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1. Executive summary  

 

This document was produced to support the production of a Neighbourhood 

Development Plan (NDP) for Bisley-with Lypiatt parish. It is not a formal 

Supplementary Planning Document but part of the evidence base to inform and 

support the NDP.  

The Ecological Appraisal included a desktop assessment of the parish’s biodiversity 

assets as well as local ecological networks, as defined by Gloucestershire’s Nature 

Recovery Network (NRN) map. This assessment also included a search of 

designated biodiversity sites and records of rare and protected species held by the 

Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records.  

A community consultation was undertaken to collate local wildlife knowledge and to 

identify the importance of nature to the character of the community and local quality 

of life. This also investigated the biodiversity priorities for the community, identifying 

how future developments within the parish should fulfill legal, national and local 

policies requirements to protect and enhance biodiversity.   

Four areas of the parish contain important components of Gloucestershire’s Nature 

Recovery Network:  The Golden Valley, land adjoining the Slad Valley and along the 

Holy and Toadsmoor Brooks. There are two SSSI’s that support nationally important 

plant and invertebrate assemblages along with 47 sites or verges of county-level 

biodiversity importance. The most important ecosystems are the mosaics of 

limestone grasslands, ancient woodlands and tributaries of the River Frome.  

There is strong community interest in biodiversity and a desire to ensure that it is 

protected and enhanced. The community is open to small scale sustainable 

developments that deliver at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain steered by the NRN. 

There is a strong desired for all new development to deliver Green Infrastructure to 

Building with Nature or equivalent standards. Community support for Biodiversity 

Offsetting is mixed and any proposals for development involving this approach would 

have to be considered very carefully.  

There is a lack of provision of formal open space and truly accessible natural green 

space in the parish. A considerable proportion of the provision relies on GWT nature 

reserves. There is clear demand for improvements to green infrastructure, with the 

strongest support for  

➢ Creating stepping-stones and corridors that connect ecological networks. 

➢ A new accessible natural green space near to the main villages.  

➢ Enhancing the biodiversity value of existing green spaces.  

There is interest in community action projects particularly around the Toadsmoor 

Valley and allotments, but also including wildlife gardening and monitoring existing 

designated biodiversity sites. 
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It is recommended that the proposed policies and projects contained in this 

document are integrated into the NDP to clarify the community’s priorities in regard 

to protecting and enhancing biodiversity. 

 

2. Introduction 

 

2.1 Scope 

2.1.1 Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (GWT), in partnership with the Gloucestershire 

Centre for Environmental Records (GCER) and Wild Service were 

commissioned by Bisley-with-Lypiatt Parish Planning Group to provide 

information on the biodiversity and ecological networks of the parish to 

support production of a Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). This report 

is a supplementary guidance document to accompany the NDP.   

 

2.1.2 This report contains information to support the Parish Planning Group to 

achieve the following objectives.  

 

➢ To produce an NDP informed by local ecological network maps, 

protecting designated biodiversity sites, other core parts of the network 

and the corridors between them.   

 

➢ To provide a summary of the community’s views on local biodiversity 

and identify potential constraints or opportunities for the NDP.  

 

➢ To identify the best local locations for delivering Net Biodiversity Gain if 

it is not possible for developments to deliver this on-site.  

 

➢ To identify potential areas that could provide beneficial enhancements 

as receptors sites for Biodiversity Offsetting from developments outside 

the parish.    

 

➢ To future proof the NDP against legislation due to be enacted through 

the upcoming Environment Act.  

 

➢ To support biodiversity policy alignment with the government’s 25 Year 

Environment Plan, the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and the Stroud Local Plan.   

 

➢ Provide guidance on accessible natural greenspace and how to ensure 

that any Green Infrastructure created or enhanced through 

development provides significant biodiversity and health and wellbeing 

benefits.     
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2.2 Location 

 

Bisley-with-Lypiatt is a parish in Gloucestershire, situated in Stroud District with a 

total area of 2,921.3 ha, with a central point at grid reference SO908057.   

2.3 Legislation context  

 
2.3.1 This report has been prepared in accordance with current relevant 

legislation summarised in appendix 1. The following primary documents are of 

relevance.   

➢ The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  
 

➢ The Countryside and Rights of Way Act (CRoW Act 2000 (as amended)  
 

➢ The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC Act) 2000  
  

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

 
➢ The Environment Bill 2019-2021 (November 27th draft) 

  
2.3.2 In October 2019, the UK Government introduced a new Environment Bill 

which is due to gain royal assent in 2021. The Bill sets out new environmental 

legislation for the UK with a particular focus on the transition of 

legislation following the UK’s exit from the European Union. The Bill contained 

several legislative commitments relating to the development planning system, 

so it is advised that the NDP is produced with these in mind. The key 

commitments relevant to the NDP included in the Environment Bill are  

 

➢ With a few exemptions, there will be a mandatory requirement 

for developments to deliver at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), 

as measured by the most current version of the Defra Biodiversity 

Metric.  The gain can be delivered on-site, off-site (Biodiversity 

Offsetting) or by purchasing biodiversity credits from the Government.  

 

➢ A statutory requirement to produce and deliver a Local Nature 

Recovery Strategy including a spatial Nature Recovery Network. 

This is likely to become the responsibility of Local Authorities and a 

Gloucestershire-wide strategy is anticipated.   

 

➢ Strengthening the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 

2006 to require public authorities to consider what action is can take 

through policies and specific objectives to enhance as well as the 

conserve biodiversity.  
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➢ Creation of Conservation covenants – an agreement between a 

landowner and a responsible body for a particular purpose, including 

‘to conserve the natural environment of land or the natural resources of 

land’. This may include ‘protecting, restoring or enhancing’ a piece of 

land for a set period of time that is at least seven years. It is important 

to note that in the event of a change in landowner the covenant 

remains attached to the land.  

 

2.3.3 No part of this report should be considered legal advice and when dealing 

with individual cases the parish council is advised to consult the full texts of 

the relevant legislation and seek professional legal advice when necessary.   

2.4 National policy context  

 

2.4.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) includes helping to improve 

biodiversity as part of the overarching objectives for sustainable development 

(para 8c). It is important to note that the NPPF also states that these 

objectives should.  

 

‘be delivered through the preparation and implementation of plans and the 

application of the policies in this Framework; they are not criteria against 

which every decision can or should be judged. Planning policies and 

decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards 

sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into 

account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area’.  

 

2.4.2 Biodiversity is included as part of the requirement for plans to take account of 

climate change adaptation and mitigation (NPPF para 149).  

 

2.4.3 The NPPF requires plans to contribute to protecting and enhancing sites of 

biodiversity value ‘in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or 

identified quality in the development plan’ (NPPF para 170a). 

 

2.4.4 Plans are required to ‘minimise impacts on and providing net gains for 

biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are 

more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF para 170d). 

 

2.4.5 Plans are required to ‘Take a strategic approach to maintaining and 

enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure, and plan for the 

enhancement of natural capital at a catchment or landscape scale across 

local authority boundaries’ (NPPF para 171).    

 

2.4.6 The NPPF provides the following details on how plans are expected to protect 

and enhance biodiversity (NPPF para 174).  



