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Key Issues 

¶ A bat maternity roost has been identified within a tree on site and the site is used by foraging 

and commuting bats. Vegetation clearance should be kept to a minimum to avoid potential 

impacts on the bats, particularly of woodland and trees; 

 

¶ A small population of common reptiles has been identified on site. Vegetation clearance should 

be carried out under a Precautionary Method of Working (PMW) and should occur outside the 

potential reptile hibernation season (should be carried out between March and September 

inclusive); 

 

¶ Breeding birds have been identified on site. Vegetation clearance should be conducted outside 

the breeding bird season (should be carried out between September and February inclusive). 

Breeding bird surveys are recommended prior to vegetation clearance to assess the potential 

impacts; 

 

¶ Disused badger setts have been identified on site, although no signs of recent activity were 

recorded. Additional badger checks should be carried out prior to any proposed works, ideally 

within the optimum survey season (between November and April); and, 

 

¶ Himalayan Balsam has been identified and it is understood that treatment of this invasive plant 

species has been carried out. This area needs to be monitored to determine if further treatment 

is required. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1. Background 

1.1.1. Atkins Limited (Atkins) was commissioned by BRB (Residual) Ltd to identify potential ecological 
constraints relating to the proposed redevelopment of the site known as South End Yard, Oxford.  
The site is located on former railway sidings in the south-west of Oxford, and is centred on 
Ordnance Survey Grid Reference SP 506 058.  

1.1.2. This report provides details of ecological information obtained from a desk study and a walkover 
survey undertaken on 12

th
 April 2011.   

1.1.3. This purpose of this report is to assess the importance of the habitats within the site, identify 
legally protected fauna and flora, and recommend further ecological survey work and/or mitigation 
that may be required prior to any development.   

1.1.4. A summary of relevant legislation regarding species and designated sites is included in Appendix 
A. 

1.2. The site 

1.2.1. The site is 3.5 ha in total and is located within an area of predominantly light industrial use.  The 
majority of the site supports dense scrub with occasional trees.  The northern part of the site is 
used as a car park for the Royal Mail sorting office. 

1.2.2. The site is bound to the north by Osney Lane, to the south by the River Isis (the name given to 
the River Thames as it flows through the city of Oxford), to the west by an active rail line and 
industrial units and to the east by a coach park and area of amenity grassland. See Appendix B 
for a map of the site boundary.  
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2. Methodology 

2.1. Desk Study 

2.1.1. The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) website 
(www.magic.gov.uk) was reviewed for information on statutory designated sites of nature 
conservation interest, such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Special Areas of 
Conservation (SAC) within 2 km of the site boundary.  

2.1.2. The Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC) was contacted for information on 
non-statutory designated sites within 2 km of the site, such as County Wildlife Sites. 

2.1.3. The TVERC was also contacted for existing records of legally protected and other notable 
species within 1 km of the site. 

2.1.4. The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) website (http://www.ukbap.org.uk/default.aspx) was 
reviewed for priority species and habitats within the UK and the Oxfordshire BAP 
(http://ukbars.defra.gov.uk/plans/lbap.asp) to determine which of these are present (or may be 
present) within the site. 

2.1.5. Ordnance Survey maps were used to identify the presence of water bodies within 500 m of the 
site, in order to establish if the site could be used as terrestrial habitat for great crested newts. 
This species can use suitable terrestrial habitat up to 500 m from a breeding pond (Great crested 
newt mitigation guidelines, English Nature, 2001). 

2.2. Walkover survey 

2.2.1. A walkover ecological survey of the site and the immediate surrounds (the survey area) was 
undertaken on 12

th
 April 2011 broadly following the óExtended Phase 1ô methodology as set out in 

Guidelines for Baseline Ecological Assessment (Institute of Environmental Assessment, 1995).  
This survey method records information on the habitats within the survey area together with any 
evidence of and potential for legally protected and notable fauna, as follows;   

¶ potential roosting sites for bats in trees and buildings within and immediately adjacent to 
the site (identification of suitable cracks and crevices from the ground, aided by 
binoculars);  

¶ land within the site was assessed for potential to support great crested newts; 

¶ searching for signs of badger activity including setts, tracks, snuffle holes and latrines 
within and up to 50 m from the site (where access allowed); 

¶ assessment of habitat suitable for dormice; 

¶ assessment of habitat suitable for nesting birds (including any old nests);  

¶ assessment of habitat suitable for reptiles; 

¶ assessment of habitat suitable for invertebrates; 

¶ assessment of habitats adjacent to the site suitable for water vole, otter and white clawed 
crayfish; and, 

¶ the presence of invasive plant species within and up to 10 m from the boundary of the 
site (where access allowed). 

2.3. Bat survey 

2.3.1. Three trees with potential to support roosting bats were identified within the site during the 
walkover survey.  The locations of these are shown on the Constraints Map in Appendix B.  
These are all mature crack willow trees. 

¶ Tree 1 (T1) has several small split branches with cracks that could lead to cavities 
suitable for bats 

¶ Tree 2 (T2) has two large split branches with cracks that could lead to cavities and three 
woodpecker holes that could also lead to suitable cavities for bats 
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¶ Tree 3 (T3) has two woodpecker holes that could lead to suitable cavities for bats. 

2.3.2. A dusk and dawn emergence/return survey was carried out on the 25
th
/26

th
 July 2011 and a 

further dusk survey was carried out on the 2
nd

 August 2011. Four surveyors carried out each 
survey and were positioned to cover all three potential roosting trees; two people were required to 
survey T1 for health and safety reasons due to its isolated location, and two people surveyed T2 
and T3 from different sides of the trees. All of the surveys were carried out in suitable weather, 
avoiding heavy rain, low temperatures or strong winds.  

2.3.3. The dusk emergence surveys commenced 30 minutes prior to sunset and continued for 2 hours 
after sunset (the dusk survey on the 25

th
 July continued for just over 1.5 hours after sunset, until it 

was too dark to see the trees anymore). The dawn return survey started 1.5 hours before sunrise 
and continued until just after sunrise. 

2.3.4. Details of all bats seen or heard were recorded on standard Atkins Bat Activity survey sheets, 
including details such as flight direction, acitivity, and species. 

