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14 Reason, P.F. and Wray, S. (2023). UK Bat Mitigation Guidelines: a guide to impact assessment, mitigation and compensation for 
developments affecting bats. Version 1.1. Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, Ampfield. 
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15 Circular 06/2005 provides further guidance in respect of statutory obligations for biodiversity and geological conservation and 
their impact within the planning system. 
16 Where areas that are part of the Nature Recovery Network are identified in plans, it may be appropriate to specify the types of 
development that may be suitable within them. 
17 For example, infrastructure projects (including nationally significant infrastructure projects, orders under the Transport and 
Works Act and hybrid bills), where the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss or deterioration of habitat. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
18 The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and 
those sites listed in paragraph 181) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local 
Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; 
irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 68); 
and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change. 
19 Potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation and proposed Ramsar sites are sites on which 
Government has initiated public consultation on the scientific case for designation as a Special Protection Area, candidate Special 
Area of Conservation or Ramsar site. 
20 Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted 2015) Wiltshire Council [Online] Available at: 
https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/372/Wiltshire-Core-Strategy-adopted-2015/pdf/Wcs.pdf?m=637099399373530000 
[Accessed 31/01/2023] 
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Executive Summary  

Purpose of the report 

To provide a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of the proposed development site, 

involving, 

▪ Evaluation of its conservation status based on a desktop review that summarises 

information collated on protected species and nature conservation designations 

in the area. 

▪ Assessment of habitat composition on site, derived from a Phase 1 habitat survey. 

▪ Assessment of the likelihood of protected, or otherwise notable, species occurring 

on site. 

 

Context of the development 

The proposed development is to clear and develop the Donkey field site.  

Methods  

The project requirement was to assess the existing ecological value of the site, identify 

potential ecological issues associated with the proposed development and make 

recommendations for general mitigation, compensation, enhancement and further 

surveys, as appropriate.  A desk study and a Phase 1 habitat survey were carried out.  

Key issues  

The site has high reptile potential, and so a BMES should be followed when clearing 

vegetation from the site.  

Bats may present an ecological constraint to the works planned if any of the perimeter 

woodland is altered. Spring Park houses a greater horseshoe roost onsite. This can be 

mitigated through limiting working time to day-time hours, no felling of trees without 

being individually assessed for bats through a treetop inspection by a qualified 

ecologist. 

Further surveys required 

Any trees which are to be felled will require an aerial bat inspection by a qualified 

arboriculturist. 

A Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy (BMES) and bat surveys are 

recommended. 

Conclusions 

Due to the unmanaged nature of the recorded habitats, it is considered that the 

proposed development has the potential to cause significant negative impact to 

biodiversity at a site level.  
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1. Introduction 

 
1.1. Background  

 

1.1.1. Proposed site disturbance and clearance the land to construct a new data 

centre. At the time of writing the PEA, the exact location was to be 

confirmed.  

Figure 1. Site location with the red line boundary.  

 

1.1.2. The purpose of this report is to identify key ecological constraints, in order to 

inform the project planning such that significant ecological impacts are 

avoided or minimised.  It also aims to highlight any further ecological surveys 

that may be required to inform any future Ecological Impact Assessment 

(EcIA), so that they can be appropriately designed. Finally, the report aims 

to provide the information required in order to develop appropriate 

mitigation or compensation measures. 

 

1.2. Site description 

 

1.2.1. The Donkey Field, hereafter referred to as ‘The Site’ is a large brown field site 

measuring approximately 3.8 hectares. Its located to the south east of the 

existing ARK Spring Park data centres (NGR ST 85237 68769) . The site was 

accessed via Rowan Lane to the north, where there was a single-track road 



Donkey Field PEA 7 August 2022 

ARK Spring Park 
 

which travelled through the centre of the site. The site predominately 

consisted of areas of; tall ruderal plants, unimproved grassland, scrub, and 

bare ground, the concrete foundations of previously demolished buildings. 

The perimeter of the site consisted of areas of broadleaved semi-natural 

woodland and scrub.  

 

1.2.2. The proposed developments and alterations to the site are as followed:  

• Complete clearance of all vegetation. 

• Laying of associated groundworks for a new data centre. 

 

 

2. Planning & Legislation 

 
2.1. Legislation 

 

The following legislation informed the survey approach and considerations. 

• The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  

• The Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended). 