 

Page 7 of 42 
 

 

➢ Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats 

and wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, 

national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity; 

wildlife corridors and stepping. stones that connect them; and areas 

identified by national and local partnerships for habitat management, 

enhancement, restoration, or creation. 

 

➢ Promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 

habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority 

species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable 

net gains for biodiversity. 

 

For the NDP, adherence to this can evidenced though the production of this 

ecological appraisal and implementation of at least some of its 

recommendations. 

 

2.4.7 The NPPF also provides the principle that ‘irreplaceable habitat’ should be 

protected unless there are ‘wholly exceptional’ reasons (NPPF para 175c). 

Irreplaceable habitats are defined as those which would be technically very 

difficult (or take a very significant time) to restore, recreate or replace once 

destroyed, considering their age, uniqueness, species diversity or rarity. This 

includes ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees, unimproved 

grasslands, blanket bog, limestone pavement, sand dunes, salt marsh and 

lowland fen. 

2.5 Local policy context  

 

2.5.1 Stroud District Council’s (SDC) current Local Plan has several policies related 

to biodiversity which the NDP should align with. Strategic Objective S06 

recognises biodiversity as part of an objective to conserve and enhance the 

Districts distinctive qualities. This seeks to minimise the impact of 

development by focusing on brownfield sites. GWT highlights that this 

objective overlooks the potential biodiversity value of some brownfield sites 

which can have far greater biodiversity value than some greenfield sites. 

 

2.5.2 Core Policy 4 of the SDC Local Plan sets guidance for localities setting 

guiding principles that create a sense of place. Protecting and enhancing local 

biodiversity is one of the key characters that can be included in this.  

 

2.5.3 Core Policy 8 of the SDC Local Plan sets expectations for residential 

developments to ‘to enhance biodiversity on site and, where appropriate, 

through a network of multifunctional green spaces, which support the natural 

and ecological processes. 
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2.5.4 Core Policy 14 of the SDC Local Plan requires developments to ‘contribute to 

the retention and enhancement of important biodiversity interests. 

 

2.5.5 Climate change is a major threat to biodiversity, so tackling it is important to 

stem long-term biodiversity declines, however, renewable energy 

developments must ‘avoid significant adverse impact to acknowledged 

biodiversity’ (SDC Local Plan Delivery Policy ES2). 

 

2.5.6 The main deliver policy for biodiversity in the SDC Local Plan is ES6. This 

includes the following principles.  

 

➢ Protect designated sites, based on a hierarchy of local to international 

significance.  

 

➢ Adhere to legal requirements regarding protected species.  

 

➢ Support development that enhances existing sites and features of nature 

conservation value (including wildlife corridors and geological exposures) 

that contribute to the priorities established through the Local Nature 

Partnership. 

 

➢ Adoption of the precautionary principle where a proposed development 

site is indicated to have a rare species or valuable habitat. With an 

objective for features of interest to be enhanced or, at least, maintained. 

Compensatory measures will be sought where a negative impact is 

unavoidable, and a no-net loss principle taken.  

 

2.5.7 Delivery Policy ES6 also refers to the Gloucestershire Nature Map and Locally 

Agreed Nature Improvement Areas (NIA). These have been superseded by 

the NRN and the upcoming Nature Recovery Areas (NRA). Whilst the NRAs 

are unlikely to differ hugely from the NIAs the NRN is a step-change in 

identifying ecological networks. It is advised that the new evidence base and 

future-proofed terminology is used in the NDP.   

 

2.5.8 SDC has a specific Local Plan policy for trees, hedgerows and woodlands 

(ES8). This states that development should seek where appropriate to 

enhance and expand the District’s tree and woodland resource.  Development 

that includes an unacceptable loss of this resource will not be permitted.  

 

2.5.9 There is considerable recreation pressure that is have a negative impact on 

the condition of some internationally and nationally designated sites within the 

district. This has resulted in SDC’s delivery Policy EI10, which requires all 

new tourism-related developments to demonstrate that they do not detract 
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from biodiversity interest.  

 

2.5.10 The current Local Plan also has policies relating to Green Infrastructure and 

accessible Green Space, both of which have relevance to ecological networks 

and people’s access to nature. These include the following principles.  

 

- Changes to existing green spaces should avoid harm to existing 

biodiversity value where this would harm the character of a settlement. 

  

- Strategic and major developments should provide at least 2 ha of 

accessible natural greenspace per 1,000 population. 

 

2.5.11 It is important to note that the SDC Local Plan is currently being reviewed, 

with a draft revised plan last consulted on in late 2020. This is due to 

incorporate mandatory requirements of the Environment Act, such as Nature 

Recovery Networks, Local Nature Recovery Strategies and Biodiversity Net 

Gain.  

 

 3. Methodologies   

 
3.1 Records of threatened and protected species  

 

3.1.1 Records of threatened and protected species were produced via a data 

search by the Local Records Centre (GCER). GCER holds over 2 million 

wildlife records, many of which are contributed by amateur naturalists and 

recorders.  

 

3.1.2 Information about species within the parish was also collected through the 

community consultation exercise.  

 

3.1.3 Species records can be strongly influence by recording bias. Nature reserves 

and designated biodiversity sites tend to have far more wildlife records than 

other land, particularly land that has no public access. Some species require 

specialist skills or licences to survey reliably.  

 

3.1.4 Species records are helpful to show where species of conversation concern 

can be found or have been found in the past. They can be used indicate the 

potential range of species. However, the absence of a record cannot be 

assumed to show the absence of the species.  

 

3.2 Nature Recovery Network 

 

3.2.1 The Nature Recovery Network is a comprehensive map of Gloucestershire’s 



 

Page 10 of 42 
 

ecological networks. It consists of a combination of four ecological networks 

maps, which are:  

 

Open habitats (core habitat = species-rich neutral grassland, species-rich 

calcareous grassland, dry acid grassland, lowland heathland). 

 Wooded habitats (core habitat = semi-natural woodland). 

Water & wetland (core habitat = ponds, rivers, bog, fen etc., wet heath and 

wet grassland). 

Arable (core habitat = important areas for arable plants, important areas for 

farmland birds and arable field margins). 

 

3.2.2 In the open habitat and water & wetland networks, core habitats are priority 

habitats as listed on the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 

2006, Section 41 list of priority habitats and species. For the wooded habitat 

network, all native broadleaved woodlands are included as core habitat.  

 

3.2.3 The core habitats are the current “good quality” semi-natural habitats, which 

are of greater biodiversity value compared to other habitat types.   

 

3.2.4 The Nature Recovery Network considers the ability for species to move 

between these core habitat patches and looks for opportunities to improve the 

network by making patches bigger and more connected, i.e., more resilient. 

The connectivity within each of the four networks is assessed and 

opportunities for habitat restoration/creation are scored based on a number of 

constraint and opportunity data sets.   

 

3.2.5 The four ecological networks are combined, using conditional statements, to 

give zones of high, medium or low priority for habitat restoration.  

 

3.3 Community Wildlife Consultation 

 

3.3.1 A community consultation was undertaken between January and February 

2021. This consisted of an online workshop and an online survey, which was 

circulated by the NDP planning group. The objectives were.  

 

• To collect local knowledge of priority wildlife habitats or populations of 

threatened species, in addition to that already held by GWT and 

GCER.  

 

• To reveal the community awareness of the parish’s existing wildlife 
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assets. 