2.4. Reptile survey 

2.4.1. Habitats with the potential to support reptiles were identified within the site during the walkover 
survey and further surveys were carried out to confirm the presence of reptiles.   

2.4.2. A total of 30 reptile refugia mats were placed within the site and suitable locations where reptiles 
could potentially occur. Twenty-four of the refugia mats were made of roofing felt and were 
approximately 1m x 0.5m in size. Six of the refugia mats were made of black corregated felt, 
approximately 1m x 1m in size. 

2.4.3. The mats were checked on 7 occasions between the 4th July 2011 and 2nd August 2011. Reptile 
checks were carried out in suitable weather, when the air temperature was warming up (for 
example in the morning, or after heavy cloud cover) or cooling down for the day (late afternoon). 
Suitable refugia in the vicinity of the reptile mats were also checked for reptiles. 

2.4.4. The details of any reptiles observed were recorded on a form, along with survey details such as 
time, temperature and weather conditions. A list of survey details can be found in Appendix C.  

2.5. Bird survey 

2.5.1. Atkins was not commissioned to carry out specific bird surveys; however a list of birds seen and 
heard within the site, along with any evidence of breeding, was noted during all of the reptile and 
bat surveys. 

2.5.2. The whole site was not covered and surveys did not take place at sunrise when birds are most 
active, however it does give an indication of the species present. 

2.6. Survey Limitations 

2.6.1. Ecological surveys are limited by factors which affect the presence of plants and animals such as 
the time of year, migration patterns and behaviour.  Therefore the survey of this site has not 
produced a complete list of plants and animals and the absence of evidence of any particular 
species should not be taken as conclusive proof that the species is not present or that it will not 
be present in the future. 

2.6.2. The list of invasive plant species included on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended) is extensive and these plants are found in a range of different habitats, including 

aquatic habitats.  The ecological constraints survey checked, in particular, for the presence of 

Japanese knotweed, giant knotweed, hybrid knotweed, giant hogweed, rhododendron and 
Himalayan balsam.  There may be other invasive plant species present on the site which were 

not recorded, but it is considered that this survey is sufficient to identify any significant 
constraints posed by invasive plants.  

2.6.3. The assessment of buildings adjacent to the site as potential bat roost sites was limited as access 
to these was not permitted, but it is considered that the views permitted (which were typically only 
of one or two sides of each building) from within the site were sufficient to make an initial 
assessment of bat roosting potential.  There were no buildings on the site. 

2.6.4. Searching for evidence of badgers was partially constrained by the dense and tall growth of 
nettles across large areas of the site.  This could obscure evidence such as setts and latrines. 
This could also potentially obscure evidence of other protected species.  
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2.6.5. Nevertheless, the results of this ecological survey have allowed an evaluation of the habitats on 
site and the likely use of the site by legally protected and notable species.  This report is 
considered appropriate for its purpose, which is to assess the importance of the habitats on site 
and identify protected fauna and flora and ecological survey work that may be required prior to 
the proposed development.   
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3. Results  

3.1. Statutory designated sites 

3.1.1. There are five statutory sites within 2 km of the site, of which four are designated for their nature 
conservation importance. 

3.1.2. There is one Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and three Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSIs) within 2 km of the site.  These are set out in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1:  Information on Statutory Sites designated for nature conservation value within 
2 km of the site 

SSSI name Distance and 
direction from site 

Reason for notification 

Oxford Meadows 
SAC 

1.3 km North The site includes vegetation communities that are 
perhaps unique in the world in reflecting the influence 
of long-term grazing and hay-cutting on lowland hay 
meadows. 

This is the larger of only two known sites in the UK 
for creeping marshwort. 

Port Meadow with 
Wolvergate 
Common & Green 
SSSI 

1.3 km North The site consists of a series of neutral grasslands 
situated in the Thames floodplain. The characteristic 
associations of plants present are considered to 
reflect better than any grassland in Britain, and 
possibly the world, the influence of grazing on the 
balance of species. 

The site can support large numbers of birds during 
winter floods, with over 1,000 wigeon and 1,000 
snipe recorded in recent years. Other regular visitors 
are teal, pintail, shoveler and large flocks of lapwing. 

New Marston 
Meadows SSSI 

1.84 km Northeast Agriculturally unimproved neutral meadows on the 
flood plain. Also wet swamp communities and diverse 
hedgerows.  

The locally scarce white-legged damselfly occurs in 
large numbers feeding over the grassland. 

Breeding birds include several pairs of lapwing, 
lesser-spotted woodpecker and the specially 
protected kingfisher. 

Iffley Meadow 
SSSI  

1.88 km Southeast 
Alluvial flood meadows which are still 
managed traditionally as hay meadow and 
permanent pasture. The outstanding feature of a rich 
grassland flora, undamaged by farming 
improvements, is the largest remaining population of 
snake's head fritillary in the middle Thames area. 

3.2. Non-statutory designated sites 

3.2.1. There are eleven Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and seventeen Sites of Local Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SLINCS)

1
 within 2 km of the site.  The closest of these to the site is Grandpont 

Nature Park SLINC, which is approximately 40 m to the south of the site, on the other side of the 
River Isis.  This SLINC supports rough grassland, scrub and woodland habitats.   

                                                 
1
 LWS are selected via a county-level selection process, whereas SLINCS are selected via a local-level selection 

process and typically have a public / access value as well as a wildlife interest. 
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3.2.2. All other LWS and SLINCS are more than 650 m from the site.  The nearest LWS is Osney Mead, 
which is 900 m from the site, and the nearest SLINC is Bullstake Stream, which is 680 m from the 
site. 

3.2.3. Two óSLINC networksô are also present within the search area. These have no specific citation 
details but are designated to connect SLINC sites together, via linear habitat features such as 
watercourses.  One SLINC network site runs alongside the railway line, approximately 25 m to 
the west of the site. 

3.2.4. Maps showing the boundaries of the LWS, SLINCS and SLINC networks are provided in 
Appendix D.  

3.3. Site Surveys 

Walkover survey 

3.3.1. The habitats present on the site are shown on the Constraints Map in Appendix B. 

3.3.2. The majority of the site (approximately 2.1 ha) comprises a mosaic of scattered and continuous 
scrub and tall ruderal

2
 habitat. This is found in two areas of the site, in a large block in the south 

of the site and also along the former railway lines.  The southern section of the site supports a 1.4 
ha block of scrub and tall ruderal habitat, dominated by large hawthorn and grey willow scrub, 
with bramble along the west boundary and occasional sycamore and crack willow trees 
throughout. In open areas, the understorey is dominated by common nettle. 