• Environment Act 2021 

 

2.2. Planning policies 

 

2.2.1. This report is prepared with reference to the National Planning Policy 

Framework 2017. 

 

3. Methods 

 

3.1. Desk study 

 

3.1.1. The following publicly accessible websites were searched for relevant 

ecological information: 

- http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/ 

- http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-1376 (summary of nature conservation 

legislation) 

- www.ukbap.org.uk (archived 2012) 

- www.google.com for aerial photography 

 

3.1.2. The Wiltshire and Swindon Biological Records Centre (WSBRC) was 

contacted and all ecological records pertaining to statutory & non-statutory 

sites within 2km of the survey area were requested. In addition, all protected 

species records within 2km (including bats species were requested). 

 

3.1.3. No previous reports relating to the site were available for review. 
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3.2. Field survey 

 

3.2.1. An extended Phase 1 habitat survey of the site was undertaken with 

reference to the Institute of Environmental Assessment’s Guidelines for 

Baseline Ecological Assessment (IEA, 1997) and the Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management’s Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological 

Appraisal (IEEM, 2012).  
 

3.2.2. The survey was conducted on the 9th August 2022 by Peter Allen and Paula 
Llewellyn. 
 

3.2.3. The weather conditions were excellent and an average temperature of 

28oC.  
 

3.2.4. During the survey, dominant plant species were recorded, and habitats were 

classified according to their vegetation types, as identified in the Handbook 

for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – A technique for environmental audit (JNCC, 

2010).  Target notes (TN) were taken to denote species and habitats of 

conservation interest and to describe the vegetation in areas that were too 

small to map.  Evidence or habitat suitable for any legally protected species 

was recorded, where appropriate.  

 

3.2.5. The presence (if any) of invasive species such as Japanese knotweed 

Reynoutria japonica was also investigated during the field survey. 
 

3.2.6. The results are presented in the standard format with habitat descriptions 

and a phase 1 habitat map (see Figure 3, Appendix 2).   

 

3.2.7. The site was inspected for direct evidence and habitat suitability for 

protected and notable species.  Particular attention was given to those 

species listed under The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

and The Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulations 2010 (as 

amended).  This included searching for signs of badger activity and habitats 

suitable for amphibians, dormice, bats and reptiles.   

 

3.2.8. According to the Institute for Environmental Assessment (IEA, 1995), phase 1 

surveys can be undertaken all year round in order to identify any habitats on 

site where protected species may potentially be present.  

 

3.2.9. In the event that habitats suitable for protected species are identified, it may 

be necessary to undertake further seasonal surveys to confirm 

presence/absence.  In the event that no suitable habitats or features are 

identified, a phase 1 habitat survey is sufficient to determine the potential 

impacts associated with a proposed development. 

 

 

3.3. Limitations 

 

3.3.1. The data provided by the online resources were not exhaustive. It is possible 

that species and habitats not found in the data search occur within the 

vicinity of the proposed development site. 
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3.3.2. The details within this report will remain valid for a period of 12 months; 

beyond that date it is advised that a review of ecological conditions is 

undertaken. 

 

3.3.3. Clearance of vegetation had already begun on the northern part of the 

donkey field.  

 

4. Baseline Ecological conditions 

 

4.1. Desk study  

 
4.1.1. Three statutory designated sites were identified within 2 km of the proposed 

development site, see Table 1 below. 
 

Table 1.  Statutory Wildlife Sites Within 2km of the site. 

Site name Habitat type 
Box Mine SSSI 

Bath & Bradford on Avon Bats SAC 

Corsham Railway Cutting SSSI 

 

4.1.2. The requested ecological data request from the Wiltshire and Swindon 

Biological Records Centre (WSBRC) recorded seven local wildlife sites, within 

2km of the site. See Figure 3 below, with details of each in Table 2.  
 

4.1.3. A total of three EPSL relating to bats were recorded within 2km of the Site, the details 

of which are presented in Table 3 below. 
 

Table 3: Bat EPSL Records within 1km of the Site 

EPSL Reference Species named  Distance & direction from 

the Site 

EPSM2011-3457 lesser horseshoe, greater horseshoe, 

whiskered 

694m west 

EPSM2010-1942 lesser horseshoe, natterers 550m north 

EPSM2011-2839 common pipistrelle, lesser horseshoe, 

brown long-eared, natterers.  

526m south 

EPSA2012-5222 lesser horseshoe, greater horseshoe, 

common pipistrelle. 

