Ecology Comments

The application is accompanied by an Ecological Impact Assessment (ECOSA,
August 2021). The site comprises a mix of good-quality semi-improved grassland
(located in the northern parcel and designated as a SINC) and scrub and is bordered
by areas of ancient semi-natural woodland (also SINCs). The site is clearly of some
ecological value, and has been shown to support Hazel Dormice (breeding), various
species of foraging/commuting bat, a range of breeding bird species, at least three
species of reptile, and a number of notable invertebrate species. The site sits within a
landscape containing extensive areas of semi-natural habitat, with significant
development occurring. The proposed development should be seen in the context of
the adjacent ongoing Dunsbury Farm developments and the permitted Havant Thicket
Winter Storage Reservoir. This landscape is, and will be, undergoing profound change
in the coming years.

In terms of vegetation communities, the southern parcel of land is not of particularly
high quality and is best described as poor semi-improved grassland with scrub. Whilst
not botanically rich, the habitats clearly provide a substantial area of semi-natural
vegetation used by various protected and notable species. The northern parcel is
designated as Dunsbury Hill Grassland 2 Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINC). This SINC is one of numerous other grassland and woodland SINCs in the
landscape, including the immediately adjacent Dunsbury Hill Wood and Cabbagefield
Row SINCs, both ancient semi-natural woodland.

Overall, | am concerned that there is a lack of necessary detail on the proposed
ecological impacts, mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures. The area
to be developed supports a range of species of conservation concerns including Hazel
Dormice, foraging/commuting bats, breeding birds, common reptiles and notable
invertebrates. The near-total loss of habitat within the southern parcel will result in a
significant impact to these species that is not readily mitigated. \I do not agree that this
loss of habitat is of ‘negligible significance’.

Your Arboricultural consultee has queried the proposed woodland buffer as being the
bare minimum and | would concur with this. There is an obvious risk that residential
development in this location would result in impacts to the adjacent high-value SINC
woodlands, via construction-phase impacts (noise, pollution, changes in hydrology)
and post-construction impacts, primarily disturbance and damage from new residents.
It is not immediately clear how this recreational disturbance is to be avoided/managed
— the use of thorny buffers to the woodland is welcome from a purely ecological
perspective but this alone is unlikely to prevent informal [access]. The surrounding area
is already subject to significant disturbance/damage from various uses. What other
measures can be deployed to avoid informal access to the woodland SINCs or to
address any ongoing issues?

There is a lack of detail on proposed lighting. Given the importance of this area to
nocturnal species such as Hazel Dormice and bats, and the presence of various
notable invertebrate species, the impacts of artificial lighting are potentially significant.
I would strongly suggest that full lighting contours are provided in order to demonstrate
that the general principles set out in the lighting design strategy and ecology report
are followed through, and are achievable. These details should be provided in advance

Commented [Georgie T1]: This is a misinterpretation of
the impact assessment. The loss of the habitat itself is of
‘negligible significance’ as the habitat’s intrinsic value is
negligible, semi-improved grassland and bramble scrub are
not habitats of particularl conservation value in their own
right and have no specific legal protection, they are
therefore not considered to be Important Ecological
Features in EclA terms. The value of these habitats for
protected species is addressed in other sections, where the
significance of the impact is not assessed as negligible and
the impacts have been mitigated or compensated as
appropriate.

Commented [Georgie T2]: We would need to discuss
other potential solutions that the council would find
acceptable. I’'m not sure if they want additional deterrent, or
perhaps a contribution to long-term woodland management
to ensure if there is any incursion by residents they can be
mitigated (e.g. litter picking, picking up dog mess, monitoring
any issues with firelighting etc.). The former is preferable, it
just comes down to how effectively people can be kept out.




of determination in order that ecological impacts can be robustly assessed. The
ecologist will need to provide detailed commentary on any lighting plans, taking into
account the identified ecological features.

Overall mitigation, compensation and enhancement is reliant primarily on the
management of the Dunsbury Hill Grassland 2 SINC, the aim of which is to bring the
site into better botanical condition. This is a welcome measure, but no details are
provided of how this will be achieved. | consider that further details of proposed
management — How? When? By whom? — should be provided now, alongside details
of how success will be monitored and gauged. | do not consider that these details
should be left to condition.

It is not immediately clear that the proposed woodland buffers will compensate for the
impacts to Hazel Dormouse habitat. The proposal will result in an undetermined
amount of scrub loss — will the proposed buffer compensate for this loss? Without
comparable loss/gain measurements | am unable to determine this. Given the
proximity of built development to these buffers, will this affect their suitability for
Dormice? Are there further opportunities within the retained grassland SINC to include
additional scrub habitat? Further detail is required on this issue before | can determine
that impacts to this species are acceptablel

Similarly, for nesting birds there appears to be an overall loss in habitat. The southern
parcel of land supports a range of species reliant on scrub and woodland habitat, all
of which will be removed. Again, it is unclear whether the proposed woodland buffer
habitat will provide suitable compensatory habitat for the species recorded: | would
suggest that species such as Yellowhammer and Bullfinch would be highly unlikely to
continue to nest in close proximity to built development. Does the retained SINC
provide opportunity to increase scrub habitat? | would concur with the Hampshire
Swifts correspondence that further nesting boxes for this declining species can be
included — the total of boxes recommended is not especially ambitious. Integral swift
boxes are inexpensive yet have demonstrable benefits.

| am unclear how the stated aim of increasing grassland condition within the northern
SINC, presumably via grazing or mowing, is consistent with the use of this area as a
reptile receptor area. Increasing botanical diversity would require the regular
management of the grassland and the removal of arisings: to make the area more
suitable for reptiles will require areas of longer, unmanaged grassland and scrub.
Further details are required.

NPPF, Circular 06/2005 and Natural England Standing Advice on Protected Species,
require that planning decisions are based on full, up-to-date ecological information
and it is essential that all necessary survey, assessment and mitigation information is
available to the LPA prior to determination, particularly in the case of protected
species, which are a material planning consideration. This will enable the LPA to
determine the application on the basis of full knowledge about the ecological impacts
of the proposal and to ensure that any impacts can and will be mitigated, and are
acceptable.

Commented [Georgie T3]: | agree with this principal,
although it’s not normally something we would address so
early in the process. Normally it would be addressed at RM,
rather than at outline stage. For this application | suggested
planning condition given that the information would not be
available (as per our report: “A detailed lighting plan will be
produced in order to ensure that there is no significant light
spill on key areas of foraging and commuting habitat. It is
anticipated that the lighting plan will be secured via planning
condition.”), however, the comments are valid given the
requirement to consider impacts on protected species as a
material consideration for planning (see bottom paragraph).

Commented [Georgie T4]: As above, agree with the
principal, they just want the detail further forward in the
planning process. Report: “The details of the long-term
management of the green open space will be provided in a
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). It is
anticipated that the LEMP2will be secured via planning
condition.”

Commented [Georgie T5]: This would all be addressed
through the production of the landscaping plan and LEMP.

Commented [Georgie T6]: We can put these on every
building if required. This is more of an opinion, there is no
formal requirement for a specific number of boxes. The
standard expectation used to be ~10%, recently more
councils have asked for 20% (what we have offered here).
I’'ve never been asked for more than 20% before, but there’s
no reason this can’t be included. It is relatively inexpensive
to do in the grand scheme.

Commented [Georgie T7]: Would be included in the
LEMP.