3.3.3. A strip of dense scrub approximately 0.7 ha in total has grown up over the former railway lines 
which run through the centre of the site, and these are dominated by buddleia and hawthorn, with 
occasional bramble and dog rose. 

3.3.4. A small ditch runs along the east side of the site, within the scrub habitat.  At the time of the 
survey it was very overgrown with common nettle and was dry.  It did not appear to connect to the 
River Isis, which is approximately 4 ï 5 m from the southern boundary of the site.  

3.3.5. The site also supports areas of bare ground, adjacent to the former rail lines, which run through 
the middle of the site.  These areas are compacted and supported very little vegetation at the 
time of the survey. 

3.3.6. In the north of the site, an area is being used as a site compound and associated car park, and a 
separate area is being used by the Royal Mail as a car park for their sorting office; this accounts 
for approximately 0.6 ha. 

3.3.7. None of the habitats recorded on the site are UK or Oxfordshire Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) 
habitats.  The UK BAP and Oxfordshire BAP include the habitat óOpen mosaic habitats on 
previously developed landô and the Oxfordshire BAP describes this habitat as ómosaics of bare 
ground with: 

¶ open grassland usually dominated by fine-leaved grasses; and, 

¶ scrub and other habitats such as heathland, swamp, ephemeral pools and inundation 
grassland.ô 

3.3.8. It also states that óPlant assemblages are unusual ... and the habitat supports a range of notable 
vascular plant, moss and lichen species.ô 

3.3.9. The description of this BAP habitat type distinguishes it from the habitats found at the South End 
Yard site because the site does not include such habitats. 

Bats 

Desk study results 

3.3.10. No records of bat roosts were provided by TVERC.  All bat records were of injured bats. Records 
of Daubentonôs bat, brown long-eared bat and pipistrelle species were supplied. 

Survey results 

Buildings 

                                                 
2
 Tall ruderal habitat is that which colonises disturbed ground and is unmanaged, developing a tall sward.  It typically 

comprises species such as docks, common nettle, willowherb species and coarse grasses. 
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3.3.11. Buildings immediately adjacent to the site B1 ï B5 as shown on the Constraints Map in Appendix 
B were visually assessed for their potential to support bat roosts. Access into the buildings was 
not possible. All of the buildings assessed were considered to have negligible potential to support 
roosting bats.  Information for these are set out below: 

 

Table 3.2:  Building descriptions and bat potential 

Building Description Roosting potential 

B1 A small block of new flats. 
Roof and tiles in good 
condition and no obvious gaps 
noted. 

Negligible bat roosting 
potential due to lack of 
suitable roosting sites. 

B2 Royal Mail building. A modern 
brick and glass construction. 

Negligible bat roosting 
potential due to lack of 
suitable roosting sites. 

B3 Petrol station Negligible bat roosting 
potential due to lack of 
suitable roosting sites. 

B4 Single storey brick building. 
Small felt-covered pitched roof 
with no gaps noted. Small 
cracks in brick work but not 
considered suitable for bats 

Negligible bat roosting 
potential due to lack of 
suitable roosting sites. 

B5 Row of metal warehouses 
along the railway line. No 
cracks or crevices noted and 
metal construction reduces 
suitability 

Negligible bat roosting 
potential due to lack of 
suitable roosting sites. 

Trees 

3.3.12. Three trees with potential to support roosting bats were identified within the site.  These are 
described in greater detail in Section 2.3 and their locations are shown on the Constraints Map in 
Appendix B.   

3.3.13. During the dusk/dawn emergence/return surveys, eight pipistrelles were recorded flying from the 
tree during the first emergence survey (25

th
 July 2011). This record suggests that tree T1 

supports a maternity roost of common pipistrelles and is therefore an important roosting site for 
the local pipistrelle population. 

3.3.14. No bats were confirmed to be roosting in trees T2 and T3, although there was some bat activity 
around bat emergence time and due to the density of vegetation a potential roost could not be 
completely ruled out. 

Habitats 

3.3.15. During the walkover survey, the habitats on site were not considered to be of particular value for 
foraging or commuting bats. However, due to the River Isis being located 4 ï 5 m to the south of 
the site, and a railway corridor being situated to the immediate west of the site, it was considered 
possible that the site is used by foraging and commuting bats. 

3.3.16. The bat surveys showed the onsite habitats to be used by small numbers of common bat species, 
including common pipistrelles, soprano pipistrelles and noctule bats. However the site did not 
seem to fall within a major commuting route or foraging location. 

3.3.17. Of particular importance was the clearing around T1, which appears to be used by the recently 
emerged bats for foraging, before following the hedge line to the river. Therefore this clearing and 
associated hedge line appear to be integral to T1 being suitable as a maternity roost. 

3.3.18. Daubentons bats were recorded foraging along the River Isis at the end of an emergence survey, 
suggesting that this river is important for foraging bats.  
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Reptiles 

Desk study results 

3.3.19. Two records of grass snake were supplied.  These were 600 m to the east and 500 to the south 
east of the site. 

Survey results 

3.3.20. The walkover survey identified the site as being of high potential for common reptile species (slow 
worm, common lizard and grass snake) due to the site containing habitats that could offer reptiles 
foraging, shelter, basking and hibernation opportunities, and the adjacent riverside habitat and 
railway line providing potential dispersal routes on and off the site.  The mosaic of scrub and tall 
ruderal habitat and the areas of bare ground adjacent to dense scrub provide suitable basking 
areas, numerous piles of railway sleepers with vegetation growing over them provide good 
hibernation sites, and the scrub and tall ruderal habitat offers foraging opportunities, as does the 
adjacent river corridor. 

3.3.21. During the reptile survey visits only one reptile was recorded; a single adult grass snake was 
recorded in the same location on three occasions, under a mat located within low-lying ruderals at 
the edge of the concrete area adjacent to the Royal Mail car park. The low number of reptiles 
recorded during the survey suggests that only a very small reptile population, possibly just the 
one grass snake, exists within the survey area. 

