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1: Background

1:1 Camber Ecology were commissioned to conduct a reptile survey on land immediately to the rear
(north) of Long pond, East Hoathly. Access to the site is directly off London Road; a small footbridge
across the pond allows access to land to the rear. An ecological survey was carried out by a local
ecologist in September 2009. Great crested newt eggs were identified by SARG (Sussex Reptile and
Amphibian Group) in a previous survey conducted in 2005. No reptile surveys were conducted at the
time and no further ecological survey work of any kind has been carried out since 2009. The site was
gifted as common land to East Hoathly and Halland Parish Council 15 years ago for use as public
open space. The site lies north of and immediately adjacent to London Road.

1:2 The survey has been requested by the Wealden District Council to accompany a planning
proposal for change of land usage. It is proposed to lift a 106 agreement and convert the land
into allotments. In respect of protected species legislation, licensing and mitigation it is
important to appreciate that no distinction is made between commercial, or non commercial
ventures. In terms of protected species mitigation, the Great Crested Newt Mitigation
Guidelines state the ‘term development will be used to cover all common forms of land use
change or operations that have the potential to negatively impact on populations of Great
crested newts It is reasonable to assume a same approach to protected reptiles when
considering a change of land use. Though a European Protected species license is NOT
required to disturb commonly encountered reptiles there is legal protection against killing or
injuring. In addition to this, good practice guidelines will require an appropriate mitigation
package to ensure protection against death or injury and compensate for loss of habitat.

1:3.A substantial amount of vegetation was removed in January 2010 using a mechanical
digger; this will have altered the structure of vegetation communities as mapped in the
original survey conducted in 2009. Perennial forbs are now re-colonising the site (see fig: 1
below)

Fig:1 The site is now becoming re-vegetated, however, the original vegetation communities
will have been altered.




2: Aims of Survey
2:1 To determine presence or absence using currently accepted good standards of practice.

2:2 If protected reptiles present, to inform an appropriate mitigation strategy.

3: Methodology
3:1 This consisted of two core methods;

- Transect walks to look for basking animals

- Placing of artificial refuges to use as heat traps to attract reptiles in the vicinity.
3:2 The transect walk was conducted at slow walking pace, careful attention being given to sunny
pools in undergrowth, edge habitats , logs, boulders or other materials that animals may utilise for
basking. Binoculars were used to aid spotting at distance.
3:3 Squares of roofing felt were used (0.5 metre squared) along with corrugated tin and some larger
pieces of roofing felt; these materials are widely used as a survey tool and produce excellent results. A
total of 40 were placed out across the site in a grid pattern to ensure the whole site was sampled

adequately. Any other material on site that may be used by reptiles (e.g. pieces of plywood, tin, etc)
was checked routinely along with the placed refugia. (see fig's 2 below, &3 overleaf)

Fig:2 Corrugated tin square




Fig:3 A square of roofing felt

3:4 The artificial refugia were placed on site approximately 10 days prior to commencing visits. A
total of seven visits were conducted between May 25th 2010 and June 22nd 2010. It is generally
considered best practice to use several different materials as various materials will have different
thermal properties; thus increasing the likely hood of a positive observation if different species are
present.

3:5 A plan showing approximate layout of reptile refugia is shown overleaf. The density of
refugia used exceeds minimum guidelines per hectare; however, this will only increase the
chances of a positive observation where only small numbers are present. Great crested newt
surveys were also conducted at the same time thus there is an increased density of refugia
nearer the pond.



Fig 3 Positions of numbered reptile refugia are shown below.

4: Results/conclusions

4:1 Field data is presented in table form, overleaf..



4:2 Table 1 Field data (temperature recoded in degrees Celscius minimum - maximum)

DATE TIME WEATHER | TEMP | SPECIES SEX/AGE | REFUGE
NUMBER
25/05/10 9:10-9:45 | Sunny 17.9C - | Slowworm |1 X Adult |14
(hazy), light | 18.7C female
wind; cloud 1 X Adult | 18
cover 75% Male
23/05/10 17:30 — Sunny, 22.7C— | Slowworm | 1 X Sub 29
17:45 wind light, | 23.3C adult
cloud cover
15%
03/06/10 10:50 —- Sunny, 21.7C — | Slowworm | 1 X Adult | 16
11:20 wind light, | 22.2C male
cloud cover 1Xsub |19
0% adult
06/06/10 16:20 — Sunny 18.7C— | Slowworm |1 X adult |24
17:05 spells, wind | 18.9C male
light to Grass snake | Juvenile 18
fresh, cloud
cover 30%
08/06/10 15:55 - Sunny 189C- | Slowworm |1 X Adult |18
16:20 spells, light | 19.6C female
wind. cloud Grass snake | 1X (both
, Juvenile animals
cover 60% under same
mat)
12/06/10 8:55-9:20 | Sunny 19.7C - | Slowworm | 1X Adult | 18
spells, light | 20.1C female (both
wind, cloud Grass snake | 1X animals
cover 50% Juvenile. | under the
same mat)
22/06/10 | 10:00 - 10:25 | Cloudy, light | 19.0 - Slow worm Adult 10
breeze, cloud | 20.2C female
cover 90%. Grass snake Juvenile 22
Grass snake Sub adult 35
Slow worm Adult 18
female
Grass snake Juvenile 33




4:3 Recorded data shows that two species of protected reptile, Slow worm (Anguis fragili§ and Grass
snake (Natrix natrix) are present on the land located immediately north of the pond at East Hoathly.
Grass snake will readily prey on amphibians; the location of a pond nearby is likely to be an important
food source.

