 

roosting potential of the buildings and the foraging potential of the site generally  for 

bats. 

3.30 Trees on site were of varying maturity. The cherry and lilac were determined to be 

immature, whereas two of the silver birches were considered semi-mature, the third 

birch being a mature tree. None of the trees were considered to possess any sign of 

disease or damage and had negligible bat roosting potential. However, it was 

determined that the ivy present on the mature silve r birch could provide some low bat 

roost potential. The small areas of vegetation and trees on and off-site had the 

potential to provide some limited foraging habitat.  

3.31 Overall the site was considered to provide low  potential for roosting bats and low  

potential for foraging bats.  

Birds 

3.32 A number of records of Red listed Birds of Conservation Concern2 (BoCC) were returned 

by the data search which may utilise habitats within the site. Red listed species records 

include linnet (Linaria cannabina), lapwing (Vanellus vanellus), skylark (Alauda arvensis) 

and lesser spotted woodpecker (Dendrocopos minor). 

                                                      
 
 
2 Birds of Conservation Concern status is prioritised into high concern (Red), medium concern (Amber) and 
low concern (Green) (Eaton et al, 2009). Red-list species are those that are globally threatened according to 
the IUCN criteria; those whose population or range has declined rapidly in recent years; and those that have 
declined historically and have not shown a substantial recent recovery. Amber-list species are those with an 
unfavourable conservation status in Europe; those whose population or range has declined moderately in 
recent years; those whose population has declined historically but made a substantial recent recovery; rare 
breeders; and those with internationally important or localised populations. Green-list species are those that 
fulfil none of the criteria. 
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3.33 The scattered trees and ruderal vegetation within the planted beds provide some 

suitable habitat for nesting birds, however this is limited and reduces the likelihood 

that this species group would utilise the site in numbers  (See Photograph 2 in Appendix 

B).  

3.34 Overall the site was considered to provide low  potential for nes ting birds in suitable 

habitat. 

Badger  

3.35 Badger (meles meles) records were not returned by the data search due to the sensitive 

nature of this species. The site was dominated by a large building and areas of 

hardstanding and did not provide any habitat for sett building or foraging 

opportunities.  

3.36 During the survey no setts or secondary signs of badgers such as footprints or hairs 

were observed. 

3.37 It is considered unlikely that badgers would utilise the site for commuting due to the 

extensive hardstanding and buildings, in addition to the lack of suitable habitat within 

the wider surrounds.  

3.38 The site was considered to provide negligible  potential for badger.  

Dormic e  

3.39 The data search returned no recent records for dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius) 

within 2km of the site.  

3.40 The building and hardstanding dominating the site do not provide suitable hab itat for 

dormice due to the lack of foraging or sheltering opportunities. Dormice favour habitat 

with a range of plant species which provide a food source throughout the year. 

Favoured species include an abundance of hazel and honeysuckle together with 

frequently occurring oak and bramble amongst other species.  

3.41 Overall the site was considered to have negligible  potential to support hazel 

dormouse. 

Water Vole  

3.42 The data search returned no recent records for water vole (Arvicola amphibious) within 

2km of the site.  

3.43 The site did not support any suitable habitat for this species. Water voles require 

riparian habitats and suitable ditches or rivers need to support gently sloping banks 

suitable for burrow construction together with the presence  of aquatic vegetation and 

areas of open water, providing foraging and cover opportunities for this species.  

3.44 Overall the site was considered to provide negligible potential to support water voles.  

Stag Beetle  

3.45 The data search returned one recent (post 2004) record for stag beetle (Lucanus cervus). 

This was from 2017 and was located approximately 250m from the site. 
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3.46 The site is dominated by a large building and extensive hardstanding. Due to a lack of 

deadwood on site it  was determined that the site provided negligible  potential to 

support stag beetles. 

Invasive Plants  

3.47 The data report returned records of invasive non-native species that are listed on 

Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA), 1981 (as amended) and on the 

London Invasive Species Initiative (LISI) that could utilise onsite habitats. 

3.48 Species included Himalayan cotoneaster (Cotoneaster simonsii), montbretia (Crocosmia 

pottssii x aurea), buddleia, tree of heaven and Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica).  