Birds 

Desk study results 

3.3.22. A large number of bird records were supplied within 1 km of the site.  Based on the habitats 
present within the site, and the birdsô conservation status, the following records are of particular 
note. 

Table 3.3:  Relevant bird records from 1 km of the site  

Species Location of record Conservation status
3
 

Cuckoo Recorded at Grandpont Park, 
approximately 40 m to the south of 
the site 

Red list BoCC 

Kingfisher Recorded from adjacent 1 km grid 
squares 

Schedule 1, Amber list BoCC 

Cettiôs warbler Records from adjacent 1 km grid 
square 

Schedule 1 

Whitethroat Recorded from within the same 1 
km grid square as the site 

Amber list BoCC 

Willow warbler Recorded from within the same 1 
km grid square as the site 

Amber list BoCC 

Willow tit Records from adjacent 1 km grid 
square 

UK BAP Priority species, Red list 
BoCC 

Marsh tit Records from adjacent 1 km grid 
square 

UK BAP Priority species, Red list 
BoCC 

Starling Records from adjacent 1 km grid 
square 

Red list BoCC 

Brambling Records from adjacent 1 km grid 
square 

Schedule 1 

                                                 
3
 Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/BoCC_tcm9-217852.pdf  

Red List status on the BoCC indicates the species has suffered from a severe decline in breeding status or contraction of 
its UK range. Amber list status indicates that the species has suffered moderate declines.  
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5163 
Schedule 1 birds are those that receive additional protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and the birds are protected from disturbance whilst nesting. 

http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/BoCC_tcm9-217852.pdf
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5163
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Survey results 

3.3.23. Twenty bird species were recorded on site during the walkover and reptile surveys. This is not 
thought to be an exhaustive list as breeding bird surveys were not carried out and the whole of 
the site was not covered. 

3.3.24. Breeding evidence (such as singing birds, parents with food and recently fledged young) was 
recorded for 11 bird species, although all 20 of the recorded species could potentially have bred 
on or near the site due to the presence of suitable habitat. 

3.3.25. All of the bird species recorded are relatively common, although six are notable for their 
conservation concern status. Song thrush, bullfinch and dunnock are UK BAP species. Song 
thrush is also a Red List Birds of Conservation Concern (BoCC) species. Bullfinch and dunnock, 
along with common whitethroat, green woodpecker and willow warbler and dunnock are Amber 
List BoCC species. 

3.3.26. Bulfinch is also an Oxfordshire Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species. 

Table 3.4:  Bird species observed within the site notable for their conservation concern 
status  

Species Conservation status Breeding status on site 

Bullfinch UK BAP, Amber List BoCC, 
Oxford BAP 

Family party observed, thought to 
have bred on site 

Common whitethroat Amber List BoCC Not confirmed as breeding on site 

Dunnock UK BAP, Amber List BoCC Repeated singing observations, 
thought to have bred on site 

Green woodpecker Amber List BoCC Not confirmed as breeding on site 

Song thrush UK BAP, Red List BoCC Repeated singing observations, 
thought to have bred on site 

Willow warbler Amber List BoCC Not confirmed as breeding on site 

3.3.27. Although not recorded on site during the visits, due to desk study records, and the presence of 
the River Isis immediately to the south of the site, it is possible that Cettiôs warbler and kingfisher 
could breed at the site. These species receive additional legal protection through their inclusion 
on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (please see Appendix A for more details).   

Badger 

Desk study results 

3.3.28. No records of badger were supplied. 

Survey results 

3.3.29. An old three-hole badger sett was identified on site.  There were no signs of current use by 
badger and the sett appeared to be in use by fox at the time of the survey, as indicated by fox 
hairs found at the entrance.  There was no evidence of badger found anywhere on the site, 
including in proximity to the sett. 

3.3.30. Two other single mammal holes were found.  These were also in use by fox at the time of the 
survey. This was determined due to the presence of fox hairs found at the entrances to the holes. 

Great crested newt 

Desk study results 

3.3.31. No records of great crested newt were supplied. 

Survey results 
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3.3.32. No ponds were identified within 500 m of the site, from examining OS maps.  No ponds were 
identified on the site.  No ponds were identified immediately adjacent to the site. The small ditch 
running along the eastern boundary of the site was completely dry at the time of the survey and 
based on the extent of vegetation growth within it, appeared to have been dry for some 
considerable time.   

3.3.33. Although the terrestrial habitats on the site were suitable, the lack of ponds within 500 m and 
barriers to dispersal of the site (the River Isis in the south and busy roads in the north and north-
east) means that great crested newts, and other amphibians, are not likely to occur on the site.  
Great crested newts are therefore not considered to be a constraint and are not considered 
further. 

Dormice 

Desk study results 

3.3.34. No records of dormice were supplied. 

Survey results 

3.3.35. The scrub habitat on the site lacks the structure and plant species diversity required by this 
species to meet its foraging needs, and crucially, there is a lack of connectivity to offsite habitat.  
The site is of insufficient size and plant diversity to support a population of dormice in isolation, 
and there is very little woodland in the wider area, and no or very little connectivity suitable for 
dormice to allow them to disperse and move between the site and other offsite habitats. 

3.3.36. Therefore, it is concluded that the site is not suitable for dormice, and they are not considered to 
be a constraint and are not considered further. 

Invasive plant species 

Desk study results 

3.3.37. No records were supplied. 

Survey results 

3.3.38. An area of Himalayan Balsam was identified at the southern end of the site, where it meets the 
River Isis. This Himalayan Balsam appears to have spread from the river, and there are large 
areas of Himalyan Balsam along the river edge, outside the site boundary. 

Invertebrates 

Desk study results 

3.3.39. Four invertebrate records were supplied.  Two of these were twenty years old and are considered 
less relevant due to their age.  A record of fritillary (species not specified) was supplied from 
Osney Mead SLINC which is approximately 900 m to the west of the site, and a record of 
loosestrife flea beetle was supplied from Fiddlers Island which is over 1 km to the north west of 
the site. 