4:4 At present, the data suggests that both species are limited to low populations and registrations
suggest spatial distribution across the site is limited. However, caution has to be exercised in drawing
conclusions as recent vegetation clearance will have changed the vegetative structure of the site and is
likely to have influenced the behaviour and spatial distribution of reptile populations in the immediate
area. Were surveys conducted for the rest of the year, or over several seasons, it is possible that the
results would change with time.

4:5 The land within this small area shows a higher level of biodiversity than land outside the
boundaries of the proposed allotment site. Land to the south is sub optimal with a busy road
demarcating the site from recreational ground. whilst land to the east consists of a housing
development. Land usage to the west and north seems to be equestrian orientated with grass
being kept cut, or grazed as paddock. This raises the conservation value of this small parcel
of semi natural grassland and scrub, along with the associated trees and hedges around the
boundaries.

4:6 It is noticed that a number of boulders have been disturbed during the vegetation
clearance; there is likely to be some potential for hibernation across the site as reptiles will
use cracks in the ground; cavities under boulders or tree roots, cavities under tussocky grass
and other such areas that may provide frost free pockets in which to hibernate.

5: Recommendations

5: 1 As there is evidence that protected Slow worm (Anguis fragili9 and Grass snake (Natrix natrix)
are present on site, there will be a requirement for appropriate mitigation prior and post to change of
land use. The general recommendation from Natural England is that reptiles are best retained on site if
possible. This will really depend on what agreement can be reached as to how much land is to be
taken for cultivation. If it is considered, upon further consideration, that insufficient habitat can be
retained, then a translocation off site may need to be considered; however, this is the least favourable
option. But should this prove necessary a suitable receptor site will need to be chosen as near to the
donor site as possible. This is likely to require further survey work and appropriate habitat creation or
enhancement. A mitigation scheme will need to be devised that will address the core behavioural
needs of reptiles as outlined below:

- Foraging and /hunting.

- Hibernation.

- Basking to raise core body temperature to allow activity.
- Shelter from predation.

The aim of mitigation will be to ensure that these needs are met and increase carrying
capacity in the receptor site; the following measures will need to be employed to ensure
these aims are achieved.

Mitigation for the reptiles will be in two phases. The first will make provision to prevent
death or injury to animals during the development process.



- This can be achieved by placing specialist reptile exclusion fencing around the site
followed by a programme of capture and release, from the area where operations that
may be potentially harmful to reptiles are to be carried out, to the agreed receptor site.

- The material should be a heavy duty specialist material and be supplied and installed
by specialist contractors with considerable experience in reptile mitigation.

- The capture phase must continue until an agreed number of visits are made that
produce negative returns. Current guidelines suggest a minimum of 60 visits to clear a
low population. It will be the responsibility of the ecologist carrying out the work to
advise as to the measures are required to show all reasonable effort has been
undertaken to remove animals from the area of potential harm; wherever possible,
retention of reptiles in the immediate area is the preferred option of Natural England.
The reptile exclusion fencing should remain in place and only be removed when all
works that may pose a risk to reptiles have been completed.

- The vegetation should be gradually reduced throughout the capture phase and the
density of heat traps increased to try to maximise capture. It is normally considered
good practice to conduct a destructive search on completion as not all animals are
always captured during the capture phase. The destructive search will need to be
conducted with a watching brief and a toothed bucket used throughout the process.
This can only be implemented when all reasonable efforts at hand capture are
considered by a qualified ecologist to have been exhausted. This final phase will need
to be carefully supervised by a qualified and experienced ecologist.

The second phase of mitigation will be habitat manipulation of the receptor site to
improve that already present; if animals can be retained on site:

- A buffer zone of an agreed width will need to be retained around the new allotments and
managed as a mosaic of rough grassland and scrub to allow suitable foraging. Artificial
hibernacula should be installed within the wildlife area.

- A management plan will need to be devised that will take in to account the needs of
protected reptiles, maintain biodiversity, reduce threats such as injury, pollution and ensure
that the site is maintained in a manner to enhance conservation value; this will need to be a
separate document than the method statement for the mitigation. It may be necessary to
reduce the number of allotments originally considered to ensure there is not a substantial loss
of habitat.

- Under guidelines of good practice after monitoring of the receptor site/area should be
conducted for a minimum of three years. This will take the form of annual surveys
throughout the season for the three year duration.

5:2 All mitigation works should be carried out by experienced contractors and ecologists used to
dealing with reptile translocation projects.

5:3 It is reasonable to say that the precise details of a mitigation scheme can be agreed post planning
consent; provided consent is given with appropriately worded conditions, the aim of ensuring that the
population status of the species found during the survey, is not adversely affected, can be assured.



6: Reptiles and the Law
6:1 All British reptiles receive varying levels of protection under current protected species legislation.

6:2 Smooth snake (Coronella austriacaand Sand lizard (our rarest species) (Lacerta agili9 receive
the full protection where all elements of section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside in addition to this
the Habitat Regulations act apply. This means the habitat as well as the animal is protected.

6:3 Slow worm ((Anguis fragilig, common lizard (Lacerta viviparg, Grass snake (Natrix natrix) and
Adder (Vipera beru}receive protection against killing, injuring, sale, etc only. They are protected by
all of section 9(5) and parts of section 9(1) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981

7: Limitations and disclaimers

7:1 All information supplied is believed to be accurate at the time of recording; recommendations are
made honestly, without bias and are intended to reflect current guidelines of good practice. Conditions
can change and just because small numbers of protected reptiles have been recorded on this occasion,
does not necessarily mean surveys conducted in the future would automatically produce equally small
returns.

7:2 The brief guide to protected species legislation above is simply that and intended to offer
guidance only. It is for a court to decide if an offence has been committed; legal advice must only be
sought from a fully qualified legal practitioner.

7:3 Recommendations outlined in this report are for guidance only; they do NOT constitute a
completed mitigation statement or site management plan.

REPORT ENDS