3.49 Buddleia and tree of heaven were present on-site at the time of survey. These two 

species are listed on LISI but are not listed on Schedule 9 of the WCA. 
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4. Evaluation 
 
 

4.1 On the basis of the information available from the habitat survey and desk study, the 

site has been evaluated in terms of its potential for biodiversity, support of protected 

species and habitats, and the contribution the area makes as part of the wider 

landscape. The nature conservation value of the site has been assessed following 

standard criteria developed by CIEEM (2006) and in accordance with BS 24040:2013. 

This is provided below. 

4.2 The biodiversity value of protected species within the site is a preliminary evaluation 

based upon the desk study records, habitat suitability and the conservation status of 

the species in question. It should be noted that where European Protected Species 

(EPS) or species of Principle Importance for the Conservation of Biodiversity are present 

on-site they may be valued at a lower level/scale where it is considered likely that 

populations would not be of sufficient importance to justify designation at a higher 

level. However, regardless of their biodiversity value, such species are still subject to 

national and/or European legislation. 

4.3 Key aspects of relevant planning policy regarding conservation, including an 

explanation of species referred to as being of ôPrincipal Importance for Conservation 

of Biodiversityõ and European Protected Species and habitats, are provided in the 

Legislation section in Appendix C. 

Geographic Evaluation 

Features of International Importance  

4.4 Features of International Importance are principally sites covered by international 

legislation or conventions. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 

(as amended) implements the Natural Habitats and Wild Fauna and Flora (92/43/EC) 

(Habitats Directive) in England and Wales. The Regulations mainly deal with the 

protection of sites with certain habitats and popula tions of species that are important 

for nature conservation in a European context, i.e. Special Areas of Conservation (SACõs) 

and Special Protection Areas (SPAõs).  

4.5 The site is not subject to any international statutory nature conservation designations. 

There are no SACõs or SPAõs located within 5km of the development site.  

Features of National Importance  

4.6 Features of national importance include SSSIs which are designated under the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

4.7 The development site is not subject to any sites of national importance. 
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Features of Regional Importance  

4.8 The nearest feature of regional importance  is the Fortune Street Garden Site of 

Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and the St Lukeõs Churchyard SINC, located 

approximately 115m south east and 210m north east respectively. The development 

site does not provide any supporting habitat for these SINCs.  

Features of District Importance  

4.9 The site is relatively small and does not support any features that were considered to 

be of ecological value at this level.  

Features of Local Importance  

4.10 The site has potential to support low numbers of protected species including breeding 

birds and roosting bats 

4.11 The site supports features that were considered to be of low value at this level.  

Features of Value Immediate Vicinity (c. 250m) of the Project  

4.12 The site does not support any features that were considered to be of value at this level 

but again as stated above it was considered to have the potential to support a low 

population of roosting bats and breeding birds. 

Summary  

4.13 On the basis of the survey results and the above criteria, habitats within the site are 

considered to be of low ecological value within the local area. The site provides suitable 

habitat to potentially support low numbers of breeding birds  and roosting bats. 

However, populations of these are unlikely to be significant at a district level. 

Local Plan Evaluation 

4.14 It is considered that the statutory London Plan (2011) and the City of London Local Plan 

(2015) contain the following nature conservation policies relevant to the site. These 

include any relevant ôrevisedõ early minor alterations to the London Plan (2013) and 

adopted further alterations to the London Plan (2015). 

4.15 A summary of these policies is provided below. The full text of the relevant policies is 

contained in the Legislation section in Appendix C and this should also be referred to.  

 

City of London Local Plan (2015)  

Policy DM19.2 Biodiversity and urban greening  

òDevelopments should promote biodiversity and contribute to urban greening by 

incorporating:  

¶ Green roofs and walls, soft landscaping and trees;  
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¶ Features for wildlife, such as nesting boxes and beehives; 

¶ A planting mix which encourages biodiversity; 

¶ Planting which will be resilient to a range of climate conditions; 

¶ Maintenance of habitats within Sites of Importance for Nature 

Conservation.ó 

London Plan (2011)  

Policy 5.3: Sustainable Design and Construction 

¶ òMajor development proposals should meet the minimum standards outlined 

in the Mayorõs supplementary planning guidance and this should be clearly 

demonstrated within a design and access statement. The standards include 

measures to achieve other policies in this Plan and include promoting and 

protecting biodiversity and green infrastructure.ó  

Policy 7.19: Biodiversity and Access to Nature  

¶ òTo Ensure a proactive approach to the protection, enhancement, creation, 

promotion and management of biodiversity through taking opportunities for 

positive gains for nature through the layout, design and materials of 

development proposals and appropriate biodiversity action plans; 