Survey results 

3.3.40. The site is considered unlikely to be of high value for invertebrates, despite its brownfield history.  
This is because the areas of bare ground are heavily compacted and are unlikely to be utilised by 
burrowing invertebrates.  The vegetation on the site is not particularly species-rich, with the 
ground flora of the open areas amongst the scrub being heavily dominated by common nettle.  
There are only a small number of mature trees on the site, the majority being crack willow, which 
is also found offsite, alongside the River Isis.  There are no waterbodies on the site.  The site 
does not have much in the way of early stage successional habitats, for example, ephemeral and 
species-rich ruderal habitats. 
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Water vole and otter 

Desk study results 

3.3.41. Records of water vole were supplied from Bulstake Stream (although these were all over ten 
years old), Oxford Canal (also all over ten years old) and more recently from the Thames 
catchment (River Isis), approximately 800 m downstream from the site. 

3.3.42. Numerous records of otter were supplied from Bulstake Stream, approximately 530 m to the west 
of the site and from Hinksey Stream, approximately 560 m to the south of the site. These included 
records from 2010. A 2010 record was also supplied from Castle Mill path, which is 160 m to the 
south of the site and is the path that runs along the southern edge of the site. 

Survey results 

3.3.43. The River Isis lies south of the site, separated from the site by a security fence.  Beyond the 
fence is a public footpath which runs along the bank of the river.  The river bank on the side 
closest to the site is a natural bank vegetated with grasses, and has potential to support water 
vole. The backside vegetation is approximately 3 m wide to the channel of the river from the 
footpath. 

3.3.44. The river has potential to support foraging and commuting otter, although no potential holts were 
noted in the immediate vicinity of the site.  A recent record was provided of otter evidence from 
close to the site (see paragraph 3.3.42).  The existing site security fence alongside the river is 
sufficient to prevent otters utilising the habitats on the site.   

White-clawed crayfish 

Desk study results 

3.3.45. No records of white-clawed crayfish were supplied. 

Survey results 

3.3.46. The River Isis, as it flows past the site, is not considered to be particularly suitable for white 
clawed crayfish.  The southern bank is artificially reinforced, reducing burrowing potential to the 
northern bank.  No refuges were noted within the channel from the edge of the river and aquatic 
vegetation appeared scarce. 

Other protected species 

3.3.47. There is no potential for other protected species to occur on the site.  
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4. Potential Ecological Constraints and 
Proposed Mitigation Measures  

4.1.1. This section summarises the key ecological constraints identified on the site to be considered 
prior and during the development of the site. Information is also provided regarding the 
recommended approach to avoid these potential constraints, minimise any effects, or for the 
requirement to conduct further ecological surveys. 

4.1.2. A summary of the relevant legislation is provided in Appendix A. 

4.2. Designated sites 

4.2.1. The River Isis, which is 4 ï 5 m from the southern boundary of the site connects to both Oxford 
Meadows SAC and Iffley Meadows SSSI. Oxford Meadows SAC is upstream of the site but Iffley 
Meadows SSSI is downstream of the site. Due to the proximity of the river to the site, there is 
potential to affect the river during construction and/or operational phase of any development at 
the site through site run-off. This could have impacts on Iffley Meadows SSSI. 

4.2.2. Due to the proximity of the Grandpont Nature Park SLINC (40 m) and the SLINC network (25 m) 
to the site (see map in Appendix C for their location in relation to the site), there is potential for 
indirect impacts on habitats and species within these locally designated sites during any 
construction work at the site, for example from noise, water pollution and air pollution.  Potential 
operational impacts could arise from discharges into the River Isis, or from new lighting that may 
be installed on the site. 

4.2.3. It is considered likely that careful working practices can be implemented to deliver adequate 
mitigation for any construction impacts. 

4.2.4. It is recommended that there should be stringent adherence to the Environment Agency 
Pollution Prevention Guidelines for any works that could affect the River Isis, with particular 
reference to PPG1 (general guide to the prevention of water pollution), PPG5 (works in near or 
liable to affect watercourses), PPG6 (working at construction and demolition sites) and PPG21 
(pollution incident response planning).  http://www.netregs.gov.uk/netregs/links/107968.aspx. 

4.2.5. Consideration should be given to lighting designs and disposal of waste from the site when a 
planning application is made, in order to minimise any impacts on designated sites.  

4.3. Bats 

4.3.1. Bat roosts are protected under the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (as 
amended) and Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), which taken together makes it 
an offence to:  

¶ deliberately capture, injure or kill a bat;  

¶ deliberately disturb a bat; or damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place used by a 
bat; and 

¶ intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to any structure or place used for shelter or 
protection or disturb a bat in such a place. 

4.3.2. The protection of bat roosts is considered to apply regardless of whether bats are present.  
Please see Appendix A for a full summary. 

4.3.3. Three trees were identified as having the potential to support roosting bats; the locations of the 
three trees are shown on Figure B.1 in Appendix B.  

4.3.4. T1 has been confirmed to support a common pipistrelle maternity roost. No bat roost has been 
confirmed for T2 and T3, however due to the bat activity around bat emergence time and the 
density of vegetation, use of these trees by roosting bats cannot be ruled out. 

4.3.5. The presence of a bat roost in T1 means this tree cannot be felled without a licence from Natural 
England.  A licence cannot be granted unless there is planning permission for a development 
which can demonstrate there is no alternative but to remove this tree, or if the tree poses a 
demonstrable risk to health and safety.   

http://www.netregs.gov.uk/netregs/links/107968.aspx
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4.3.6. The presence of the bat roost could also pose constraints on vegetation clearnce and works close 
to tree T1.  Bats choose roosts for complex reasons, partly to do with the surrounding habitat, as 
well as conditions within the tree itself.  Therefore, the removal of vegetation around the tree 
could impact on the roost and cause possible abandonment, which could result in a legal offence.   

4.3.7. Based on the data collected, it is recommended that the whole of the triangular parcel of 
vegetation in the southern part of the site, from T1, down to the river be retained, until it is 
determined by a developer what vegetation they need to remove as part of a development 
proposal.  The vegetation to be removed can then be subject to further survey in order to 
understand how the bats in this roost are using the surrounding habitat.   

4.3.8. If there is a real need to clear some of the southern end of the site for sale of the land, then it is 
recommended that a minimal area is cleared, enough to give sight lines and views into the site, 
but no more than is necessary, and away from trees T1, T2 and T3. An ecologist should advise 
on any vegetation clearance. 

