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ECOLOGICAL ADVICE SERVICE

TO: Adeoye Lawal
FROM: Emma England
DATE: 16 April 2026

SUBJECT: 20251233 /Land at Rose Farm, Istead Rise

The following is provided by Kent County Council’s Ecological Advice Service (KCC EAS)
for Local Planning Authorities. It is independent, professional advice and is not a
comment/position on the application from the county council. It is intended to advise the
relevant planning officer(s) on the potential ecological impacts of the planning application
and if sufficient/appropriate ecological information has been provided.

Any additional information, queries or comments on this advice that the applicant or other
interested parties may have must be directed in every instance to the planning officer, who
will seek input from the EAS where appropriate and necessary.

SUMMARY: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED
We have reviewed the information submitted in support of this application and advise that
insufficient ecological information has been provided to determine the application. The
following information is required prior to determination:

o Update of the biodiversity net gain calculation tool to show proposed habitat

retention (including based on the tree protection plan), and indicative post-
development on-site habitats based on the illustrative landscape masterplan and
parameter plan;

o Justification for the removal of a veteran tree from the site and lack of suitable
buffer zones for retained veteran trees;

o Justification for the removal of trees identified to have ecological value (Former
Elmlands Shaw Trees);

« A full Ecological Impact Assessment’ providing adequate survey information in line
with relevant professional standards, and outline avoidance, mitigation,
compensation and enhancement measures in line with the mitigation hierarchy
(including:

' Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) | CIEEM
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o an outline lighting strategy;

o further assessment of the bat assemblage in accordance with current
guidelines;

o further information regarding any important bat foraging and commuting
routes that need to be protected from habitat loss and/or the negative effects
of increased lighting on-site;

o definition of ‘bat pass’;

o for the static detector surveys, number of bat passes presented per hour, per
species;

o bat roost characterisation following on from further survey effort in line with
standard professional practice? as appropriate;

o plans showing the locations of surveyors, infrared cameras and potential
roost features for each emergence survey/bespoke survey along with the
walking methodology and route taken for the bespoke survey. Detailed
reasoning and justification for not following standard professional guidelines
for bat survey of structures needs to be provided;

o further survey information and any necessary avoidance, mitigation and
compensation measures in relation to trees in line with current professional
guidelines;

o An outline avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement strategy
for breeding birds.

We cannot see comments from a tree officer for this application, and we would
recommend that the views of a tree officer are also sought.

Biodiversity Net Gain

Under the Environment Act 2021 and the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended), all planning applications® for development (unless exempt*® ) must deliver at
least a 10% biodiversity net gain (BNG), shown via use of the Statutory Biodiversity Metric
prior to commencement of any development. Significant on-site gains, and all off-site gains
will need to be secured for at least 30 years.

Having reviewed submitted information®, we consider a 10% biodiversity net gain is a
statutory requirement of this proposed development. We consider there is no local policy
biodiversity net gain requirement above 10% for this development.

We have produced the following table to aid the local planning authority in ascertaining
whether sufficient BNG information has been submitted:

2 Bat Survey Guidelines 23

3 All planning applications for major development (unless exempt) submitted on or after 12" February 2024 in England, and all minor
applications (unless exempt), submitted on or after the 2" April 2024.

4 Biodiversity net gain: exempt developments - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

5 The Biodiversity Gain Requirements (Exemptions) Regulations 2024 (legislation.gov.uk)

6 References to the biodiversity value of any habitat or habitat enhancement within this section of the advice note refer to the value as
calculated in accordance with the biodiversity metric.
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Table 1: To show whether the applicant has met the minimum validation requirements, and expected standards according to

overnment standing advice

Information Needed

Provided

Comments

Confirmation that the applicant believes that planning
permission, if granted, the development would be subject
to the biodiversity gain condition.

Yes

The pre-development biodiversity value(s), either on the
date of application or earlier proposed date (as

Yes

appropriate).

Site visits were carried out by a suitably qualified ecologist on 18" March, 9t June, 2nd
July, 12t July, 13t July and 6% October 2025. This is considered acceptable to inform
the habitat baseline for this application given the site size, location and habitats
reported.

