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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This report details the results of an Ecological Appraisal undertaken for Persimmon / Charles
Church by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. (FPCR), of land off St Christopher’s Drive,
Oundle, Northamptonshire (centred on OS grid reference: TL 047 878).

1.2

The application site lies to the southeast of Oundle, c.390m to the north of the River Nene. It
comprises a c.3.7ha field, with a tree belt along the northern, eastern and southern boundaries.
Prince William School lies to the south, with residential and industrial development to the north
and west of the site. The A605 is located adjacent to the eastern boundary.

2.0

METHODOLOGY
Desktop Study

2.1

In order to compile existing baseline information, relevant ecological information was requested
from both statutory and non-statutory nature conservation organisations including:
1

 Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) ;
 Northamptonshire Biodiversity Records Centre (NBRC);
 Northants Bat Group (NBG).
2.2

Further inspection of colour 1:25,000 OS base maps and aerial photographs from Google Earth
(maps.google.co.uk) was also undertaken in order to provide additional context and identify any
features of potential importance for nature conservation in the wider countryside.

2.3

The search area for biodiversity information was related to the significance of sites and species
and potential zones of influence, as follows:
 15km around the application area for sites of International Importance (Special Areas of
Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Ramsar sites);
 2km around the application area for sites of National or Regional Importance (Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs), National Nature Reserves (NNR)); and
 1km around the application area for sites of County Importance (Sites of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINC) / Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) and species records (e.g. protected,
species of principal importance as listed on Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural
2

Communities Act 2006 (NERC) or other notable species).
Field survey
Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey
2.4

th

The site was surveyed on 27

September 2017 by an FPCR ecologist using the standard

Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Methodology as recommended by Natural England and
3

following methods in the JNCC Handbook for Phase 1 Survey . This comprised a systematic
walkover of the site, mapping and broadly describing the principal habitat types and identifying
1 http://www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk/ [Accessed 26.09.17]
2 The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. [Online]. Available from: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/16/
contents
3
JNCC. 2010. Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey – a technique for environmental audit. Peterborough: JNCC
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the dominant plant species/communities present within each habitat type. Each habitat type was
described based on botanical merit and target notes were used to highlight features or habitats of
particular interest.
2.5

Consideration was given to the presence of invasive species listed on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife
4
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) , however this survey does not comprise a
comprehensive invasive plant survey and may not have detected emergent stands.

2.6

Hedgerows were surveyed individually using the Hedgerow Evaluation and Grading System
5

(HEGS) . This method of assessment includes noting down canopy species composition,
associated ground flora and climbers, structure of the hedgerow including height, width and gaps,
number and species of mature trees, and associated features such banks, ditches and grass
verges.
2.7

Each hedgerow is given a grade using HEGS with the suffixes ‘+’ and ‘-‘, representing the upper
and lower limits of each grade respectively. These grades represent a continuum on a scale
from 1+ (the highest score and denoting hedgerows of the greatest nature conservation priority)
to 4- (representing the lowest score and hedgerows of the least nature conservation priority) as
follows:
 Grade 1 – High to very high value
 Grade 2 – Moderately high to high value
 Grade 3 – Moderate value
 Grade 4 – Low value

2.8

Hedgerows graded 1 or 2 are considered to be a priority for nature conservation.

2.9

As part of the assessment all hedgerows were also assessed against the criteria to be classified
as ‘habitats of principle importance’ as listed in Section 41 of the NERC Act (2006).

2.10

Hedgerows were also assessed under the wildlife and landscape criteria of the Hedgerow
Regulations 1997. This broadly follows the above methodology, although an average canopy
species per 100m is calculated. This methodology is broadly consistent with that outlined in The
6

Hedgerow Survey Handbook (DEFRA, 2007) .
2.11

The standard survey methodology was extended to assess the potential presence of protected
species within features such as trees or specific habitats considered to provide suitable habitats
for protected or otherwise notable species.

2.12

Particular consideration using recommended guidelines was given to the potential presence of
7
bats , nesting birds, reptiles, great crested newt (GCN) Triturus cristatus and badger Meles
8

meles .