4.3.9. If it is considered necessary to remove trees T2 and T3, these should be re-surveyed prior to 
felling. An ecologist will also need to advise on the timing of any clearance, which may need to 
fall outside of summer and hibernation roost seasons. If the presence/absence of a roost is 
unable to be determined, then they should be soft felled, where the tree is taken down limb by 
limb, with the arboriculturalist avoiding cutting through any cavities in branches and the trunk, so 
that any bats that may be present are not harmed. 

4.3.10. Bats are also known to forage along the River Isis so works on the southern boundary would 
need to consider this as a potential constraint. There should be no lighting of the river corridor 
during construction, to avoid any potential impacts on bats using the river. 

4.4. Reptiles 

4.4.1. Although the initial walkover identified the site as being potentially suitable for reptiles, only one 
reptile, an adult grass snake, was recorded on the site throughout the reptile surveys. 

4.4.2. It will not be necessary to locate a receptor site, as this grass snake is highly likely to be using the 
river and/or railway corridor as well as the site and therefore can be moved to the river bank.   

4.4.3. A Precautionary Method of Working (PMW) is recommended during vegetation clearance, as it 
is possible that a small number of other reptiles are present, given the density vegetation and 
extent of suitable habitat on the site. Timings of any vegetation clearance that could potentially 
affect reptiles should be undertaken outside the hibernation period (October to February).  

4.5. Breeding birds 

4.5.1. Many of the birds recorded at the site during the survey were noted as displaying breeding 
behaviour.  All nesting birds receive legal protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended) which states that it is an offence to kill any wild bird and to damage or destroy bird 
nests that are in use. 

4.5.2. Due the number of birds seen displaying nesting behaviour during the site visit in April, it is 
recommended that any vegetation clearance be avoided during the bird nesting season, which in 
the south of England is taken to be 1

st
 March to 31

st
 August inclusive.  

4.5.3. The site has some potential to support breeding Cettiôs warbler and kingfisher.  These species 
are listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), which means 
that in addition to the protection received by all wild birds (as set out in paragraph 4.5.1 above) 
they are additionally protected from disturbance while nesting. It is recommended that breeding 
bird surveys be undertaken prior to clearance of the site and any planning application to develop 
the site, in order to assess the bird community utilising the habitats on the site. This survey would 
require five survey visits, in March to June, following the Common Bird Census methodology

4
.  

This would enable an assessment of the impact from the removal of the habitats on the site on 
breeding birds and subsequent mitigation and enhancement as necessary. 

4.6. Badger 

4.6.1. A three-hole badger sett was found on the site, in the area of scrub in the south of the site.  This 
sett, and two other single holes found on the site appeared to be in use by fox at the time of the 

                                                 
4
 Gilbert G., Gibbons D. and Evans J. (1998). Bird Monitoring Methods: A Manual of Techniques for Key UK Species. 
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survey, and no evidence of current occupation by badger or presence of badger on the site was 
found. 

4.6.2. The use of setts can change over time as badgers disperse and seek new territories.  It is 
possible that in the future, the sett could become used by badgers again.   

4.6.3. Due to the presence of an old badger sett on the site, and the potential for movement of badgers 
on and off of the site via the railway line, it is recommended that an update badger inspection be 
undertaken prior to any clearance and development of the site, to check on the status of this 
species on the site. The optimum period for surveying for badger activity is between November 
and April. 

4.6.4. If badger activity is found in future surveys, then a licence may be required if any proposed works 
could potentially affect them.  

4.7. Water vole 

4.7.1. Any works along the southern boundary of the side that have potential to damage the banks of 
the river should consider the potential presence of water vole in this neighbouring habitat. 

4.7.2. A survey for water vole will be required if proposed works at the site are likely to damage or 
disturb the river bank. 

4.8. Otter 

4.8.1. There is potential for otters to use the River Isis for foraging and commuting, as it flows past the 
site boundary.  Any works along the southern boundary of the site should consider the presence 
of this species in the neighbouring habitat. 

4.8.2. Working practises during construction should take account of the potential for otter along the river 
corridor.  This could include avoiding working at night immediately adjacent to the southern 
boundary of the site, not lighting the river corridor and covering over excavations. 

4.9. Invasive plant species 

4.9.1. An area of Himalayan Balsam was identified at the southern end of the site. The plants were 
sprayed with herbicide and had the flowering heads removed prior to setting seed. This area will 
need to continue to be monitored for future outbreaks due to the likely presence of existing seeds 
in the soil and the presence of Himalayan Balsam immediately outside the site. 

4.10. Updating survey data 

4.10.1. Further ecological survey is recommended if no works are undertaken on site within twelve 
months of this survey (by April 2012) because of the mobility of animals and the potential for 
colonisation of the site. 
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Appendix A: Summary of relevant wildlife 
legislation 
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This report has been prepared by an environmental specialist and does not purport to provide legal advice.  You may wish to take separate legal advice' 

Species Legislation 

(England & Wales) 

Offences Licensing procedures 

(England & Wales) 

Bats 

European 
protected 
species 

Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 
2010  Reg 41 

Deliberately
1
 capture, injure or kill 

a bat; deliberate disturbance
2
 of 

bats; or damage or destroy a 
breeding site or resting place used 
by a bat. 

[The protection of bat roosts is 
considered to apply regardless of 
whether bats are present.]  

A Natural England (NE) licence in respect of development is required in England or a licence from the Welsh 
Assembly Government in consultation with Countryside Council of Wales (CCW) in Wales. 

European Protected Species: Mitigation Licensing- How to get a licence (NE 2010) 

Bat Mitigation Guidelines (English Nature 2004) 

Bat Workers Manual  (JNCC 2004) 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.9 

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct 
access to any structure or place 
used for shelter or protection or 
disturb a bat in such a place. 

Licence from NE or CCW is required for surveys (scientific purposes) that would involve disturbance of bats 
or entering a known or suspected roost site.  

Badger Protection of Badgers Act 
1992 

Wilfully kill, injure or take a badger; 
or intentionally or recklessly 
damage, destroy or obstruct 
access to a badger sett or disturb 
a badger in its sett. 