The date the biodiversity value was calculated has been given as 9" June 2025. The
reason provided in the application is that this is the date the baseline survey was carried
out. However, we note that botanical survey extended into October 2025. We therefore
consider that the ‘relevant date’ should be taken to be no earlier than 6" October 2025.
The biodiversity metric calculations were made 18" November 2025 and we suggest
that this be made the ‘relevant date’ for this application when the Biodiversity Gain Plan
is submitted for discharge should planning permission be granted for this application.

Where the applicant proposes to use an earlier date, this
proposed earlier date and the reasons for proposing that
date.

Yes

We suggest that the 18" November 2025 be used as the ‘relevant date’ for this
application.

The completed metric calculation tool showing the
calculations of the pre-development biodiversity value of
the onsite habitat on the date of application (or proposed
earlier date) including the publication date of the
biodiversity metric used to calculate that value.

The site is 9.6 hectares in size, according to the information in the application form. The
habitat area reported in the biodiversity metric calculation tool (9.57 ha) closely matches
the reported red line boundary site area as per the application form.

We are content with the baseline habitat classifications.

We highlight to Gravesham Borough Council that the Kent and Medway Local Nature
Recovery Strategy (LNRS) was published 28" November 2025.

The LNRS was published after the ‘relevant date’. As the LNRS was published after the
relevant date, the ‘pre-development’ biodiversity value does not need to be updated.

As the publication of the LNRS has occurred whilst the planning application is live, and
as its publication could affect the post-development strategic significance score, the
strategic significance scores in the biodiversity metric calculation tool for the post-
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development habitats will need to be reviewed in advance of the deemed condition
discharge’. The habitat creation/enhancement strategic significance scoring will need to
reflect the published LNRS.

The strategic significance score can be determined through use of the Local Habitat
Map, available here: Local Nature Recovery Strateqgy mapping portal | Making Space
For Nature Kent, with guidance on its use available here: How to use the online mapping
tool | Kent and Medway Local Nature Recovery Strategy. A guidance document on how
to apply strategic significance is available here: The-role-of-Kent-Medways-Local-
Nature-Recovery-Strategy-in-Biodiversity-Net-Gain-Strategic-Significance-.pdf.

We note that although a landscape masterplan, parameter plan and arboricultural impact
assessment is available, that the biodiversity net gain metric calculation tool has been
submitted without information relating to habitat retention or creation. It is a legal
requirement that the biodiversity gain hierarchy is considered. Sufficient information also
needs to be provided with the planning application to understand how conditions should
be applied should planning permission be granted.

As a general note we point out that there is inconsistency in the tree numbering between
reports. This should be reviewed and corrected so it is very clear which trees are being
referred to in the reports.

We note that three trees are classified as veteran fruit trees and irreplaceable habitat.
These trees should be prioritised for retention. We note that the biodiversity net gain
validation statement indicates that these trees: T61, T89 and T90 will be removed.
However, whilst the arboricultural impact assessment lists T90 for removal, T61 and T89
appear to be being retained and lie within the open space identified within the parameter
plan. We would recommend that a commitment be made at this stage regarding the
retention of irreplaceable habitats that is reflected within the biodiversity net gain
calculations. We would also recommend that robust justification be provided for why all
the irreplaceable habitat on-site cannot be retained.

7 LNRS and SS Multiplier Transition Guidance 2.pdf; LNRS & Strategic Significance Multiplier Transition | Local Government Association
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We remind Gravesham Borough Council that any loss of irreplaceable habitat is to be
considered under the NPPF 2024, paragraph 193(c), which states: “development
resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland
and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptiona
reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists”.

We would recommend that retained irreplaceable habitat include a suitable buffer. The
buffer zone should be at least 15 times larger than the diameter of the tree. The buffer
zone should be 5 metres from the edge of the tree’s canopy if that area is larger than 15
times the tree’s diameter. This will create a minimum root protection area. We note that
at present, at least T89 does not appear to have an adequate root protection area. The
root protection area needs to be in place during and post-construction (e.g., through the
implementation of post and rail fencing).

We also note that the following trees have been identified within the ecological
information to be of ecological value: T17, T29, T32, T33, T34, T36 and G16 (Former




Elmlands Shaw Trees) and T59. However, we also note that some of these trees have
been identified for removal (G16, T17, T19, T21, T22, T18, T25) and we request further|
information regarding why these ecologically valuable trees cannot be retained within
designs.