 

• To assess how important wildlife is to character of the local community 

and quality of life. 

 

• To investigate if there was support for the NDP to contain wildlife-

related priorities and policies.  

 

• To determine the type of wildlife policies that would reflect the 

community’s wishes.  

A full list of the consultation questions is provided in appendix 4. 

   

4. Desk-top ecological assessment  

 

4.1      Threatened and protected species   

 

4.1.1 Where suitable habitat is present for a particular threatened or protected 

species a survey should be undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist before 

there is any change to land-use. This is a formal requirement for planning 

applications but is not always for other land-use changes. However, there is 

always a legal requirement to avoid breaches of wildlife legislation.   

 

4.1.2 Most species have no legal protection. Being included on a conservation red 

list does not provide any formal legal protection unless that species is also 

named by wildlife legislation. Further information is provided in appendices 1-

3 and on the Wildlife Trust’s national website https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/uk-

wildlife-law. Most species with formal legal protection are afforded so by either 

schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act and/or schedule 9 of the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. In many cases the 

protection only extends to killing, injuring or collecting and not to disturbance 

or destruction of habitat.  

 

4.1.3 GCER holds 1531 records of 214 rare and protected species that have been 

made within the parish boundaries over the last 25 years. The distribution of 

these is shown in Figure 1. It is important to note that most wildlife records are 

not collected during standardised wildlife census. The distribution of records is 

likely to be affected by recording effort and in some instances by human 

population density. Outside of the villages the records are clustered around 

nature reserves, Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI) and other area of known high quality habitat.  

 

 

https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/uk-wildlife-law
https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/uk-wildlife-law
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4.1.4 Particularly notable within the parish are the assemblages of plants, 

Coleoptera and Lepidoptera associated with unimproved limestone grassland 

habitat, as well as the nationally threatened White Clawed Crayfish - 

Austropotamobius pallipes (Figure 2). A full list is provided in the separate file 

- Species and sites in Bisley with Lypiatt parish Jan 2021.  
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Figure 1: Distribution of rare and protected species records in Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish 



 

Page 14 of 42 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Composition of rare and protected species records in Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish 
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4.2    Designated Biodiversity Sites  

 

4.2.1 The parish contains two SSSIs, 43 Local Wildlife Sites and four Conservation 

Road Verges.  Five Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust Nature Reserves are 

entirely or partly within the Parish: Snows Farm, Sapperton Valley, Siccaridge 

Wood, Daneway Banks and Three Groves Wood. A full list of designated sites 

is provided in the accompanying file - Species and sites in Bisley with Lypiatt 

parish Jan 2021. 

 

4.2.2 Many of the designated biodiversity sites are located along the boundaries of 

the parish (Figure 3), so cross boundary communication with adjacent parish 

NDP’s is important. The main exception is the cluster of sites along the 

Toadsmoor Valley. 

 

4.2.3 Most of the designated biodiversity sites are either cited as species rich 

grassland and associated invertebrates or for being ancient woodlands. This 

reflects the general importance of these two habitats within the parish.  
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Figure 3: Designated biodiversity sites within Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish. 
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4.3    Nature Recovery Network interpretation and opportunities 

 

4.3.1 The Nature Recovery Network (NRN) is an indicative guide generated from 

modelling the 'best available' data and may not always reflect the true picture 

on the ground. Expert interpretation should be sought to generate the best 

outcomes for the Nature Recovery Network and care should always be taken 

to prevent degradation or further isolation of any existing valuable habitat.  

 

4.3.2 The map provided in Figure 4 includes the wooded, open and wetland habitat 

network elements. Production of the arable network has been delayed by 

Covid restrictions; however, it will be freely available online by March 2022 

through the Gloucestershire Local Nature Partnership’s online mapping portal. 

https://naturalcapital.gcerdata.com.  

 

4.3.3 Traditional orchards are a priority habitat, but they can also contribute to both 

the open habitat (species-rich grassland) network and the wooded network if 

managed correctly. Gloucestershire as part of the “Three Counties” has a 

particularly rich orchard history. Due to the number of specialist orchard 

dependent species, traditional orchards may need a separate connectivity 

assessment which is a further step in the Nature Recovery Network Mapping 

which is yet to be undertaken.   

 

4.3.4 Until traditional orchard networks are assessed developments impacting 

orchards should undertake ecological surveys for the noble chafer beetle, an 

orchard-specialist species which may only be able to travel up to 200m.   

 

4.3.5 Based on existing habitat data the core parts of the NRN broadly reflect the 

distribution of designated biodiversity sites, lying along the parish boundaries 

and along the Toadsmoor Valley. This identifies the most important existing 

components of local ecological networks within the parish, which are the 

unimproved limestone grasslands, ancient native woodlands and the two 

tributaries of the River Frome. In order to maintain a coherent and resilient 

ecological network these assets should be protected and properly managed.  

 

4.3.6 There is potential to enhance, connect and build resilience of the NRN, 

particularly for open habitat types. There is some potential for woodland 

creation that would strengthen the NRN, but this must be carefully targeted to 

avoid damaging the open habitat network.  

 

4.3.7 A substantial area of the central parish appears to consist of habitat with 

relatively low wildlife value based on current information. Enhancements 

linked to development in these locations should be able to deliver Biodiversity 

Net Gain with relative ease.

https://naturalcapital.gcerdata.com/
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Figure 4: Nature Recovery Network within Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish. Map includes data derived from LCM2015 © NERC (CEH) 2017. © Crown 

Copyright and database rights 2020 OS (1000019134). OS Open data.  



 

Page 19 of 42 
 

5.       Desk-top Green Infrastructure and Accessible Green Space results 

 

5.1     Importance of accessible natural greenspace  

  
5.1.1 A wealth of evidence, both published and non-published, currently exists, 

demonstrating the positive and measurable benefits the natural environment 
can provide to the UK’s health and well-being. Wider determinants of health are 
coming to the forefront in prevention initiatives and pilot projects, with the 
environment being one of the ‘trojan horses’ to address health issues.  
 

5.1.2 Accessible green space supports communities to stay connected to nature and 
can be used to help people feel mentally uplifted, and physically resilient, 
providing routes for people to self-manage their mental and physical wellbeing. 
In addition, accessible green space keeps communities, not only connected to 
nature, but connected to their community, to each other and to their 
local surroundings.  

 
5.1.3 Richardson and Mitchell [1] carried out an analysis of data from across the UK, 

showing that rates of mortality from cardiovascular disease and respiratory 
disease amongst men decreased with increasing access to greenspace. Wells 
et al and Bowler et al, [2], found that individuals with easy access to nature are 
three times more likely to participate in physical activity and 40% less likely to 
become overweight or obese. According to Laumann et al, Pretty et al, Duncan 
et al, and Brown, Barton and Gladwell [3], viewing nature has a relaxing effect 
on the cardiovascular system and autonomic function, with the reduction of air 
pollution via increased plant abundance being associated with decreased 
incidence of cardiovascular and respiratory disease, as stated by Clark et al [4]. 
The risk of mortality caused by cardiovascular disease is lower in residential 
areas that have higher levels of ‘greenness’, with being physically active for 30 
minutes a day directly reducing the risk of strokes, cardiovascular disease and 
obesity [5].  
 