¶ Development proposals will not adversely affect the integrity of any European 

site of nature conservation importance (to include special areas of 

conservation (SACs), special protection areas (SPAs), Ramsar, proposed and 

candidate sites) either alone or in combination with other plans and projects; 

and 

¶ Development proposals should: 

Á Wherever possible, make a positive contribution to the protection, 

enhancement, creation and management of biodiversity 

Á Prioritise assisting in achieving targets in biodiversity action plans and/or 

improve access to nature I areas deficient in accessible wildlife sites; and 

Á Not adversely affect the integrity of European sites, and be resisted where 

they have significant adverse impact on European or nationally 

designated sites or on the population or conservation status of a protected 

species, or a priority species or habitat.ó 

Policy 7.21: Trees and Woodlands 

¶ òTree and woodlands should be protected, maintained, and enhanced; and 

¶ Trees of value should be retained and any loss as the result of development 

should be replaced. Wherever appropriate, the planting of additional trees 

should be included in new developments, particularly large-canopied speciesó 
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5. Bat Activity Survey 

Data Search 

5.1 Records for bats within a 2km radius of the site were requested from the Local Records 

Centre, Greenspace Information for Greater London (GiGL, 2018). 

Personnel 

5.2 The dusk survey was led by Hayley Fuller, an ecological consultant with four years 

consultancy experience and assisted by Caleb Fry, a suitably qualified assistant 

ecological consultant. 

Dusk Emergence Survey Methodology 

5.3 A single bat activity survey was carried out at 103 Golden Lane on the 29th August 2018. 

This bat survey followed on from the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and the bat 

building inspection carried out on the same day. Sunset was at 19:52hrs and the 

temperature at the start of the survey was 19oC, falling to 16 oC at the end of the survey. 

The sky was mostly overcast and there was a gentle breeze with no rain. 

5.4 In order to monitor the potential roost features of the site optimally during the survey 

the two surveyors were positioned on the roof of the building. One surv eyor was 

positioned on the western boundary to observe any bats emerging from the on -site 

trees, whereas the second surveyor was positioned in the centre of the roof to monitor 

for any bats emerging from the potential roost features on the roof, with speci al 

attention to the lifted metal cladding on the flat -roof structure at the top of the 

structure.  

5.5 Binoculars were used to survey the trees for potential roost features while  the light  

levels were adequate. The surveyors assessed the site for roosting activity using Anabat 

SD2 frequency division bat detectors.  

5.6 The survey commenced 15 minutes before sunset and lasted 2 hours after sunset and 

followed standard survey protocols and accepted standards (Mitchell-Jones and 

McLeisch, 2004; Collins, 2016). 

Roost Characterisation 

5.7 Where a potential bat roosting feature or confirmed roost was identified, the surveyor 

assessed how these could be used by bats throughout the year, in accordance with 

Natural England (2015) guidelines: 

¶ day roost - where individual bats, or small groups of males, rest or shelter in the day, 

but rarely on summer nights; 

¶ night roost - where bats rest or shelter at night, but rarely during the day; 
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¶ feeding roost - where bats rest at night between feeding sessions, but rarely during 

the day; 

¶ hibernation roost - where bats are found during winter;  

¶ transitional or occasional roost - where bats gather at a temporary site before and 

after hibernation; 

¶ mating site - where males and females gather from late summer to early winter; 

¶ maternity roost - where babies are born and raised until theyõre independent; 

¶ satellite roost - where breeding females roost close to the main nursery colony in the 

breeding season; and 

¶ swarming site - where bats gather in large numbers from late summer to autumn.  

Constraints 

Data Search Constraints  

5.8 It is important to note that, even where data is held, a lack of records for a defined 

geographical area does not necessarily mean that there is a lack of ecological interest; 

the area may be simply under-recorded.  

Bat Survey Constraints  

5.9 Bats are mobile animals which can move roost sites both within and between years. It 

is possible that surveys carried out in September could miss roosts not occupied until 

earlier in the year. However, where undisturbed, it is possible to find secondary 

evidence of bats inside a building throughout the year, although detection of small 

numbers of crevice dwelling species may remain problematic for example where 

droppings accumulate within an inaccessible void. 