440m east 

2015-17598-EPS-MIT-2 lesser horseshoe 1696m north 
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Figure 3.  A map showing the Statutory and Non-statutory Wildlife Sites Within 2km of the site. 

 

Table 2.  Details of the Non-statutory Wildlife Sites Within 2km of the site. 

Map number Site name Area m2 

1 Kingsmoor Wood 4.6 

2 White Wood, Box 10.85 

3 Privett's Wood 4.88 

4 Botleaze Wood 4.1 

5 Box Hill Common 4.48 

6 Hazelbury Common 3.56 

7 Hazelbury Fields 7.27 

8 By Brook 31.61 

 

 
4.1.4. Protected species records for the following taxa were recorded within 2 km 

of the site: 

 

 

Amphibians:  
Great Crested Newt  Triturus cristatus * 

 

Bats: 
Alcathoe Bat   Myotis alcathoe 

Bechstein's Bat  Myotis bechsteinii  

Brandt's Bat    Myotis brandtii 

Brown Long-eared Bat Plecotus auratus 

Common Pipistrelle   Pipistrellus pipistrellus 

Daubenton's Bat   Myotis daubentoniid 
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Greater Horseshoe Bat  Rhinolophus ferrumequinum  

Lesser Horseshoe Bat Rhinolophus hipposideros  

Lesser Noctule  Nyctalus leisleri  

Nathusius's Pipistrelle  Pipistrellus nathusii 

Natterer's Bat  Myotis nattereri 

Noctule Bat   Nyctalus noctule 

Serotine   Eptesicus serotinus  

Soprano Pipistrelle   Pipistrellus pygmaeus 

Western Barbastelle  Barbastella barbastellus 

Whiskered    Myotis mystacinus  

Birds: 
Corn Bunting  Emberiza calandra 

Golden Plover   Pluvialis apricaria 

Herring Gull    Larus argentatus 

House Sparrow   Passer domesticus 

Linnet    Linaria cannabina 

Mistle Thrush   Turdus viscivorus 

Skylark   Alauda arvensis 

Song Thrush    Turdus philomelos 

Starling    Sturnus vulgaris 

Yellowhammer   Emberiza citronella 

Mammals: 

Eurasian Badger   Meles meles 

Polecat   Mustela putorius  

Reptiles:  

Common Lizard   Zootoca vivipara 

 

 

*No access to site due to main road preventing access 

 

4.1.5. The MAGIC website confirmed there were no ponds or Great crested newt 

breeding sites recorded within 500m of the site. Recently created drainage 

lagoons are present within the boundary of the existing data centre complex 

to the north. 

 

 

4.2. Site survey 
 

4.2.1. A Phase 1 habitat map of the site is set out in Figure 2 below.  

 

4.2.2. The majority of the site was comprised of C3.1other tall herb and fern – tall 

ruderal, in the form of various herbaceous and woody shrubs, including but 

not limited to dyer mignonette Reseda luteola, great mullein Verbascum 

thapsus, evening primrose Oenothera biennis, ragwort Senecio jacobaea, 

mugwort Artemisia vulgaris and hogweed Heracleum sphondylium. The site 

was split by a single track road, which crossed the site roughly from north 

west to south east.  
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4.2.3. The site also had areas of B2.1 neutral unimproved grassland fragmented 

amongst the area of C3.1other herb and fern – tall ruderal, this was very 

present in the northeast of the site, near target note 3.  

 

4.2.4. In both sections of the site, north and south of the road, there was large areas 

of J4 - bare ground which is thought to be concrete foundations of previously 

demolished buildings. These were spread across the site and sometimes were 

covered in sparse vegetation, and occasionally had areas of A2.2 scrub - 

scattered growing in close proximity, this included species such as bramble 

Rubus fruticosus, nettle Urtica dioica, broad-leaved doc Rumex obtusifolius 

and buddleia Buddleja davidii. These habitats are key for reptiles, and 

therefore increase the potential for this group onsite.  

 

4.2.5. Around the perimeter of the site, especially to the north, was an area A1.1.1 

Broad leaved woodland – semi natural. This consisted of ash Fraxinus 

excelsior , sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus , elder Sambucus nigra and 

blackthorn Prunus spinosa. This woodland provided a known commuting 

route for bat species and acted as a dark corridor. Individual trees within the 

woodland offer high bat roost and will need to be assessed for bat roosts.  