4

Act of Parliament 1981. The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), London: HMSO
Clements, D.K. & Tofts, R.J. 1992. Hedgerow Evaluation and Grading System (HEGS): A methodology for the ecological survey,
evaluation and grading of hedgerows.
6
DEFRA 2007. Hedgerow Survey Handbook: A standard procedure for local surveys in the UK
7
Collins, J. (ed.) 2016. Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edn). The Bat Conservation Trust.
8
Harris, S., Cresswell, P. & Jefferies, D. 1989. Surveying for badgers. Occasional Publication of the Mammal Society No. 9.
Mammal Society, Bristol.
5
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Bats
2.13

Tree assessments were undertaken from ground level, with the aid of a torch and binoculars
th

where appropriate, on 27

September 2017. During the survey Potential Roosting Features
9

(PRFs) for bats such as the following were sought (based on p16, British Standard 8596:2015 ):
 Natural holes (e.g. knot holes) arising from naturally shed branches or branches previously
pruned back to a branch collar.
 Man-made holes (e.g. cavities that have developed from flush cuts or cavities created by
branches tearing out from parent stems).
 Woodpecker holes.
 Cracks/splits in stems or braches (horizontal and vertical).
 Partially detached, loose or bark plates.
 Cankers (caused by localised bark death) in which cavities have developed.
 Other hollows or cavities, including butt rots.
 Compression of forks with occluded bark, forming potential cavities.
 Crossing stems or branches with suitable roosting space between.
 Ivy stems with diameters in excess of 50mm with suitable roosting space behind (or where
roosting space can be seen where a mat of thinner stems has left a gap between the mat and
the trunk).
 Bat or bird boxes.
 Other suitable places of rest or shelter.
2.14

Certain factors such as orientation of the feature, its height from the ground, the direct
surroundings and its location in respect to other features may enhance or reduce the potential
value.

2.15

Based on the above, trees were classified into general bat roost potential groups based on the
presence of such features. Table 1 broadly classifies the potential categories as accurately as
possible and considers the relevance of such features. This table is based upon Table 4.1 and
9

Chapter 6 in The Bat Conversation Trust survey guidelines .
2.16

Although the British Standard Document

11

groups trees with moderate and high potential, these

have been separated in Table 1 (as per Table 4.1 in the BCT guidelines) to allow more specific
survey criteria to be applied.

9

British Standard 2015. BS 8596:2015 Surveying for bats in trees and woodland – Guide, October 2015.
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Table 1: Classification and Survey Requirements for Bats in Trees
Classification Description of Category and Associated
of Tree
Features (based on Potential Roosting
Features listed above)

Likely Further Survey work (where tree(s) will be
likely affected by the proposed development)

Confirmed
Roost

A Natural England derogation licence application
will be undertaken. This will require a combination
of aerial assessment by roped access bat workers
and nocturnal survey during the appropriate period
(May to August). Replacement roost sites
commensurate with status of roost to be provided.
Works to be undertaken under supervision using a
good practice method statement.

Evidence of roosting bats in the form of live
bats, droppings, urine staining, mammalian
fur oil staining, etc.

High Potential A tree with one or more Potential Roosting
Features that are obviously suitable for
larger numbers of bats on a more regular
basis and potentially for longer periods of
time due to their size, shelter protection,
conditions (height above ground level, light
levels, etc.) and surrounding habitat but
unlikely to support a roost of high
conservation status (i.e. larger roost,
irrespective of wider conservation status).
Examples include (but are not limited to);
woodpecker holes, larger cavities, hollow
trunks, hazard beams, etc.

Where the tree(s) will likely be affected by
development a combination of aerial assessment
by roped access bat workers and/or nocturnal
survey during the appropriate period (May to
August).

Moderate
Potential

Where the tree(s) will likely be affected by
development a combination of aerial assessment
by roped access bat workers and /or nocturnal
survey during the appropriate period (May to
August).