5.1.4 Across the UK various projects have taken place, or are in progress, broadly 
addressing health and well-being issues using the natural environment. Each 
one of the projects evidenced significant improvements in mental, physical and 
social health as a result of access to natural greenspace.   

 

5.2     Current provision within Bisley-with-Lypiatt Parish. 

 
5.2.1 Natural England’s Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) 

recommends that everyone, wherever they live, should have accessible natural 
greenspace. The standards define this as   
 

• At least two hectares in size, no more than 300 metres (five minutes’ 
walk) from home. 

• At least one accessible 20-hectare site within 2km of home.  

• One accessible 100-hectare site within 5km of home.  

• One accessible 500-hectare site within 10km of home.  
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• A minimum of one hectare of statutory Local Nature Reserves per 
thousand population  

 
5.2.2 It is often assumed that rural parishes will easily meet ANGSt criteria, 

but higher levels of private landownership in rural areas can limit access. The 
Parish has 14 ha of formal public open space. Only three of these sites in 
excess of 2 ha in size, but these are all sports pitches and only one meets 
some of the criteria for natural greenspace (Oakridge Lynch Playing Field) 
 

5.2.3 The formal Ordnance Survey inventory of Open Space in the Parish does not 
include GWT nature reserves, which provide an additional 56 ha. GWT 
reserves account for 80% of open green space and most of the natural green 
space that the public is permitted to use within the parish.  
 

5.2.4 Whilst most residence have access to some open space of 2ha within 300m 
Bournes Green is the main exception to this.  

 
5.2.5 Relatively few residences north of Oakridge Lynch have access to a natural 

greenspace in excess of 2 ha within 300m and it is likely that in some areas 
the SDC guidance of 2 ha of accessible natural greenspace per 1,000 
population is not met. Although most residences have some access to natural 
greenspace via public rights of way this does not include a large area.  

 
5.2.6 GWT’s reserves at Siccaridge Wood, Sapperton Valley and Daneway bank 

are very important for public amenity, providing the only >20ha area for 
residents in the south east of the parish.  

 
5.2.7 There is insufficient provision of accessible open green space in the middle, 

north and east of the parish with no 20 ha sites.  
 

6.       Community consultation results 

 

6.1     Response and representation  

 

6.1.1 There were 54 responses to the community consultation questionnaire and 45 

attendees to the online workshop. There was some duplication in participation 

between the workshop and questionnaire, with 72% engaging with both. To 

avoid double counting the graphs presented are restricted to the 

questionnaire data, with key feedback comments from the workshop 

incorporated into the text.  

 

6.1.2 The age profile of respondents indicated that the views of people aged 40-80 

were represented in the responses (Figure 5). The views of under 40’s, 

especially children are underrepresented by these findings. The views of 

people aged 60-80 are likely to be overrepresented in the results. 
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Figure 5: Age profile of respondents to the community consultation against the proportions 

in the parish population based on the 2019 Local Insight profile produced by Gloucestershire 

County Council.  

 

6.1.3 The 2019 local insight data indicates that 96.3% of people in the parish 

identified as white British. The view of this group and other white ethnic 

backgrounds were represented in the consultation responses. There were no 

responses from Visible Minority Ethnic (VME) members of the community, so 

it is important to note that their views are not represented.   

 

Figure 6: Ethnicity of respondents to the community consultation against the proportions in 

the parish population based on the 2019 Local Insight profile produced by Gloucestershire 

County Council. 
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6.1.4 The consultation responses represent the views of people who identify as 

male and female as well as other identities (Figure 7). No benchmarking data 

was available to assess this was a true reflection of the population. 

 

 

Figure 7: Ethnicity of respondents to the community consultation against the proportions in 

the parish population based on the 2019 Local Insight profile produced by Gloucestershire 

County Council.  

 

6.1.5 Based on the number of responses and the information collected about the 

respondents, it is felt that the results are a reasonable reflection of the views 

of the community. There are however three caveats; the views of under 40’s 

and children are underrepresented; the views of VME residents are 

underrepresented and the views of people aged 60-80 are overrepresented.   

6.2   Local knowledge of wildlife assets 

 

6.2.1 Knowledge of existing designated biodiversity sites within the parish is high, 

with 80% aware of Local Wildlife Sites, 74% aware of SSSIs, 78% aware of 

GWT nature reserves. Knowledge of non-GWT nature reserves, such as the 

Woodland Trust’s Parish and Oldhills wood, was lower at 28%.  

 

6.2.2 Awareness of the Gloucestershire Local Nature Recovery Network was mixed 

with 54% being aware and 46% not being aware. Most people who were 

aware had been able to attend the online workshop, so it is reasonably safe to 

assume that the role of land in parish as part of Gloucestershire’s ecological 

networks had been low prior to the consultation. 

 

6.2.3 Several important roosting sites for bats were highlighted, including the Frith 

in Far Oakridge for Lesser horseshoe bats (Rhinolophus hipposideros).  
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6.2.4 Several respondents noted areas of woodland with a good diversity of fungi 

and flora, including Dagnish Wood. 

 

6.2.5 Lots of respondents noted the value of the Toadsmoor stream and valley 

woodlands. People mentioned dippers, kingfishers (Alcedo atthis) and 

wildflowers as features.  

 

6.2.6 Additional areas of potentially species rich grassland were highlighted near to 

Fidges Lane, where the adjacent farmland was used by at least 65 bird 

species including skylark (Alauda arvensis), wheatear (Oenanthe oenanthe) 

and yellowhammer (Emberiza citronella).  

 

6.2.7 Many respondents mentioned the value of local allotments and community 

orchards. These support hedgehogs (Erinaceus europaeus), reptiles, orchids, 

farmland birds and diverse lepidoptera.    

 

6.2.8 All Saints Parish Churchyard and adjacent Teeds Rise was reported to have 

good wildlife habitat.  

 

6.2.9 A good area for marsh tits was noted with a grid reference.   

 

6.3      Importance of wildlife to local character 

 

6.3.1 Wildlife was felt to be very important to the character of the parish by 89% of 

respondents with the remaining 11% rating it as important.  

 

6.3.2 The most important aspect of the natural environment to the local community 

was having wildlife-rich habitats within the parish (65% of respondents). It is 

also important for people to be able to experience wildlife directly, with this 

and tranquility the next two most popular priorities. 

 

6.3.3 The top priority for protecting and enhancing biodiversity in the parish was to 

protect all existing wildlife-rich habitat, regardless of designation and secure 

suitable long-term management for it. (Table 1). Wildlife-rich habitat was 

defined as all habitat that meets UK priority habitat criteria.  

 

6.3.4 Species-rich grasslands (86%), hedgerows (54%) and broadleaved 

woodlands (43%) were the habitats that most people wanted to see more of 

within the parish.  
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Figure 8: The most important aspects of the local nature environment to the community of 

Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish. Respondents were asked to provide their top three.  

 

Table 1: The top priorities for protecting and enhancing wildlife in the parish. Respondents 

were asked to provide their top five.  

Priority Respondents % 

Protect all existing wildlife-rich habitat 70% 

Secure long-term good management of existing wildlife-
rich habitat and designated sites 

68% 

Create new corridors and stepping-stones to connect 
existing wildlife-rich habitat and designated sites. 