We further point out that the developer needs to first prioritise on-site biodiversity net
gain before considering off-site options. We note that there is a considerable area of
open space proposed on the parameter plan, and that the illustrative landscape
masterplan indicates areas of retained trees and hedgerows, proposed trees and
woodland, proposed traditional and community orchard, scrub, wildflower meadow, and
ponds. However, these habitats have not been represented within the metric to show
whether an on-site biodiversity net gain is achievable. Whilst we understand that full
details of how the proposals will deliver biodiversity gains are not strictly required until
submission of the pre-commencement Biodiversity Gain Plan, it is advisable to obtain an
indication of whether a biodiversity net gain is achievable on-site prior to determination
as, it gives an indication of how the biodiversity gain hierarchy will be applied, and if
granted consent, the project cannot commence until this information has been submitted
to and approved by the local planning authority. This information will also provide
sufficient indication as to how conditions need to be applied should planning permission
be granted for this application.

The government’s standing advice on BNG states (under paragraph 002 Reference ID:
74-002-20240214): “[BNG] is not just a post-permission matter. To ensure the
biodiversity gain objective is met and the condition can be discharged successfully, it is
important biodiversity net gain is considered throughout the planning process.”

A statement whether activities have been carried out prior
to the date of application (or earlier proposed date), that
result in loss of onsite biodiversity value (‘degradation’),
and where they have:
¢ a statement to the effect that these activities have
been carried out;
o the date immediately before these activities were
carried out;
¢ the pre-development biodiversity value of the onsite
habitat on this date;
o the completed metric calculation tool showing the
calculations, and
e any available supporting evidence of this.

Yes

None reported or visible on aerial imagery (Google Earth Pro, accessed April 2026)

A description of any irreplaceable habitat (as set out
incolumn 1 of the Schedule to the Biodiversity Gain

Yes

Requirements (Irreplaceable Habitat) Requlations 2024)

Any irreplaceable habitats that are removed will need appropriate bespoke
compensation. However, the irreplaceable habitats should be prioritised for retention
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on the land to which the application relates, that exists on before considering compensation options. Where compensation is going to be required
the date of application, (or an earlier date). the need for the removal of the habitats will need to be clearly and robustly justified. No
such justification has been provided in the submission material.

Available within the Outline Ecoloica Impact Assessment.
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Ecological Impact Assessment

An Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) in line with current guidelines has not been
provided to support this application. We recommend that a single document be provided
by applicants to support applications. Having a single document based on submitted
designs, makes local authority review easier and can provide a more cohesive approach to
avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures. The EclA which has
been provided does not show clearly how the mitigation hierarchy has been and will be
applied to proposals. The EclA does not provide a full impact assessment, nor does it
provide clear outline avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures
which have been committed to, that can be secured, and that will be delivered as part of
proposals.

Under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006
and paragraphs 187 and 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2024,
biodiversity should be maintained and enhanced through the planning system. Given that
swifts and roosting bats are known to occur on-site, we recommend that the submission
commit to a minimum number of bat and bird boxes to be incorporated within new
buildings on-site.

The recommended ratio of integral nest boxes® to residential units is 1:1, with 4-10
recommended for a small block of flats and 10-40+ for larger developments (e.g.
warehouses, schools, hospitals and large blocks of flats). Integral swift and bat features
are also supported by the NPPF 2024 187(d). The adopted Kent Biodiversity Strategy
2020-2045° also contains the target: “stop the decline of swifts by ensuring that every new
house built in Kent contains one swift-box or nest-brick.”

Veteran Trees

We note that three trees are classified as veteran fruit trees and irreplaceable habitat.
These trees should be prioritised for retention. We note that the biodiversity net gain
validation statement indicates that these trees: T61, T89 and T90 will be removed.
However, whilst the arboricultural impact assessment lists T90 for removal, T61 and T89
appear to be being retained and lie within the open space identified within the parameter
plan. We would recommend that a commitment be made at this stage regarding the
retention of irreplaceable habitats that is reflected within the biodiversity net gain
calculations. We would also recommend that robust justification be provided for why all the
irreplaceable habitat on-site cannot be retained.