 

4.2.6. Areas between the stands of C3.1 and A1.1.1 were fragmented areas of 

scattered scrub. This primarily consisted of bramble and nettle species which 

transitioned between woodland undergrowth and the tall ruderal plants. This 

habitat is excellent for reptile species.  

 

4.2.7. There is potential for badgers onsite, however, no evidence was found during 

the phase 1 survey either on site or within 30m of the site.  

 

4.2.8. There was no evidence of Japanese knotweed Reynoutria japonica or other 

Invasive Non-Native Species on site. 

 

4.2.9. A full species list from the site survey is given in Appendix 1, and target notes 

relating to the numbers on the Phase 1 map are given in Appendix 2. 
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Figure 2  Phase 1 habitat map, including numbered target notes.      

 

 

4.2.10. The survey recorded the following potential for protected species and 

groups to be present. 

 

- Amphibians: NO breeding habitat recorded on or within 500m of site 

boundary. The terrestrial habitat had MODERATE amphibian potential. 

There were records of Great Crested Newt within 2km of the site, 

however, the site is surrounded by stretches of busy road, meaning it is 

unlikely for individuals to be found within the site. 

- Badgers: NO EVIDENCE of badgers recorded on site or within 30m, 

records indicate they are within 2km.  

- Bats; HIGH foraging and commuting potential within the site boundary.  

- Dormice: MODERATE HABITAT potential, no records found within 2km 

away.  Low habitat connectivity.  

- Otter; SUB-OPTIMAL for this species due to the absence of suitable habitat 

on site. 

- Reptiles: HIGH potential for this group, a number of potential hibernacula 

in the areas of scrub, and areas of bare ground for basking throughout 

the site . 

- Water vole; SUB-OPTIMAL for this species due to the absence of suitable 

habitat. 
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5. Ecological constraints and opportunities   

 
5.1. Designated nature conservation sites  

 
5.1.1. The desk-based assessment recorded three Statutory Wildlife Sites and eight 

Non-statutory wildlife sites within 2km of the site.  

 

5.1.2. Five EPSL for bats were recorded within 2km of the site. 

 

5.2. Habitats  
 

5.2.1. The proposed development of the site will result in the significant disturbance 

of part of the current heterogeneous mix of habitats recorded across the site. 

 

5.2.2. A number of surrounding trees may be lost or thinned as a result of a 

proposed development, including dead wood.  

 

5.2.3. A number of potential reptile hibernacula may be impacted by landscaping 

works. A Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy (BMES) is 

recommended. 

 

 

5.3. Fauna  

 
5.3.1. The site has HIGH reptile potential. The BMES should set out reptile mitigation 

and habitat enhancement measures. These will ensure no significant impact 

to the local reptile population takes place as a result of the proposed works. 

 

5.3.2. As set out in 5.2.1, there may be significant disturbance of habitat on site 

which has the potential to cause a significant negative impact at a site level 

to a local reptile population, a Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement 

Strategy (BMES) is recommended. 

 

5.3.3. Due to the habitat present and proximity to the Bath & Bradford on Avon 

Bats SAC, bats will provide an ecological constraint to the works planned. 

Spring Park. This is due to disturbance to trees which have the potential for 

bat roosts in. This can be mitigated through limiting working time to day-time 

hours, no felling of trees without being individually assessed for bats through 

a treetop inspection by a qualified ecologist.  

 

5.3.4. It is recommended that static bat monitoring and bat transect surveys of the 

site are completed to confirm the value to the local bat population. 
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6. Conclusions  

 
6.1.1. A Biodiversity Mitigation & Enhancement Strategy is recommended. This is 

due to the introduction of the 2021 Environment Act, whereby best practice 

is that any planning and construction must have a net gain for biodiversity.  

 

6.1.2. Due to the habitat present and proximity to the Bath & Bradford on Avon 

Bats SAC, bats will provide an ecological constraint to the works planned. 