62% 

Protect existing corridors and stepping-stones between 
wildlife-rich habitat and designated wildlife sites 

57% 

Create new habitat to expand existing wildlife-rich habitat 
and designated wildlife sites. 

54% 

Improve the condition of wildlife-rich habitat that is in 
decline. 

43% 

Protect existing designated wildlife sites 27% 

Colourful wildflower planting in green spaces around 
developments. 

27% 

Create new wildlife-rich habitats 22% 

Create new habitat for specific threatened species 19% 

Install nest and roost boxes for birds and bats that use 
buildings 

16% 

Protect specific threatened species 11% 

Other (please specify) 8% 

Increase populations of commoner species that people 
are more likely to see 

0% 

Having views of the countryside - even if it is
not wildlife-rich habitat

Other (please specify)

Being able to access to any green space for
recreation

Being able to access to nature-rich green
space for recreation

Having views of the countryside – especially 
wildlife-rich habitat

Tranquillity and being able to hear the sounds
of nature

Being able to see and experience wildlife

Having wildlife-rich habitats around me, even 
if I can’t always visit them.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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6.4     Access to nature   

 

6.4.1 Access to nature was very important to quality of life for 94% of respondents 

and important for 3% of respondents.   

 

6.4.2 Most people found it easy or very easy (97%) to experience wildlife and access 

natural greenspace despite Covid restrictions. Most people visited natural 

greenspaces daily or a few times a week during (89%) and outside (92%) of 

Covid restriction.  

 

6.4.3 The main barriers that prevented people from accessing and enjoying nature 

were not Covid-related. Physical mobility difficulties were the biggest barrier, 

but for some people a lack of knowledge or time was also a barrier.  

 

6.4.4 There was a clear demand for improvements to public green spaces within the 

parish (Figure 9). By far the most important improvement was enhancing their 

wildlife value. There was also interest in ecosystem services, reducing littering, 

improving accessibility and creating nature-rich green spaces.  

 

6.4.5 Some workshop attendees observed that much of the existing nature-rich land 

in the parish will always be difficult to access due to terrain. This observation is 

supported by the consultation comments. People with mobility difficulties are 

likely to have insufficient access to open space and natural green spaces at 

present. Some members of the community proposed creating new nature-rich 

green spaces on level land near to the villages where physical access would be 

easier.   
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Figure 9: The top priorities for improving public green spaces within Bisley-with-Lypiatt 

parish. Respondents were asked to provide their top three.  

 

6.5    Wildlife and development  

 

6.5.1 Around 75% of respondents were open to some new development within the 

parish as long as it fulfilled sustainable development criteria and delivered 

Biodiversity Net Gain. Only 8% of respondents opposed any new development 

with the remainder undecided. The preference for development was for 

individual homes on suitable plots (56%) or small-well planned developments 

(33%).  

 

6.5.2 There were significant concerns about potential negative impacts of 

development on wildlife from 69% of respondents. This is further supported by 

97% of respondents only wanting new development that didn’t have an adverse 

impact on designated biodiversity sites or important components of ecological 

networks.  

 

6.5.3 One third of respondents had concerns about negative impacts on ecosystem 

services, such as carbon sequestration and water flow regulation. Impacts on 

views of the countryside were a concern for 22% of respondents.  

 

6.5.4 There was overall support (56%) for new developments being required to 

deliver high quality Green Infrastructure. There was also strong support (92%) 

for new multi-home developments being required to deliver Green Infrastructure 

to Building with Nature standards. 

Create new recreation focused public green
spaces

Reduce anti-social behaviour issues in public
green spaces

Other (please specify)

Improve the accessibility and recreational
features of existing green spaces

Create new accessible nature-rich green spaces

Reduce litter & dog mess

Increase the ability of green spaces to deliver
ecosystem services e.g. store carbon, clean…

Enhance the wildlife value of existing green
spaces
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6.5.5 Views on biodiversity offsetting were mixed with 52% being open to this 

approach being adopted by developments within the parish and 31% opposing 

it (remainder neutral). If biodiversity offsetting were pursued by developments 

within the parish there was consensus that offsetting should be delivered on 

land within the parish. There was greater support (63%) for land within the 

parish acting as biodiversity offsetting receptor sites for developments outside 

of the parish.  

 

6.5.6 There were concerns about the impact of equine developments in the parish 

because this has degraded some flower-rich grasslands. It was proposed that 

an ecological appraisal is always required for these developments.  

6.6    Local Action for the ecological emergency 

 

There was strong support for local action on the ecological emergency and 75% 

of people said that they would be able to contribute to this (Figure 10). The 

most popular action was to enhance the Nature Recovery Network by creating 

corridors and stepping-stones for wildlife or through wildlife gardening. There 

was also reasonable interest in helping to monitor designated biodiversity sites 

and enhancing public green spaces for wildlife. 

 

 
 

Figure 10: The most popular actions people would be interested in supporting to tackle the 

ecological emergency in Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish.  

 

 

 

Donating to support the management of…

Donating to support the creation of new…

Helping to manage existing nature…

Surveying and mapping the parish’s …

Helping to enhance and look after existing…

Helping to monitor existing designated…

Targeted wildlife gardening to help…

Creating corridors and stepping stones for…
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6.7      Other consultation comments  

 

6.7.1 The footpath network around the parish, particularly in the Toadsmoor Valley, 

is important for providing community access to the natural environment.  

 

6.7.2 Concerns that increased use of footpaths during Covid has disturbed wildlife 

and increased littering.  

 

6.7.3 Important to engage and support farmers and landowners to participate in 

enhancement of wildlife habitat and to make climate change adaptations.  

Recognition that some local farmers already do a very good job.  

 

6.7.4 Make the allotments pesticide free.  

 

6.7.5 Potential invasive species control project (Himalayan balsam) in the 

Toadsmoor Valley.  

 

6.7.6 More work needed to protect owl and bat populations in the parish, 

particularly loss of foraging and migration habitat.  

 

6.7.7 Likely to be many areas of under recorded biodiversity in the parish, can we 

try to encourage more local people to help with this.  

 

6.7.8 Can the NDP have a parallel programme of education and awareness to uplift 

knowledge and enjoyment of nature in the parish, recognising it’s benefits to 

wellbeing? 

 

7. Suggested policies and project opportunities.  

7.1     Policies   

 

7.1.1 Below are suggested biodiversity policies for the Bisley-with-Lypiatt NDP. 

These are based on the evidence-base consisting of the species and 

designated site data provided by GCER and the Nature Recovery 

Network. They are aligned with the policies of the NPPF, current and the pre-

submission Stroud District Local Plan (SDLP). They reflect areas where there 

is strong community support for action to protect and enhance biodiversity.  

 

7.1.2 Development should not be permitted on designated biodiversity sites or core 

areas of local ecological networks, as defined by the Nature Recovery 

Network. Aligns with NPPF para 170 and 174-175; delivery policy ES6.  

 

7.1.3 A presumption against development within land identified as high priority 
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areas for restoration by the Nature Recovery Network unless there are wholly 

exceptional circumstances. In such cases developments should deliver 20% 

Biodiversity Net Gain. Wherever possible this should be delivered on site, but 

any offsetting must strengthen the Nature Recovery Network elsewhere in the 

parish. Aligns with NPPF para 170d and 174; SDLP core policies 8 and 14 

and delivery policy ES6.  