[It is not illegal to carry out 
disturbance activities in the vicinity 
of setts that are not occupied.] 

Where required, licences for development activities involving disturbance or sett interference or closure are 
issued by Natural England (NE) or Countryside Council for Wales (CCW).  Licences for activities involving 
watercourse maintenance, drainage works or flood defences are issued under a separate process. 

Licences are normally not granted from December to June inclusive because cubs may be present within 
setts. 

Badgers & Development (NE 2007) 

Otter 

European 
protected 
species 

Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 
2010  Reg 41 

Deliberately
1
 capture, injure or kill 

an otter; deliberate disturbance
2
 of 

otters; or damage or destroy a 
breeding site or resting place used 
by an otter. 

Licences issued for development by Natural England or from the Welsh Assembly Government in 
consultation with Countryside Council for Wales. 

European Protected Species: Mitigation Licensing- How to get a licence (NE 2010) 

 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.9 

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct 
access to any structure or place 
used for shelter or protection or 
disturb an otter in such a place. 

No licence is required for survey in England or Wales. However, a licence would be required if the survey 
methodology involved disturbance.  

 

Dormouse 

European 
protected 
species 

Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 
2010  Reg 41 

Deliberately
1
 capture, injure or kill 

a dormouse; deliberate 
disturbance

2
 of a dormouse; or 

damage or destroy a breeding site 
or resting place used by a 
dormouse. 

A Natural England licence in respect of development is required in England or a licence from the Welsh 
Assembly Government in consultation with the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) in Wales.  

European Protected Species: Mitigation Licensing- How to get a licence (NE 2010) 

Dormouse Conservation Handbook (English Nature 2006) 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.9 

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct 
access to any structure or place 
used for shelter or protection or 
disturb a dormouse in such a 

Licence issued for survey and conservation by Natural England or Countryside Council for Wales. 
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Species Legislation 

(England & Wales) 

Offences Licensing procedures 

(England & Wales) 

place. 

Water vole Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.9 

  

Intentionally kill, injure or take 
water voles; intentionally or 
recklessly damage, destroy or 
obstruct access to any structure or 
place used for shelter or protection 
or disturb a water vole in such a 
place. 

 

No licence is required for survey in England or Wales, unless you are likely to commit an action that is 
otherwise illegal. 

 

There are currently no licensing purposes that explicitly cover development activities or activities associated 
with the improvement or maintenance of waterways. However when a proposed lawful activity has no 
opportunity to retain water voles within a development site and their translocation would result in a 
conservation benefit then a licence from Natural England or the Countryside Council for Wales may be 
obtained. 

The Water Vole Conservation Handbook (R. Strachan & T. Moorhouse, Wildlife Conservation Research Unit, 
2

nd
 Edition 2006) 

England: Water voles and development licensing policy -NE Technical Information Note TIN042 2008 

Wales: Water Voles ï Guidance for recent legislation changes (2008)  

Birds Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.1 

Intentionally kill, injure or take any 
wild bird; intentionally take, 
damage or destroy the nest of any 
wild bird while that nest is in use or 
being built; intentionally take or 
destroy the nest or eggs of any 
wild bird. 

[Special penalties are liable for 
these offences involving birds on 
Schedule 1 (e.g. most birds of 
prey, kingfisher, barn owl, black 
redstart, little ringed plover).] 

Intentionally or recklessly disturb a 
Schedule 1 species while it is 
building a nest or is in, on or near 
a nest containing eggs or young; 
intentionally or recklessly disturb 
dependent young of such a 
species.  

No licences are available to disturb any birds in regard to development.  

 

Licences are available in certain circumstances to damage or destroy nests, but these only apply to the list of 
licensable activities in the Act and do not cover development.   

 

General licences are available in respect of ópest speciesô but only for certain very specific purposes e.g. 
public health, public safety, air safety. 

Great crested 
newt 

European 
protected 
species 

Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 
2010  Reg 41 

Deliberately
1
 capture, injure or kill 

a great crested newt; deliberate 
disturbance

2
 of a great crested 

newt; deliberately take or destroy 
its eggs; or damage or destroy a 
breeding site or resting place used 
by a great crested newt. 

Licences issued for development by Natural England or from the Welsh Assembly Government in 
consultation with the Countryside Council for Wales. 

European Protected Species: Mitigation Licensing- How to get a licence (NE 2010) 

Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (English Nature 2001) 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct 
access to any structure or place 

Licences issued for science (survey), education and conservation by Natural England or the Countryside 
Council for Wales. 
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Species Legislation 

(England & Wales) 

Offences Licensing procedures 

(England & Wales) 

S.9 used for shelter or protection or 
disturb a great crested newt in 
such a place. 

Natterjack toad 

Sand lizard 

Smooth snake 

European 
protected 
species 

Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 
2010  Reg 41 

Deliberately
1
 capture, injure or kill 

it; deliberate disturbance
2
 of it; 

deliberately take or destroy its 
eggs; or damage or destroy a 
breeding site or resting place used 
by it. 

Licences issued for development by Natural England or from the Welsh Assembly Government in 
consultation with the Countryside Council for Wales. 

European Protected Species: Mitigation Licensing- How to get a licence (NE 2010) 

 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) 
S.9 

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct 
access to any structure or place 
used for shelter or protection or 
disturb

3
 it in such a place. 

A licence is required from Natural England or the Countryside Council for Wales for surveying and handling. 

Adder 

Common lizard 

Grass snake 

Slow worm 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 S.9(1) (part); 
S.9(5) 

Intentionally kill or injure any 
common reptile species. 

No licence is required in England or Wales.  

However an assessment for the potential of a site to support reptiles should be undertaken prior to any 
development works which have potential to affect these animals. 

White-clawed 
crayfish 

Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 S.9(1) (part) only 

Intentionally take from the wild. Licences issued for survey by Natural England and by the Countryside Council for Wales.   

No licences in respect of development are available. 

Trapping and removal of crayfish for maintenance or development activities in a watercourse requires a 
conservation licence from Natural England or Countryside Council for Wales and a permit from the 
Environment Agency. 

Rabbits, foxes 
and other wild 
mammals 

Wild Mammals 
(Protection) Act 1996 

Intentionally inflict unnecessary 
suffering to any wild mammal. 