Spring Park. This is due to disturbance to trees which have the potential for 

bat roosts in. This can be mitigated through limiting working time to day-time 

hours, no felling of trees without being individually assessed for bats through 

a treetop inspection by a qualified ecologist. Static bat monitoring and 

transect surveys will confirm the value of the site to this group of species. 
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8. Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 

Common name Latin name 

annual meadow grass Poa annua 

ash Fraxinus excelsior 

blackthorn Prunus spinosa 

bramble Rubus fruticosus  

bristly ox tongue Helminthotheca echioides 

buddleia Buddleja davidii 

burdock Arctium minus 

caper spuge Euphorbia lathyris 

cocks foot Dactylis glomerata 

creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens 

cuckoo pint Arum maculatum 

doves foot cranesbill Geranium molle 

dyer's mignonette Reseda luteola 

elder Sambucus nigra 

evening primrose Oenothera biennis 

great mullien Verbascum thapsus 

hazel Corylus avellana 

hemp agrimony Eupatorium cannabinum 

hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum 

mugwort Artemisia vulgaris 

musk mallow Malva moschata 

nettle Urtica dioica 

ploughman's spikenard Inula conyzae 

ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris 

Sheep’s fescue Festuca ovina 

perforate St john's-wort Perforate st John's-wort 

sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus 

teasel Dipsacus follonum 

yarrow Achillea millefolium 

Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus 
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Appendix 2 

Target 

note  

Target note comments 

1 Area of broadleaved woodland, with species consisting of Ash, 

Sycamore and Blackthorn. High Bat roosting, foraging and commuting 

potential.  

2 Area of woodland and scrub, with species such as blackthorn, ash, 

elder, bramble and nettle. High reptile potential. 

3 A matrix of unimproved grassland amongst the tall ruderal herbs. 

4 Areas of buddleia amongst the tall ruderal herbs. 

5 Area of scrub and hardstanding / concrete foundation. Species present 

include hazel, bramble and nettle. High reptile potential.  
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Appendix 3 

 

Photo 1, The bare ground / old 

foundations surrounded by the 

ruderal vegetation 

Photo 2 , the woodland which is located at 

the northern perimeter of the site.  

Photo 3, the woodland and scrub 

area to the east of the site.  

Photo 4, the vegetation which covers most 

of the site, and provides an excellent 

habitat for reptiles. 
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23 Baker, J. Hoskin, R. & Butterworth (2019). Biodiversity net gain: Good practice principles for development. A practical guide. Ciria, 
CIEEM & IEMA 
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Summary 

This report describes an invertebrate survey on land adjacent to Spring Park in Wiltshire. 

The aim of this survey was to provide a broad assessment of invertebrate assemblages on 

site, with recommendations regarding potential enhancements or notable species. 

The site was surveyed on 5th June 2023 and 250 invertebrate species were recorded. 

Seven species have published conservation status, comprising: 

• Provisionally Vulnerable – Chyliza extenuata (also Provisionally Nationally 

Scarce). 

• Red Data Book 3 – Lygus pratensis. 

• Nationally Rare – Oedemera virescens. 

• Nationally Scarce – Nigma puella. 

• Nationally Notable B – Orthoperus nigrescens and Zacladus exiguus. 

• Nationally Notable – Zophomyia temula. 

None of the species are protected under European legislation, Schedule 8 of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981, or listed as species of principal importance under Section 41 of 

the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

Sampling was divided between ruderal vegetation growing amongst broken concrete and 

tarmac, and a fringe of broadleaved trees. The total of 212 invertebrate species recorded 

from the ruderal vegetation reflects the wide range of plant species within the survey area, 

and the low level of management allowing these to flower and set seed. Although this is 

good diversity, these were mostly widespread species. Solitary bees and wasps were 

poorly represented, which is probably because most of the bare ground on site was intact 

or broken tarmac and concrete. 

The broadleaved trees produced a reasonable diversity of invertebrates with 52 species, 

but few of these were of conservation interest. It is likely that the fringe of trees does 

enhance the ruderal area overall, providing sheltered air and complementary vegetation 

structures. On this basis the survey area is considered to be of local value for 

invertebrates, both overall and for the individual components of ruderal vegetation and 

broadleaved trees. 

The best feature of the site for invertebrates is high vascular plant diversity, with plants 

able to flower and set seed because of low management input. This is supported by the 

development of vegetation on a low-nutrient substrate, which has limited colonisation by 

trees and gives parts of the sward an open character. Any created habitat should be low 

nutrient as standard, defined as not using topsoil and finished with subsoil or bare 

substrate. There is potential for enhancement here as the lack of loose, bare substrate is 

limiting the development of the solitary bee and wasp assemblage. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Brief 

The brief for this survey was to provide a broad assessment of invertebrate assemblages 

on site, with recommendations regarding potential enhancements or notable species. 