 

7.1.4 Development leading to loss of irreplaceable habitat (e.g., ancient woodland, 

species-rich grassland) should be refused unless there are wholly exceptional 

reasons, and a suitable compensation strategy exists. (NPPF para 175c). 

 

7.1.5 Development outside of designated biodiversity sites, core habitat or high 

priority zones of the Nature Recovery Network, but which could 

cause significant direct or indirect harm to them (including further isolating 

them from the network), should be avoided wherever possible. If 

development proceeds, then it should use the mitigation hierarchy to 

remove or reduce these impacts in accordance with paragraph 175 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. (NPPF para 175a; SDLP delivery policy 

ES6).  

 

7.1.6 All developments should deliver at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain that aligns 

with the most up-to-date version of the Nature Recovery Network and Defra 

Biodiversity Metric. (NPPF para 170d and 174a; SDLP pre-submission plan).  

 

7.1.7 Developments in the parish should not result in a net loss of hedgerows and 

trees (SDLP delivery policy ES8 and pre-submission plan). Developments 

should strongly consider the use of hedgerows rather than fencing to provide 

boundaries between new dwellings as a contribution to Biodiversity Net gain 

and to enhance local ecological networks.  

 

7.1.8 On-site Green Infrastructure delivered through developments should not harm 

local ecological networks and should seek to enhance them wherever 

possible.   

 

7.1.9 On-site Green Infrastructure delivered through developments should be 

delivered in accordance with Building with Nature or similar standards.  This 

aligns with policies in the emerging revision of the Stroud District Local Plan.   

 

7.1.10 Adequate provision of accessible natural greenspace, in-line with Natural 

England’s ANGSt standards should be delivered as part of any major (ten or 

more homes) residential development within the parish.  

 

7.1.11 A presumption against development that has a significant adverse impact on 

the provision, biodiversity or amenity value of allotments in the parish.  
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7.1.12 A presumption against development that has a significant adverse impact on 

biodiversity, ecological networks, public access or ecosystem services in the 

Toadsmoor Valley. 

 

7.2     Project opportunities for developer contributions 

 

7.2.1 The community has the opportunity to identify key infrastructure needs that 

could be funded through developer contributions, such as the Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL). This includes projects with economic, social and 

environmental objectives. The environmental objective aims to 

 

‘contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 

environment; including making effective use of land, helping to improve 

biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and 

pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to 

a low carbon economy’. 

 

7.2.2 Another source of developer contribution is through Section 106 agreements, 

which are legal agreements between an applicant and the local planning 

authority. These mitigate the impact of development on the local community 

and infrastructure.  

 

7.2.3 From 2023, all housing developments will be required to deliver a mandatory 

Biodiversity Net Gain, likely to represent a 10% increase as calculated by the 

Defra Biodiversity Metric. Whilst some of this will be delivered at the 

development site, some may be delivered offsite (offsetting). It is likely that 

this will come with a 30-year management covenant.  

 

7.2.4 Provision of open spaces is one of the key infrastructure elements that can be 

funded through CIL. The parish has a demonstrable lack of access to open 

space over 20 ha within 2km and natural greenspace within 300m for many 

residents. A potential infrastructure project would be to create a new wildlife 

rich area of open space near to the main settlements in the middle of the 

parish. This would ideally be on terrain that reduces physical mobility barriers.   

 

7.2.5 The Toadsmoor Valley is the main landscape scale ecological network feature 

contained within the parish. There is community support for a project that 

contributes to managing, enhancing, and connecting land along this valley to 

benefit both wildlife and people.  

 

7.2.6 There are parts of the parish where strategic habitat enhancements delivered 

through community action, biodiversity net gain, biodiversity offsetting or new 
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Green Infrastructure would be particularly beneficial for the Nature Recovery 

Network (Figure 11).  

 

7.2.7 Figure 11 identifies broad areas of opportunity based on the evidence 

currently available. The opportunity areas marked on the map are indicative 

and not definitive boundaries. It is strongly advised that any delivery project 

should conduct an ecological appraisal before commencing to be assured of 

the benefits and to avoid damaging unknown biodiversity assets.  

 

7.2.8 A presumption against developments for recreational equine facilities on land 

in the core open habitat network or high priority for restoration. An ecological 

appraisal is always required for recreational equine developments.
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Figure 11: Strategic opportunities for enhancing the Nature Recovery Network
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7.2.9 There is a strong interest in the ecological value of allotments in the parish. 

The biodiversity value of allotments is demonstrated by numerous peer-

reviewed scientific studies (e.g. Speak et al. 2015). A project focused on 

enhancing and connecting the allotment sites and creating new ones could 

deliver multiple benefits for people and wildlife.  

 

7.2.10 The churchyard/Teed’s Rise and cemetery is a potential area to enhance for 

biodiversity. 

 

7.2.11 Projects to engage landowners and farmers and investigate how they can be 

supported to create features that strengthen local ecological networks.  

 

7.2.12 For the whole parish, an opportunity to empower the community and create 

community action through the use of GWT's community empowerment toolkit. 

 

8. Conclusions and key recommendations   

 

8.1.1 Bisley-with-Lypiatt parish includes biodiversity assets features of local, county, 

regional and national importance.  

 

8.1.2 The known assets of national importance are; 

 

➢ GWT’s nature reserve at Daneway Banks SSSI and the population of 

large blue (Phengaris arion) butterflies it supports. 

➢ Strawberry Banks SSSI and the population of marsh fritillary 

(Euphydryas aurinia) butterflies it supports.  

 

8.1.3 The known assets of regional importance are; 

 

➢ The population of White clawed crayfish in the tributaries to the River 

Frome 

➢ The ecological network of limestone grassland habitat and the 

associated species assemblages in the Golden Valley.  

 

8.1.4 The known assets of county importance are; 

 

➢ The 43 Local Wildlife Sites and four Conservation Road Verges. 

➢ River Frome Tributaries 

➢ Ancient woodlands networks and their associated species 

assemblages. 

➢ The mosaic of woodlands, wetlands and open habitat in the 

Toadsmoor Valley  
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8.1.5 The known assets of local importance are; 

 

➢ Bat populations in the Golden Valley, which could be of greater 

importance but there is insufficient data to determine this.   

➢ Local allotment sites.  

 

8.1.6 The Parish contains key components of Gloucestershire’s ecological networks 

(Nature Recovery Network), particularly in the south along the Golden Valley, 

to the north adjoining the Slad Valley and along the Holy and Toadsmoor 

Brooks. There is strong community support for protecting, expanding and 

connecting wildlife-rich habitat in these areas. 

 

8.1.7 The community is open to small scale sustainable developments that deliver 

at least 10% Biodiversity Net Gain alongside Green Infrastructure to Building 

with Nature or equivalent standards.  

 

8.1.8 Community support for Biodiversity Offsetting is mixed and any proposals for 

development involving this approach would have to be considered very 

carefully.  

 

8.1.9 There is a lack of provision of open space and accessible natural green space 

in the parish. A considerable proportion of the provision relies on GWT nature 

reserves.   

 

8.1.10 There is clear demand for improvements to green infrastructure, with the 

strongest support for  

 

➢ Creating stepping-stones and corridors that connect ecological 

networks, 

➢ A new accessible natural green space near to the main villages.  