Natural England provides guidance in relation to rabbits (TIN003, Rabbits- management options for 
preventing damage, July 2007) and foxes (which are also protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 from live baits and decoys, see TAN43 April 2005 and TAN08 April 2005) as well as other wild 
mammals; see Natural Englandôs website for the list of óRegulatory Guidance, Best Practice and Informationô. 

Lawful and humane pest control of these species is permitted. 

 
1
Deliberate capture or killing is taken to include ñaccepting the possibilityò of such capture or killing 

 
2
Deliberate disturbance of animals includes in particular any disturbance which is likely a) to impair their ability (i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young, or (ii) in the case of animals of 

hibernating or migratory species, to hibernate or migrate; or b) to affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which they belong.  
Lower levels of disturbance not covered by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 remain an offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 although a defence is available where such 
actions are the incidental result of a lawful activity that could not reasonably be avoided.  
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Site Designation Legislation 

(England & Wales) 

Protection Guidance 

Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) 

Special Protection 
Area (SPA) 

Wetland of 
International 
Importance (Ramsar 
site) 

Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010  

EC Directive on the conservation of 
natural habitats and of wild fauna and 
flora (92/42/EEC). 

EC Directive on the conservation of wild 
birds (79/409/EEC). 

Convention on Wetlands of International 
Importance especially as Waterfowl 
Habitat 1971 (the Ramsar Convention). 

Planning controls are effected 
through Part 2 of the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species regulations 
2010 (Reg 21) and Part 6 (Regs 61- 
67).    

The legislation for the Site of Special 
Scientific Interest which will underpin 
each designation also applies. 

These sites are given protection 
through policies in the Local 
Development Plan. 

Formal Appropriate Assessment is required before undertaking, or giving consent, 
permission or other authorisation for a plan or project which is likely to have a 
significant effect on such a site.  

 

Planning Policy Statement  9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (ODPM 2005) 
and the accompanying joint Circular (ODPM Circular 6/2005 & Defra Circular  01/2005) 
for England or Technical Advice Note 5 in Wales 
(http://wales.gov.uk/desh/policy/planning/tan5/tane.pdf;jsessionid=XVm1JX3L3cLZTqb
3RcQy2L20Lhcgkv0FPY5tJkL9fVMh9Gl196Wl!-582746490?lang=en). 

Site of Special 
Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) 

It is an offence to carry out or permit 
to be carried out any potentially 
damaging operation. 

SSSIs are given protection through 
policies in the Local Development 
Plan. 

Owners, occupiers, public bodies and statutory undertakers must give notice and 
obtain the appropriate consent under S.28 before undertaking operations likely to 
damage a SSSI.   

S.28G places a duty on all public bodies to further the conservation and enhancement 
of SSSIs. 

Planning Policy Statement  9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (ODPM 2005) 
for England or Technical Advice Note 5 in Wales 
(http://wales.gov.uk/desh/policy/planning/tan5/tane.pdf;jsessionid=XVm1JX3L3cLZTqb
3RcQy2L20Lhcgkv0FPY5tJkL9fVMh9Gl196Wl!-582746490?lang=en). 

Local Nature 
Reserve (LNR) 

National Parks and Access to the 
Countryside Act 1949 S.21 

LNRs are given protection through 
policies in the Local Development 
Plan. 

LNRs are generally owned and managed by local authorities. 

Development proposals that would potentially affect a LNR would need to provide a 
detailed justification for the work, an assessment of likely impacts, together with 
proposals for mitigation and restoration of habitats lost or damaged.  

Planning Policy Statement  9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (ODPM 2005) 
for England or Technical Advice Note 5 in Wales 
(http://wales.gov.uk/desh/policy/planning/tan5/tane.pdf;jsessionid=XVm1JX3L3cLZTqb
3RcQy2L20Lhcgkv0FPY5tJkL9fVMh9Gl196Wl!-582746490?lang=en). 

Site of Local  
Importance for 
Nature Conservation 
(SLINC) 

There is no statutory designation for 
SINCs.  

SINCs are given protection through 
policies in the Local Development 
Plan. 

Development proposals that would potentially affect a SINC would need to provide a 
detailed justification for the work, an assessment of likely impacts, together with 
proposals for mitigation and restoration of habitats lost or damaged. 

Planning Policy Statement  9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (ODPM 2005) 
for England or Technical Advice Note 5 
(http://wales.gov.uk/desh/policy/planning/tan5/tane.pdf;jsessionid=XVm1JX3L3cLZTqb
3RcQy2L20Lhcgkv0FPY5tJkL9fVMh9Gl196Wl!-582746490?lang=en) in Wales. 
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Appendix B: Ecological constraints map 
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Appendix C: Reptile survey details 

 

Visit 
Number 

Date Start Time Temperature 
at Start 

Weather 

1 04/07/2011 09.00 19°C 100% overcast (Okta
5
 8) but sun 

starting to come through, still 
(Beaufort

6
 0), dry 

2 11/07/2011 16.15 23°C 80% overcast (Okta 6) but sun 
starting to come through, slight 
breeze (Beaufort 2), dry 

3 20/07/2011 15.50 17°C 100% overcast (Okta 8) but sun 
starting to come through, still 
(Beaufort 0), dry 

4 22/07/2011 08.30 15°C Sunny, 10% cloud (Okta 1), slight 
breeze (Beaufort 2), dry 

5 26/07/2011 09.30 16°C 100% overcast (Okta 8) but sun 
starting to come through, still 
(Beaufort 0), dry 

6 29/07/2011 08.40 16°C 100% overcast (Okta 8) but sun 
starting to come through, still 
(Beaufort 0), dry 

7 02/08/2011 17.30 25°C 100% overcast (Okta 8), rain clouds 
forming and cooling fast, gentle 
breeze (Beaufort 3), dry 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5
 The amount of cloud cover is usually given in units called oktas. Each okta represents one eighth of the sky covered by cloud. Clear sky /1 okta / 2 

oktas / 3 oktas / 4 oktas / 5 oktas / 6 oktas / 7 oktas / Overcast. 
6
 A scale ranging between 0-12 to describe the wind conditions. Zero being calm and 12 being hurricane force winds. 
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Appendix D: Desk study information from 
Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre 
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