2 Method 

2.1 Fieldwork 

2.1.1 Survey area 

The survey area is shown in Figure 1. 

2.1.2 Survey dates and weather conditions 

One day of fieldwork was completed on 5th June 2023. The weather conditions during the 

survey are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Weather conditions during the invertebrate survey at Spring Park 

Date 
Maximum 

temperature (oC) 
Rainfall (mm) 

Direction and wind 

speed (mph) 

5th June 2023 19 0 NE 12  

2.1.3 Survey equipment 

The survey equipment used is listed below: 

• Cotton organdy aerial net (40 cm diameter). 

• Canvas sweep net (50 cm diameter). 

• Stihl SH 56-CE petrol vacuum. 

• Garmin eTrex 32x GPS. 
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Figure 1. The survey area at Spring Park. Contains OS data © Crown copyright and 
database rights 2023. 

2.1.4 Survey methods 

The survey methods used are ground searching, suction sampling, beating, sweep netting, 

and spot-netting (Drake et al. 2007). 

• Ground searching – Turning stones, wood, and mats of vegetation, particularly 

looking for night-active or larger invertebrates poorly sampled by other 

techniques. 

• Suction sampling – A petrol-powered garden vacuum with a net bag inside the 

inlet, run for 2 minutes (or 1 minute in small habitat patches) pushed onto the 

ground and into tussocks and clumps of vegetation. 

• Sweep netting – A canvas net bag, 50 cm in diameter, swept through vegetation 

for 1 minute. 
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• Spot-sweeping – Specimens collected in 30 minutes using a cotton organdy net 

bag, 40 cm in diameter, targeted to areas of bare ground, flowers, dead wood, 

and other likely resources. This is well-suited to recording invertebrates that may 

be patchily distributed across a wide area. 

• Beating – Each sample consists of 1 or 2-minute searches. Invertebrates living 

on foliage and branches of trees, bushes, and tall herbage are collected by 

jarring the branches with a stick, so the animals fall into a canvas net bag held 

beneath. 

Samples are preserved in 70% isopropyl alcohol, or as dry specimens. 

2.1.5 Species recording 

Sample locations were recorded using a Garmin eTrex 32x GPS, with an accuracy of +/- 3 

metres. 

2.1.6 Survey tracks 

The survey route was recorded as a GPS track, and this is shown in Annex 1. 

2.2 Site evaluation 

2.2.1 Legislation 

The legislation applicable to invertebrates is as follows: 

• S8 – Taxa listed on Schedule 8 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981; Eng – Taxa 

listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 

2006. 

2.2.2 Conservation evaluation 

There are large numbers of invertebrate species which has made the publication of single 

conservation status classifications impossible. Reviews have been produced for different 

taxonomic groups since 1987, with the result that two systems are now in operation. 

British Red Data Books 

British Red Data books published before 2001 assessed conservation status primarily on 

distribution criteria, as follows: 
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• Red Data Book Categories, Abbreviations: RDB1 – Species in danger of 

extinction and whose survival is unlikely if the causal factors continue operating, 

occurring as one population in one 10 km square, or with five or fewer 10 km 

squares and in rapid or continuous decline; RDB2 – Species declining throughout 

their range, or in vulnerable habitats; RDB3 – Species occurring in fifteen or fewer 

10 km squares; Na – Species not classified in an RDB category but thought to 

occur in somewhere between 16 and 30 10 km squares; Nb – Species thought to 

occur in somewhere between 31 and 100 10 km squares; N – Species thought to 

occur in somewhere between 16 and 100 10 km squares, and no more specific 

classification has been attempted. 

An important limitation of these older assessments is that for some species recording has 

now increased significantly, and there have also been changes in range and abundance in 

the decades since reviews were published. 

IUCN Red-list assessments 

Recent conservation evaluations are based on International Union for Conservation of 

Nature criteria (IUCN, 2013) summarised as follows: 

• IUCN Red List Threat Categories, Abbreviations: RE – Regionally Extinct; CR – 

Critically Endangered (taxa that meet CR criteria and are at high risk of extinction in 

the wild); EN – Endangered (taxa that meet EN criteria and are at high risk of 

extinction in the wild); VU – Vulnerable (taxa that meet VU criteria and are at high 

risk of extinction in the wild); NT – Near Threatened (when taxa do not qualify for 

CR, EN or VU status, but are close to qualifying least or is likely to qualify in the 

future); DD – Data Deficient (in most cases, species have recently been found in 

GB and there is insufficient data available for evaluation); LC – Least Concern; and, 

NE – Not Evaluated (conservation status of the taxa has not yet been evaluated). 