Any loss of irreplaceable habitat is to be considered under the NPPF 2024, paragraph
193(c), which states: “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused,
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists’.

We would recommend that retained irreplaceable habitat include a suitable buffer. The
buffer zone should be at least 15 times larger than the diameter of the tree. The buffer
zone should be 5 metres from the edge of the tree’s canopy if that area is larger than 15
times the tree’s diameter. This will create a minimum root protection area. We note that at
present, at least T89 does not appear to have an adequate root protection area. The root

8 BS 42021:2022 ‘British Standard for integral nest boxes’
9 Kent Nature Partnership Biodiversity Strategy 2020-2045 (kentnature.org.uk)
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protection area needs to be in place during and post-construction (e.g., through the
implementation of post and rail fencing).

Bats

A bat survey report forms part of the submission material. This report provides information
relating to preliminary roost assessments, emergence surveys, night-time bat walkovers
and automated static detector surveys in 2025. The site is used by roosting, commuting
and foraging bats. No commitment regarding an outline lighting strategy has been
provided and we request further information regarding the most sensitive bat foraging and
commuting habitat on-site and the necessary mitigation measures required.

Commuting and Foraging Bats

At least eight bat species were recorded using the site for foraging and commuting. Some
of these species are rarer species in a UK context, and some of these species are known
to be very light sensitive. We request that a clear assessment be undertaken regarding the
importance of the assemblage on-site in line with the latest bat mitigation guidelines
(Tables 3.1 and Table 3.3).

The survey report with regards to static detector survey analysis is difficult to interpret. The
survey report has not defined ‘bat pass’ and has not presented the data as number of bat
passes per hour, as recommended in the bat survey guidelines. Despite this, the project
ecologists have defined the site as of ‘low ecological importance’ without providing
appropriate justification and clear reference values. The bat survey guidelines also
recommend using Ecobat (Bat survey tools — Mammal Society) to provide standardised
outputs and to work towards bat activity reference scales of activity for the UK (as
available in France: Reference scales of activity | Team-Chiro).

Roosting Bats - Buildings

The presence of common pipistrelle flying onto the site from off-site locations close to
sunset indicates that common pipistrelle from off-site roosts are using the site. Common
pipstrelle roosts were also detected on-site in Building 15 (Evelyn Cottage), Buildings 8a,
14 and 9. We note that emergence surveys of the buildings were carried out during July
and August in the bat maternity season. We also note that some of the surveys did not
follow standard survey guidelines and that roosts have not been characterised. Roost
types have not been provided in the submitted reports and no outline avoidance,
mitigation, compensation or enhancement measures have been provided for bat roosts on
or off-site.

Additionally, plans showing the locations of surveyors, infrared cameras and potential
roost features for each emergence survey/bespoke survey have not been provided within
the submission. We request that this information be provided, along with the walking
methodology, route taken and detailed reasoning for the bespoke farmyard survey in lieu
of standard accepted survey effort.

Building 15 assessed to have moderate bat roosting suitability had two surveys conducted
in line with guidelines, but when two common pipistrelle roosts were recorded, no further
surveys were conducted to characterise the roost, and no roost type has been provided

0 UK Bat Mitigation Guidelines 2025 | CIEEM
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within the report. Additionally, no outline mitigation and compensation strategy has been
provided for the assumed loss of these roosts.

We note some variation between the preliminary roost assessments provided within the
outline EclA and bat survey report and that buildings identified to have low or negligible bat
roosting suitability were surveyed following a ‘bespoke survey’. This survey falls outside
standard professional guidelines and justification for its use and reliability over standard
survey types have not been provided.

A bespoke survey, relatively late in the maternity season (28" July 2025), rather than
standard accepted survey effort was used to survey Buildings 8a, 9 and 14. These
buildings were assessed during the preliminary roost assessment to be of low roosting
suitability. Across 12 buildings on-site (including these three), three mobile surveyors and
eight infrared cameras were used to cover ‘certain features’. This is not accepted practice
to assess low suitability buildings for roosting bats. Further, whilst one roosting common
pipistrelle bat was recorded emerging from Building 8a, one roosting common pipistrelle
from Building 14 and two from Building 9, no further survey work was undertaken to
characterise these roosts. No roost type, outline avoidance, mitigation or compensation
measures have been provided. We consider that it is likely that for these buildings further
survey work to characterise the roosts will be required.