Dusk Emergence Survey Results  

5.10 No bats were seen to emerge from any identified potential roost features on -site. 

5.11 No bat activity was observed by the surveyor from the centre of the building . 

5.12 A low level of bat foraging activity was observed by the surveyor on the western 

boundary. The first bat was observed at 20:31hrs which was a common pipistrelle 

(Pipistrellus pipistrellus). Common pipistrelle foraging activity was then observed 

throughout the eve ning, some of the time feeding around the on-site trees, but is 

suspected to be mostly feeding in the area west of the site boundary. Common 

pipistrelle was the only bat species recorded at this site. The last pass was recorded at 

21:36 which was a common pipistrelle.  

5.13 Full bat activity survey data can be found in Appendix F and bat movements are shown 

on Figure 1 in Appendix A. 
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions 

6.1 The survey area comprised a large building associated with the existing school, two 

smaller adjacent buildings (the adult education centre and garages), extensive areas of 

hardstanding and small areas of unmanaged planted beds. Golden Lane bounded the 

site to the east with the London College of Fashion to the north . Hatfield House, Golden 

Lane Allotments and the Ralph Perrin Centre to the west and Basterfield Service road 

and Basterfield House to the south .  

6.2 Development proposals for the site involve the construction of a new primary school 

as well as approximately 70 units of affordable housing, following the de molition of 

the existing buildings on the site.  

6.3 The development site is not subject to any statutory designations. The closest statutory 

designation is the Camley Street Nature Park Local Nature Reserve (LNR) located 

approximately 205km north -west of the site. The site does not support any supporting 

habitat for this designation. 

6.4 The site is not subject to any non-statutory designations. The nearest non-statutory 

site is the Fortune Street Garden Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), 

located approximately 115m south east. The development site does not provide any 

supporting habitat for this designation.  

6.5 The scattered trees and ruderal vegetation within the unmanaged planted beds along 

the western boundary and around the main building provide suitable habitat for 

nesting birds, however this is limited and therefore it is unlikely that this species group 

would utilise the site in numbers. A precautionary approach to vegetation removal is 

therefore considered adequate to safeguard this species.  

6.6 The deterioration of the roof structure has led to the develo pment of several suitable 

bat roost entrance points which were subsequently monitored for emerging bats 

during the dusk bat activity survey together with the on -site trees. No emerging bats 

were observed and the survey consequently determined that these features were 

unlikely to support roosting bats.  Bats were therefore not found to pose a constraint 

to the proposed development.  

6.7 Following the initial habitat assessment, the site was not considered to provide suitable 

habitat for dormice, water vole, great crested newts, reptiles or badgers and therefore 

further surveys in respect of these species are not considered necessary.  

6.8 Two invasive plant species were present on site, buddleja and tree of heaven. 

6.9 Details regarding the recommended mitigation measures and site enhancement 

options are provided in the recommendations section.   
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Recommendations 

Birds 

6.10 In order to  avoid any potential impacts on breeding birds any vegetation clearance, 

particularly of the section of ruderal vegetation and scattered trees within the planted 

beds along the western site margin, should be carried out outside of the main bird 

nesting season which runs from March to August inclusive. If any nests are found 

during the works, all activities in the vicinity of the nest must cease and the nests should 

be protected until such time as the young have fledged and left the nest. If any nesting 

birds are found at any time during clearance works, work should stop immediately and 

an ecologist consulted. 

Bats 

6.11 All bats receive protection under The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).  

6.12 Where a roost is likely to be impacted by the works, and where avoidance is not 

possible, it may be necessary to obtain a European Protected Species Mitigation (EPSM) 

Licence before the works can proceed and to complete any necessary mitigation.  

6.13 At the site there were several features caused by the deterioration of the structure 

which provided suitable entrance points for potential roosting bats.  The results of the 

bat activity survey determined that there were no bats using any of the suit able 

potential roost feature s on site during the time of survey. 

6.14 Bats are not considered to pose a constraint to the proposed development at this time. 

Bats are however, a highly mobile species and may change their roosting sites 

dependent on a variety of factors. Therefore the presence of bats cannot be ruled out 

completely. For this reason a precautionary approach to the start of works is 

recommended to minimise disturbance to the buildings. A suitably experienced 

ecologist should oversee the demolition o f the roof, and, any other potential roost 

features. Providing a precautionary approach is followed, then it is unlikely that a 

European Protected Species Mitigation Licence will be required. 