Some recent red lists have used additional criteria, as follows: 

• P – provisional assessment, based on data which would be insufficient for a formal 

IUCN assessment, and not equivalent to this. NR – Species recorded from 15 or 

fewer 10 km squares; NS – Species recorded from between 15 and 100 10 km 

squares. 

2.3 Constraints 

No constraints were encountered during this survey, although the results are a snapshot of 

invertebrate activity on one day only. 
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3 Results 

250 invertebrate species were recorded. The full dataset is provided in an Excel 

spreadsheet, available on request. Seven species have published conservation status, 

and these are summarised in Table 2. 

Table 2. Invertebrate species with published conservation status in the survey at Spring 
Park in 2023. 

Group Family Species 
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Fly Psilidae Chyliza extenuata – pVU pNS 

Bug Miridae Lygus pratensis – – RDB3 

Beetle Oedemeridae Oedemera virescens – LC NR 

Spider Dictynidae Nigma puella – LC NS 

Beetle Corylophidae Orthoperus nigrescens – – Nb 

Beetle Curculionidae Zacladus exiguus – – Nb 

Fly Tachinidae Zophomyia temula – – N 

None of the species are protected under European legislation, Schedule 8 of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981, or listed as species of principal importance under Section 41 of 

the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. One additional species – the 

Cinnabar moth Tyria jacobaeae – was included as part of a list of Section 41 moth species 

for research purposes only (Butterfly Conservation, n.d.). Species in the research group 

are not equivalent to rest of the Section 41 list, and so this is not considered further here. 

4 Discussion 

4.1 Species conservation status 

The species with conservation status recorded in the current survey are discussed below.  

Chyliza extenuata (pVU, pNS) 

A female was swept from flower-rich ruderal vegetation in the north-eastern part of the 

survey area. Larvae of this fly develop in the stem bases of broomrapes Orobanche spp. 

Common broomrape Orobanche minor was locally frequent at Spring Park and is 

presumably a host plant, although this association has not been documented (Sumner, 
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2021a). In Wiltshire the fly has previously been recorded at Martin Down (Falk and others, 

2016). The provisional status as Vulnerable (Falk and others, 2016) has been supported in 

a more recent analysis (Sumner, 2021b). 

Lygus pratensis (RDB3) 

Associated with open grasslands, this plant bug has become much more widespread in 

recent years (Nau, 2004). It is unlikely that it would have any conservation status 

classification in a future review. 

Oedemera virescens (LC, NR) 

A female was swept from flower-rich ruderal vegetation in the north-eastern part of the 

survey area. The larvae feed internally in herbaceous plants and typical habitats include 

densely vegetated grasslands with plentiful flowers which the adults visit to feed on nectar 

and pollen. It is widely scattered in Britain although rarely recorded in England. The 

Scottish distribution has become much better known in recent years (Philp, 2021) and it 

would not be classified as Nationally Rare in a future status review. 

Nigma puella (LC, NS) 

A male was swept from flower-rich ruderal vegetation near the trees on the northern 

boundary of the survey area. This spider usually occurs on the foliage of broadleaved 

trees and shrubs in hedgerows, gardens, scrub, and open woodland (Bee and others, 

2017). It is now recorded from at least 150 hectads since 1992 (Spider and Harvestman 

Recording Scheme, 2023) and would not be classified as Nationally Scarce in a future 

status review. 

Orthoperus nigrescens (Nb) 

A male and a female were beaten from a sycamore on the northern boundary of the 

survey area. This species is normally associated with broadleaved woodland and the 

larval biology is unknown. It is thought that all corylophids are fungivores both as larvae 

and adults, feeding and developing on hyphae and spores of a wide range of species in 

habitats rich in decaying organic matter. 

Zacladus exiguus (Nb) 

One male was swept from flower-rich ruderal vegetation in the north-eastern part of the 

survey area. This weevil is associated with small-flowered crane's-bills Geranium spp. and 

the larvae may feed in the roots (Hyman and Parsons, 1992). The distribution is 

widespread but local in southern England and Wales. 