➢ Enhancing the biodiversity value of existing green spaces.  

 

8.1.11 There is interest in community action projects particularly around the 

Toadsmoor Valley and allotments, but also including wildlife gardening and 

monitoring existing designated biodiversity sites.  

 

8.1.12  It is recommended that the proposed policies and projects contained in this 

document are integrated into the NDP to clarify the community’s priorities in 

regard to protecting and enhancing biodiversity.  
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Appendix 1: Key national and international biodiversity policy and legislation as of 
March 2021  
 
Statutory nature conservation sites and protected species are a ‘material consideration’ in the 
UK planning process (DCLG, March 2012).  Where planning permission is not required, for 
example on proposals for external repair to structures, consideration of protected species 
remains necessary given their protection under UK law.  
 
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 transpose the requirements of 
European Directives such as the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive into UK law, enabling 
the designation of protected sites and species at a European level.    
 
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) forms the key piece of UK legislation 
relating to the protection of habitats and species.  The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000 provides additional support to the 1981 Act, for example, increasing the protection of 
certain reptile species.  Specific protection for badger is provided by the Protection of Badger 
Act 1992.  The Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996 sets out the welfare framework with 
respect to wild mammals prohibiting a range of activities which may cause unnecessary 
suffering.    
 
The Government has a duty to ensure that parties take reasonable practicable steps to further 
the conservation of habitats and species of Principal Importance for Conservation in England 
listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Bill 2006.  In 
addition, the 2006 Act places a Biodiversity Duty on public authorities who ‘must, in exercising 
[their] functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those 
functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’ (Section 40 (1)).  Criteria for selection of 
priority habitats and species include, for example, international threat (such that species may 
be protected in their strong holds) and marked national decline.    
The National Planning Policy Framework [3][1] states (in section 11) that the planning system 
should minimise impacts on biodiversity, providing net gains in biodiversity, where possible. It 
also states that local planning authorities and planning policies should:  
 

• Plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of 
networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure;  
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• Take account of the need to plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale across 
local authority boundaries;  

  
• Identify and map components of the local ecological 
networks, including international, national and local sites of importance for 
biodiversity, and areas identified by local partnerships for habitat restoration or 
creation; and  

  
• Promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, 
ecological networks and the recovery of priority species populations, linked to 
national and local targets and identify suitable indicators for monitoring biodiversity 
in the plan.  

 
Appendix 2: Species protected under Schedule 2 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017. Please note that this list is a complete list of species included as of March 
2021 for reference purposes. It does not indicate their presence or absence from the Parish. 
 
 

Common name Scientific name 

Bats, Horseshoe (all species) Rhinolophidae sp 

Bats, Typical (all species) Vespertilionidae sp 

Butterfly, Large Blue Maculinea arion 

Cat, Wild Felis silvestris 

Dolphins, porpoises and whales (all 
species) 

Cetacea 

Dormouse Muscardinus avellanarius 

Frog, Pool Rana lessonae 

Lizard, Sand Lacerta agilis 

Moth, Fisher's Estuarine Gortyna borelii lunata 

Newt, Great Crested (or Warty) Triturus cristatus 

Otter, Common Lutra lutra 

Snail, Lesser Whirlpool Ram's-horn Anisus vorticulus 

Snake, Smooth Coronella austriaca 

Sturgeon Acipenser sturio 

Toad, Natterjack Bufo calamita 

Turtles, Marine 
Caretta caretta, Chelonia mydas, 

Lepidochelys kempii, Eretmochelys 

imbricata, Dermochelys coriacea 
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Appendix 3: Species protected under Schedule 5 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017. Please note that this list is a complete list of species included as of March 
2021 for reference purposes. It does not indicate their presence or absence from the Parish.  
 
 

Common name Scientific name 

Adder (in respect of section 9(5) only) Vipera berus 

Allis Shad (in respect of section 9(1) and (4)(a) only) Alosa alosa 

Anemone, Ivell’s Sea Edwardsia ivelli 

Anemone, Startlet Sea Nematosella vectensis 

Apus Triops cancriformis 

Bats, Horseshoe (all species but in respect of section 9(4)(b) 
and (c) and (5) only) 

Rhinolophidae 

Bats, Typical (all species but in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) 
and (5) only) 

Vespertilionidae 

Beetle Graphoderus zonatus 

Beetle Hypebaeus flavipes 

Beetle Paracymus aeneus 

Beetle, Lesser Silver Water Hydrochara caraboides 

Beetle, Mire Pill (in respect of section 9(4)(a) only) Curimopsis nigrita 

Beetle, Rainbow Leaf Chrysolina cerealis 

Beetle, Stag (in respect of section 9(5) only) Lucanus cervus 

Beetle, Violet Click Limoniscus violaceus 

Burbot Lota lota 

Butterfly, Northern Brown Argus Aricia artaxerxes 

Butterfly, Adonis Blue Lysandra bellargus 

Butterfly, Chalkhill Blue Lysandra coridon 

Butterfly, Silver-studded Blue Plebejus argus 

Butterfly, Small Blue Cupido minimus 

Butterfly, Large Copper Lycaena dispar 

Butterfly, Purple Emperor Apatura iris 

Butterfly, Duke of Burgandy Fritillary Hamearis lucina 
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Butterfly, Glanville Fritillary Melitaea cinxia 

Butterfly, Heath Fritillary Mellicta athalia (otherwise 
known as Melitaea athalia) 

Butterfly, High Brown Fritillary Argynnis adippe 

Butterfly, Marsh Fritillary Eurodryas aurinia 

Butterfly, Pearl-bordered Fritillary Boloria euphrosyne 

Butterfly, Black Hairstreak Strymonidia pruni 

Butterfly, Brown Hairstreak Thecla betulae 

Butterfly, White Letter Hairstreak Stymonida w-album 

Butterfly, Large Heath Coenonympha tullia 

Butterfly, Large Blue (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and 
(5) only) 

Maculinea arion 

Butterfly, Mountain Ringlet Erebia epiphron 

Butterfly, Chequered Skipper Carterocephalus palaemon 

Butterfly, Lulworth Skipper Thymelicus acteon 

Butterfly, Silver Spotted Skipper Hesperia comma 

Butterfly, Swallowtail Papilio machaon 

Butterfly, Large tortoiseshell Nymphalis polychloros 

Butterfly, Wood White Leptidea sinapis 

Cat, Wild (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) Felis silverstris 

Cicada, New Forest Cicadetta montana 

Crayfish, Atlantic Stream Austropotamobius pallipes 

Cricket, Field Gryllus campestris 

Cricket, Mole Gryllotalpa gryllotalpa 

Dameselfly, Southern Coenagrion mercuriale 

“Dolphins (all species but in respect of section 9(4A) and (5) 
only) 

Cetacea” 

Dormouse (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) Muscardinus avellanarius 

Dragonfly, Norfolk Aeshna Aeshna isosceles 

Frog, Common (in respect of section 9(5) only) Rana temporaria 
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Frog, Pool (Northern Clade) (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and 
(c)(1) only and with respect to England only) 