A tree with Potential Roosting Features
which could support one or more potential
roost sites due to their size, shelter
protection, conditions (height above ground
level, light levels, etc.) and surrounding
habitat but unlikely to support a roost of high
conservation status (i.e. larger roost,
irrespective of wider conservation status).
Examples include (but are not limited to);
woodpecker holes, rot cavities, branch
socket cavities, etc.

Following additional assessments, tree(s) may be
upgraded or downgraded based on findings.
After completion of survey work, some good
practice removal operations likely to be required.

Following additional assessments, tree(s) may be
upgraded or downgraded based on findings.
After completion of survey work, some good
practice removal operations likely to be required.

Low Potential A tree of sufficient size and age to contain
No further survey required but some good practice
removal operations may be required in certain
Potential Roosting Features but with none
seen from ground or features seen only very circumstances.
limited potential. Examples include (but are
not limited to); loose/lifted bark, shallow
splits exposed to elements or upward facing
holes.
Negligible /
No potential

Negligible/no habitat features likely to be
used by roosting bats

None.

* The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) affords protection to “breeding
sites” and “resting places” of bats. The EU Commission’s Guidance document on the strict protection of
animal species of Community interest under the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC, February 2007 states that
these are places “where there is a reasonably high probability that the species concerned will return”.
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Badgers
2.17

The standard methodology as recommended by Harris, Creswell and Jefferies (1989) was
followed to complete a thorough search for evidence which would indicate the presence of
badgers both on the site and locally.

Evidence of badger occupation and activity sought

included:
 Setts: including earth mounds, evidence of bedding and runways between setts;
 Latrines: often located close to setts, at territory boundaries or adjacent to favoured feeding
areas;
 Prints and paths or trackways;
 Hairs caught on rough wood or fencing;
 Other evidence: including snuffle holes, feeding and playing areas and scratching posts.
2.18

Where setts are found, their status and level of activity is noted.

Sett status is broadly

categorised as follows:
 Main sett – usually continuously used with many signs of activity around, a large number of
holes and conspicuous spoil mounds;
 Annexe sett – usually located close to a main sett and connected to it by well used paths.
Annexe’s may not be continuously occupied;
 Subsidiary sett – lesser used setts comprising a few holes and without associated well-used
paths. Subsidiary setts are not continuously occupied;
 Outlier sett – one or two holes without obvious paths. These are used sporadically.
2.19

Level of activity is described as:
 Well used – clear of debris, trampled soil mounds and obviously active, with signs of activity
such as presence of prints, dislodged guard hairs around the entrances;
 Partially used – some associated debris or plants at the entrance.

Could be used with

minimal excavation and usually with signs of activity within the vicinity, for example, badger
pathways;
 Disused – partially or completely blocked entrances.
2.20

To determine the status and activity level of mammal holes on site a 21 day monitoring period
th

th

was undertaken of a mammal hole on the northern site boundary during November 9 – 30
2017.

Monitoring was undertaken using a Ltl 5210A Trail Camera set to record on motion

activation.

The camera was positioned such that it monitored both the hole entrance and
th

st

adjacent woodland corridor. Footage was reviewed on the 10 and 21 day.
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3.0

RESULTS
Desktop Study
Statutory Nature Conservation Sites

3.1

Two internationally designated sites were identified within 15km of the site (Table 2). No Sites of
Special Scientific Interest or National Nature Reserves were identified within 2km, or and Local
Nature Reserves within 1km.
Table 2. Summary of Internationally Designated Sites

3.2

Name

Site Designation

Description

Upper Nene
Valley
Gravel Pits

RAMSAR & Special
Protection Area
(SPA)

Located c.6.8km SSW of the site. Comprises a c.35km long chain
of gravel pits supporting a nationally important assemblage of
breeding and wintering bird species.

Orton Pit

Special Area of
Conservation (SAC)

Located c.12.4km to the northeast. The site supports Annex I
Habitat type ‘hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation
of Chara spp.’ supporting a nationally important population of
Annex II species great crested newt.