Zophomyia temula (N) 

A fly with widely scattered records in England. It is a parasitic species although the larval 

host is unknown, with habitats including woodland, calcareous grassland, and dunes 

(Belshaw, 1993). 
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4.2 Site habitat assessment 

There is no accepted method for assessing the conservation value of an overall 

invertebrate assemblage. It has become conventional to estimate the quality of an 

invertebrate fauna by using the proportional representation of species with formal 

conservation status. This is simplistic but sites where species with formal conservation 

status exceed 10% of the recorded total are rare. The proportion of the fauna of the site 

comprising species with formal conservation status is 2.8%. Overall, therefore, the fauna 

appears to be unexceptional. However, this total includes two different habitats, and a 

more meaningful analysis is to examine each habitat separately, as set out in Table 3. 

Table 3. Comparison of invertebrate interest recorded in different habitats at Spring Park on 
5th June 2023. 

Recording habitat Species 
Species with 

status 

% of species with status 

Ruderal vegetation 212 6 2.8% 

Broadleaved trees  52 1* 1.9% 

* Nigma puella was recorded in the ruderal mosaic although this was a stray from the broadleaved trees 

The total of 212 invertebrate species recorded from the ruderal vegetation reflects the 

wide range of plant species within the survey area, and the low level of management 

allowing these to flower and set seed. Although this is good diversity, these were mostly 

widespread species. Solitary bees and wasps were poorly represented, which is probably 

because most of the bare ground on site was intact or broken tarmac and concrete. 

Ground-nesting solitary bees and wasps are associated with bare soils, particularly in 

sandy areas. The survey area offered abundant foraging resources but limited potential 

ground-nesting habitat. 

Plants receiving flower visits from invertebrates on the day of survey included cow parsley 

Anthriscus sylvestris, hawk's-beards Crepis spp., caper surge Euphorbia lathyris, 

hedgerow crane's-bill Geranium pyrenaicum, hogweed Heracleum sphondylium, weld 

Reseda luteola, common figwort Scrophularia nodosa and common comfrey Symphytum 

officinale. Other valuable foodplants noted supporting either invertebrate larvae or adults 

were greater burdock Arctium lappa, woolly thistle Cirsium eriophorum, common bird's-

foot-trefoil Lotus corniculatus, perforate St John's wort Hypericum perforatum, common 

mallow Malva sylvestris, black medick Medicago lupulina, common broomrape Orobanche 

minor, white campion Silene latifolia, hedge woundwort Stachys sylvatica, dark mullein 

Verbascum nigrum and great mullein Verbascum thapsus. Earth mounds with partly 

embedded lumps of rubble also offered refugia for invertebrates. 

The fringe of broadleaved trees around the site partly overlapped the survey area, 

including sallow Salix cinerea, hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, hazel Corylus avellana, 

ash Fraxinus excelsior and sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus. This is a moderate range 

although with good structure as the trees have not been subject to management. Sampling 

produced a reasonable diversity of invertebrates but few species of conservation interest. 
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It is likely that the fringe of trees does enhance the ruderal area overall, providing 

sheltered air and complementary vegetation structures. On this basis the survey area is 

considered to be of local value for invertebrates, both overall and for the individual 

components of ruderal vegetation and broadleaved trees. 

4.3 Recommendations 

The best feature of the site for invertebrates is high vascular plant diversity, with plants 

able to flower and set seed because of low management input. This is supported by the 

development of vegetation on a low-nutrient substrate, which has limited colonisation by 

trees and gives parts of the sward an open character. Any created habitat should be low 

nutrient as standard, defined as not using topsoil and finished with subsoil or bare 

substrate. There is potential for enhancement here as the lack of loose, bare substrate is 

limiting the development of the solitary bee and wasp assemblage. Species composition 

should include plants already demonstrated to be of value to invertebrates at the site. 

Once a sward has established, resulting vegetation should be cut once a year in 

September to October, or twice a year in February to March, and September to October. 

Any arisings from the cuttings should be collected for disposal elsewhere on site. 

Removing cuttings is required to maintain low nutrient levels and promote future wildflower 

germination. Additionally, a proportion of the area should be left uncut on a rotational basis 

from year to year.
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Annex 1 Survey track 

 

Figure A1.1. GPS track for invertebrate survey at Spring Park on 5th June 2023. Imagery © 

2023 Google, Getmapping plc, Infoterra Ltd & Bluesky, Maxar Technologies. 
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