Roosting Bats - Trees

The arboricultural impact assessment indicates that trees, including ecologically valuable
trees are proposed for removal from the site. However, no tree roost surveys in line with
current guidelines, nor any avoidance, mitigation or compensation measures have been
proposed. This information needs to be provided to support the application in line with
paragraph 99 of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) Circular 06/2005"" which
states, “it is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species and the extent
that they may be affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning
permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been
addressed in making the decision”.

Birds

Breeding bird surveys were undertaken on-site (four daytime survey visits between 12t
May 2025 and 16" June 2025). The project ecologists have justified that four visits (rather
than the standard six) are proportionate given the size of the proposed development and
types of habitats present. The surveys were only carried out across two months when
surveys are usually recommended between late March and early July with at least one
nocturnal visit to ensure the maximum spread of breeding species that could make use of
the site is captured. The survey effort provided therefore falls well short of expected
professional standards. The submitted information also does not provide a clear impact
assessment, or clear avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures.

Given the habitat types and land use recorded, we do not request further survey
information at present (although if sufficient habitat cannot be retained and/or created on-
site then we may request it). However, we do request further information, including an
outline avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement strategy that commits to

1 odpm-circ-0605.gxd (publishing.service.qov.uk)
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retaining as much habitat as possible that is most likely to provide the best habitat on-site
for breeding birds. Where breeding bird habitat cannot be retained, we request that
appropriate mitigation and compensation is put forward.

We note that given the recorded presence of swift on-site, the development provides an
excellent opportunity to incorporate swift nesting habitat into the development as an
enhancement.

Recreational Disturbance; Designated Sites

The application site falls within the 6km zone of influence of the Thames Estuary and
Marshes Special Protection Area and its associated Wetland of International Importance
under the Ramsar Convention (Ramsar Site).

This type of development may cause additional recreational disturbance, and likely
significant effects on birds using the SPA and Ramsar sites. As such, the North Kent
Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) applies and the
applicant will be required to make a tariff payment which is based on the net number of
additional dwellings/overnight accommodation proposed. The payment is to mitigate for
additional recreational effects on the designated sites. The local planning authority must
ensure that adequate means are in place to secure this mitigation before first occupation.

Gravesham Borough Council must consider the impact the proposal will have on these
designated sites in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
(CHSR) 2017 (as amended) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2024.

A decision from the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU: C-323/17) has detailed
that mitigation measures cannot be considered when carrying out a screening assessment
to decide whether a full ‘Appropriate Assessment’ is needed under the Habitats Directive.
Therefore, we advise that there is a need for the local planning authority to carry out an
Appropriate Assessment as part of a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).

For this type of development, it is possible to obtain an autogenerated Natural England
advice letter which we have attached to the email accompanying this advice note.

Emma England
Biodiversity Officer

This response was submitted following consideration of the following documents:

Clague Architects (December 2025) Parameter Plan. 22628B/10. Proposed Residential
Development, Istead Rise.

Clague Architects (December 2024) Proposed Site Plan. 22628B/10. Proposed
Residential Development, Istead Rise.

Down to Earth (November 2025) Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise, DA13 9HG. BS
5837 Arboricultural Impact Assessment Report (AIA). Tree Protection Plan.

EPR (November 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Outline Ecological
Impact Assessment.



EPR (November 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Breeding Bird
Survey Report.

EPR (November 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Reptile Survey
Report.

EPR (November 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Technical Note:
Biodiversity Net Gain Validation Statement.

EPR (December 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Bat Survey Report.

EPR (December 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Downs Road, Istead Rise. Habitats, Flora and
Vegetation Survey Report.

Stantec (November 2025) Land at Rose Farm, Istead Rise. lllustrative Landscape
Masterplan.

Woodward, A. (December 2025) Application for Outline Planning Permission with some
matters reserved. PP-14468593. Gravesham Borough Council. Land at Rose Farm, Istead
Rise.