Pelophylax lessonae 

Goby, Couch’ Gobius couchii 

Goby, Giant Gobius cobitis 

Grasshopper, Wart-biter Decticus verrucivorus 

Hatchet Shell, Northern Thyasira gouldi 

Hydroid, Marine Clavopsella navis 

Lagoon Snail, De Folin’s Caecum armoricum 

Lagoon Worm, Tentacled (in respect of section 9(4)(a) only) Alkmaria romijni 

Leech, Medicinal Hirudo medicinali 

Lizard, Sand (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) Lacerta agilis 

Lizard, Viviparous (in respect of section 9(5) only) Lacerta vivipara 

Marten, Pine Martes martes 

Mat. Trembling Sea Victorella pavida 

Moth, Barberry Carpet Pareulype berberata 

Moth, Black-veined Siona lineata (otherwise known 
as Idaea lineata) 

Moth, Fiery Clearwing Bembecia chrysidiformis 

Moth, Fisher’s Estuarine (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) 
and (5) only) 

Gortyna borelii 

Moth, New Forest Burnet Zygaena viciae 

Moth, Reddish Buff Acosmetia caliginosa 

Moth, Slender Scotch Burnet (in respect of section 9(5) only) Zygaena loti subspecies 
scotica 

Moth, Sussex Emerald Thalera fimbrialis 

Moth, Talisker Burnet (in respect of section 9(5) only) Zygaena lonicerae subspecies 
jocelynae 

Mussel, Fan (in respect of section 9(1), (2) and (5) only) Atrina fragilis 

Mussel, Freshwater Pearl Margaritifera margaritifera 

Newt, Great Crested or Warty (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and 
(c) and (5) only) 

Triturus cristatus 

Newt, Palmate (in respect of section 9(5) only) Triturus helveticus 
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Newt, Smooth (in respect of section 9(5) only) Triturus vulgaris 

Otter, Common (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) 
only) 

Lutra lutra 

“Porpoises (all species but in respect of section 9(5) only) Cetacea” 

Sandworm, Lagoon Armandia cirrhosa 

Sea Fan, Pink (in respect of section 9(1), 9(2) and 9(5) only Eunicella verrucosa 

Seahorse, Short Snouted (with respect to England and Wales 
only) 

Hippocampus hippocampus 

Seahorse, Spiny (with respect to England and Walesonly) Hippocampus guttulatus 

Sea Slug, Lagoon Tenellia adspersa 

Shad, Twaite (in respect of section 9(1) and (4)(a) only) Alosa fallax 

Shark, Angel (in respect of section 9(1), (2) and (5) only) Squatina squatina 

Shark, Basking Cetorhinus maximus 

Shrimp, Fairy Chirocephalus diaphanus 

Shrimp, Lagoon Sand (in respect of section 9(4)(a) only) Gammarus insensiblis 

Skate, White (in respect of section 9(1), (2) and (5) only) Rostroraja alba 

Slow worm (in respect of section 9(5) only) Anguis fragilis 

Snail, Glutinous Myxas glutinosa 

Snail, Roman (in respect of section 9(1), (2) and (5) only and 
with respect to England and Walesonly) 

Helix pomatia 

Snail, Sandbowl Catinella arenaria 

Snake, Grass (in respect of section 9(5) only) Natrix helvetica (also known as 
Natrix natrix) 

Snake, Smooth (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) 
only) 

Coronella austriaca 

Spider, Fen Raft Dolomedes plantarius 

Spider, Ladybird Eresus niger 

Squirrel, Red Sciurus vulgaris 

Sturgeon (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) only) Acipenser sturio 

Toad, Common (in respect of section 9(5) only) Bufo bufo 

Toad, Natterjack (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) 
only) 

Bufo calamita 
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 “Turtle, Flatback Natator depressus” 

Turtle, Green Sea (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) 
only) 

Chelonia mydas 

Turtle, Hawksbill (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and (5) 
only) 

Eretmochelys imbricata 

Turtle, Kemp's Ridley Sea (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) 
and (5) only) 

Lepidochelys kempi 

Turtle, Leatherback Sea (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) 
and (5) only) 

Dermochelys coriacea 

Turtle, Loggerhead Sea (in respect of section 9(4)(b) and (c) and 
(5) only) 

Caretta caretta 

Turtle, Olive Ridley Lepidochelys olivacea 

Vendace Coregonus albula 

Vole, Water   Arvicola terrestris 

Walrus Odebenus rosmarus 

Whale (all species) but in respect of section 9(4A) and (5) only Cetacea 

Whitefish Coregonus lavaretus 

 
 
Appendix 4: Questions included in the Community Wildlife Consultation. Many questions had 
multiple choice answers as well as an option to provide an alternative answer. In the interests 
of brevity only the questions are provided here. 
 

1. Age category 
2. Which ethnic group do you identify as? 
3. Which gender do you identify as? 
4. Were you able to attend the consultation workshop run by Gloucestershire Wildlife 

Trust? 
5. The Parish contains examples of the following designated wildlife sites, which of these 

were you aware could be found in the parish? 
6. Are there any other areas of good wildlife habitat or species that you think are 

particularly special to the parish? If yes, could you please describe what they are and 
why you think they are special? A six-figure grid-reference can be obtained using this 
map. A post-code or nearby road name with a simple description will help if not. 

7. How important is nature to the characteristics and identity of the Parish? 
8. Were you aware of Gloucestershire’s Nature Recovery Network? It is a map of the 

most important wildlife habitats with a plan for expanding and connecting these. View 
the NRN here 

9. What three aspects of the natural environment are most important to you?  
10. What are your top five priorities for wildlife in the parish? 
11. What two valuable wildlife habitats would you particularly like to see more of? 
12. How important is access to wildlife and natural greenspace to you and your quality of 

life? 
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13. During Covid restrictions, how easy is it for you to experience wildlife and access 
natural greenspace? 

14. Without Covid restrictions, how easy is it for you to experience wildlife and access 
natural greenspace? 

15. During Covid restrictions, how often have you gone to natural greenspaces outside of 
your home? 

16. Without Covid restrictions, how often would you normally go to natural greenspaces 
outside of your home? 

17. Does anything limit your ability to visit existing publicly accessible green spaces in the 
Parish? 

18. What are your top three priorities for public green spaces and Green Infrastructure in 
the parish? 

19. Which of these statements reflect your general views on development and 
environmental issues within the parish? (tick all that apply) 

20. What are your views on the following statement? I would be open to some sustainable 
development if it delivered a net gain for wildlife and strengthened local ecological 
networks. 

21. Answer 
22. What are your views on the following statement? I would only wish to see development 

that doesn't damage designated wildlife sites or important ecological networks 
23. Building with Nature is a Benchmark that ensures developments deliver high quality 

Green Infrastructure for wildlife, people and water. You can find out more here. What 
are your views on the NDP asking new developments to meet these or similar 
standards? 

24. Biodiversity Offsetting is used when developments cannot meet wildlife requirements 
on site, so enhancements are delivered on other pieces of land. What are your views 
on developments within the parish taking this approach? 

25. What are you views on developments from outside of the parish delivering biodiversity 
offsetting on land within the parish? 

26. Answer 
27. If yes, what would you be interested in helping with? (We will try to initiate some of the 

most popular options and training can be provided by GWT) 
28. Are there any other comments you would like to make on the wildlife value of the parish 

or any wildlife aspect of the NDP? 

 

 

  

 