Bats and Lighting  

6.15 Different species of bat have been found to react differently to night -time lighting 

however research has found that generally, all species of bats are sensitive to artificial 

lighting and that excessive lighting can delay bats from emerging, thus shortening the 

time available for foraging, as well as causing individuals to move away from suitable 

foraging grounds or roost sites, to alternative dark areas (Jones, 2000).  

6.16 New development provides the opportunity to enhance the siteõs value for foraging 

bats and to minimise indirect impacts from lightin g associated with the new 

development. This can be achieved by following accepted best practice (Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management 2006, Institute of Lighting Engineers 2009): 

¶ The level of any artificial lighting including flood lighting sh ould be kept to a 

minimum, particularly around the site boundaries and near to hedgerows and 

tree lines;  
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¶ low pressure sodium lights are a preferred option to high pressure sodium or 

mercury lamps, and lights should be directed low with minimal light spill age; 

¶ ideally, some parts of the site (boundary habitats) should be kept dark, 

preferably at bat emergence (0-1 hour after sunset) and during peak bat activity 

periods (e.g. 1.5 hours after sunset and 1.5 hours before sunrise); and 

¶ artificial lighting shoul d not directly illuminate any potential bat commuting 

areas such as hedgerows and treelines. Similarly, any newly planted linear 

features or buffer areas around the site boundary should not be directly lit.  

Habitat Enhancement  

6.17 New development offers the o pportunity for habitat enhancement in accordance with 

national planning policy and the City of London Local Plan (2015) policy DM19.2: 

biodiversity and urban greening, by introducing, for example : 

¶ Features for wildlife, such as bat and bird  boxes; 

¶ A planting mix which encourages biodiversity; 

6.18 Some recommendations are included below.  

Bird and Bat Boxes 

6.19 Additional bird nesting and bat roosting provision could be incorporated into new 

design proposals. Some recommendations are made below as a guide and shown in 

Appendix E. 

6.20 Bird boxes could be installed on the walls of the new buildings which could include the 

Schwegler design 1SP sparrow terrace (Schwegler, 2016). Bird boxes should be 

positioned at a height of at least 2m from the ground, favouring north -east to north -

west orientation where possible. 

6.21 Bat roosting opportunities could be provided through mounted bat boxes. There are a 

range of bat boxes available and these can be selected to suit the development and 

bat species in the locality. See Appendix E for details and examples. 

6.22 Bat boxes should be installed at appropriate locations ideally with south-east or south-

west facing aspects at least 2m from ground level. If installed on the building, these 

should ideally be positioned directly below the eaves.  

6.23 Another option is to provide bat, and /or bird brick house s (Bird Brick Houses Ltd, 2013) 

that can be incorporated into the design of the building 

(http://www.birdbrickhouses.co.uk/ ). These are illustrated in Appendix E. 

Planting 

6.24 Where any planting is undertaken for landscaping purposes within the development 

proposal it is recommended that native species of local provenance are used wherever 

possible to enhance biodiversity. See Appendix G for suggested species including some 

non-native species that are not invasive and provide a good food source or enhance 

habitats for wildlife.  

 

http://www.birdbrickhouses.co.uk/
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Other  

6.25 If the proposed development has not been undertaken within a year of the date of this 

report it is recommended that a new bat  survey activity is carried out and a revised 

report is prepared to inform any future development works at the site. 

6.26 If more than two years elapse between this report and development works 

commencing at the site it is recommended that a revised Preliminary Ecological 

Appraisal is undertaken. 
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Glossary of Terms  

CIEEM Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management  

CWS County Wildlife Site 

LNCS Local Nature Conservation Sites  

LWS Local Wildlife Site 

MAGIC Multi -Agency Geographical Information for the Countryside  

NNR National Nature Reserve 

Nomenclature  The system of devising of names for plants 

NPPF  National Planning Policy Framework 

PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal- formerly referred to as a Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

PPG Planning Policy Guidance 

SINC Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation 

SNCI Site of Nature Conservation Importance 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

 

  



Ref: 4028 
  

 

 
    Page 27 of 27 

 

 

Appendix A 

Bat Survey and Habitat Map
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Appendix B 

Target Notes and Photographs 

 

Target 

Note 

(TN)  

Feature Photograph of Feature  

1 Photograph 1:  semi-mature silver birch on 

western site boundary. One of five trees that 

were found to offer low nesting potential for 

birds.  

 

2 Photograph 2 : lifted metal cladding on flat 

roof structure at top of building provides 

some low bat roost potential.  
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3 Photograph 3 : Ventilation grate on top of 

roof offering some low bat roost potential.  

 

4 Photograph 4: Dominant Ivy. 

 

5 Photograph 5: Abandoned plant beds with 

buddleia 
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6 Photograph 6: Rapidly growing invasive 

Tree of Heaven in an inner courtyard area. 
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Legislation 
This section contains information pertaining to the legislation and planning 

policy applicable in Britain. This information is not applicable to Northern Ireland, 

the Republic of Ireland the Isle of Man or the Channel Islands. Information 

contained in the foll owing appendix is provided for guidance only.  

Species  

The objective of the EC Habitats Directive3 is to conserve plants and animals 

which are considered to be rare across Europe. The Directive is transposed into 

UK law by The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended) (formerly The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 

(as amended) and The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 

Regulations 2007 (as amended).  

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) implements the Convention 

on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention) 

and also implements the obligations set out for species protection from the 

Council Directive 2009/147/EC (formerly 79/409/EEC) on the Conservation of 

Wild Birds (EC Birds Directive) in Great Britain. 

Various amendments have been made since the Wildlife & Countryside Act came 

into force in 1981. Further details pertaining to alterations of the Act can be found 

on the following website: www.opsi.gov.uk. Key amendments have been made 

through the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act (2000) and Nature 

Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. 

There are a number of other legislative Acts affording protection to specie s and 

habitats. These include:  

¶ Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000; 

¶ Deer Act 1991; 

¶ Natural Environment & Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006; 

¶ Protection of Badgers Act 1992; and 

¶ Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996. 

Badger  

Badgers and their setts are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act (1992), 

which consolidated and added to the previous Badger Acts of 1973 and 1991. 

Under this legislation it is an offence to: 

                                                      
 
 
3 Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora. 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/
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¶ cruelly ill-treat a badger, including use of tongs and digging;  

¶ intentionally  or recklessly cause a dog to enter a badger sett; 

¶ intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to a badger sett4 

or any part thereof; 

¶ intentionally or recklessly disturb5 a badger when it is occupying a badger sett; 

¶ possess or control a dead badger or any part of a badger; 

¶ sell or offers for sale, possesses or has under his control, a live badger; and 

¶ wilfully kill, injure, take, or attempt to kill, injure or take a badger.  

A Development Licence will be required from Natural England for any 

development works affecting an active badger sett, or to disturb badgers while 

individuals are occupying the sett. Depending on the nature of the works and the 

specifics of the sett, badgers could be disturbed by work near the sett even if 

there is no direct interference or damage to the sett itself. Natural England has 

issued guidelines on what constitutes a licensable activity. There is no provision 

in law for the capture of badgers for development purposes and therefore it is 

not possible to obtain a licence to translocate badgers from one area to another. 

Bats 

Bats are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended). This act protects individuals from: 

¶ intentional or reckless disturbance (at any level); 

¶ intentional or re ckless obstruction of access to any place of shelter or 

protection; and 

¶ selling, offering or exposing for sale, possession or transporting for purpose of 

sale. 

In addition, all species of bat are fully protected under The Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) through their inclusion on 

Schedule 2. Regulation 41 prohibits: 

                                                      
 
 
4 A badger sett is defined in the legislation as "any structure or place which displays signs indicating 
current use by a badger". This includes seasonally used setts. Natural England (2009) have issued 
guidance on what is likely to constitute current use of a badger sett: 
www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WMLG17_tcm6-11815.pdf 
5 For guidance on what constitutes disturbance and other licensing queries, see Natural England 
(2007) Badgers & Development: A Guide to Best Practice and Licensing. 
www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/badgers-dev-guidance_tcm6-4057.pdf, Natural England (2009) 
Interpretation of óDisturbanceô in relation to badgers occupying a sett 
www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WMLG16_tcm6-11814.pdf, Scottish Natural Heritage (2002) 
Badgers & Development. 
www.snh.org.uk/publications/online/wildlife/badgersanddevelopment/default.asp and Countryside 
Council for Wales (undated) Badgers: A Guide for Developers. www.ccw.gov.uk.  

http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WMLG17_tcm6-11815.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/badgers-dev-guidance_tcm6-4057.pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/WMLG16_tcm6-11814.pdf
http://www.snh.org.uk/publications/online/wildlife/badgersanddevelopment/default.asp
http://www.ccw.gov.uk/