Six local wildlife sites (LWS) and four potential local wildlife sites (pLWS) are present within 1km
of the site. In addition, the site lies within the Oundle Nature Improvement Area (NIA).
Table 3. Summary of Locally Designated Sites
Name

Site Designation

Approx. Distance from site

Ashton Carr

LWS

0.35km

Ashton Kingcup Marsh

LWS

0.35km

Ashton Mill Fields

LWS

0.35km

Ashton Old Watermeadows

LWS

0.35km

Barnwell Country Park

LWS/ Country Park

0.9km

Oundle Station Scrub

LWS

0.9km

Barnwell Nene Fishing Lake

pLWS

0.84km

Barnwell Pasture

pLWS

0.39km

847

pLWS

0.73km

839

pLWS

0.75km

Habitats
3.3

The site comprised a single field which had been recently ploughed at the time of survey. There
was a broadleaved plantation woodland belt along the north, east and southern edges of the site.
Species are provided in Appendix 1.

3.4

Offsite the A605 and narrow amenity grassland verge bordered the woodland on the eastern
boundary. Bounding the west of the site was an area of residential housing with a narrow strip of
scrub along the field margin. To the north of the site there was a small woodland coppice located
between the A605 and a complex of industrial units, and to the south of the site were school
playing fields with a small mature coppice within the school boundary.
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Poor Semi-improved Grassland
3.5

At the time of the survey the site had been recently ploughed. Vegetation cover was therefore
sparse and covered only c.30% of the field area. From the small areas of undisturbed grassland
and from turned sods the field was considered to have comprised poor semi-improved grassland.
Species present as common within vegetated areas comprised Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus,
cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata, fescue Festuca sp., dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg., creeping
buttercup Ranunculus repens and white clover Trifolium repens.

3.6

Given the retained seed bank the field is expected to re-establish with poor semi-improved
grassland after a short period if no further management occurs. The site was considered to be of
low ecological value at the local level.
Photograph 1. Site Overview

Broadleaved Plantation Woodland
3.7

The broadleaved plantation woodland belt along the northern,
eastern and southern field margins was mostly immature (<c.20
years) and approximately 10m in width, planted with rows of
sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, with occasional field maple
Acer campestre, ash Fraxinus excelsior, hawthorn Crataegus
monogyna and cherry Prunus avium. The woodland understory
was undeveloped, comprising bare ground and leaf litter with
some establishing areas of bramble Rubus fruticosus agg.

3.8

The woodland belt is considered to be of up to moderate
ecological value at the local level, providing connectivity between
the small mature woodland patches to the north and tree cover
to the south including along the A605.

The woodland belt

provides foraging and nesting/roosting opportunities for bats
and birds, and potential foraging for badgers.
3.9

Five mature sycamore trees within the woodland belt, located
along the northern boundary and adjacent to an unpaved road
pre-dated the other areas of the plantation woodland.
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Scrub / Defunct Hedgerow
3.10

Dense scrub along the western field margin comprised a sparse defunct hawthorn hedgerow
along approximately two-thirds of the boundary, with frequent bramble and common nettle Urtica
dioica dominated areas. The scrub provides potential nesting habitat for small passerines and is
considered to be a local level resource of low ecological value.
Amenity Grassland

3.11

A narrow maintained grassland verge along the road verge on the eastern site boundary
comprised common grassland species such as perennial rye grass Lolium perenne, false oat
grass Arrhenatherum elatius, cocksfoot, yarrow Achilea millefolium and cleavers Galium aparine.
The verge is of low ecological value and will not be significantly impacted by the development.
Fauna

3.12

No direct evidence of protected species was recorded during the site survey, although a number
of features were identified with potential to support bats and badger. Due to the disturbance and
managed nature of the field it was considered unsuitable to support reptiles or amphibians. No
ponds were identified within 500m of the site.
Bats

3.13

The mature sycamore trees along the northern site boundary were partly covered by dense ivy
Hedera helix preventing a full assessment of their bat roost potential. The trees were sufficiently
open to determine that they were generally in good condition with no evidence of decay or
damage noted on visible sections. Given the size, age and condition of the trees, it is considered
that these have low bat roost potential, in accordance with Table 1.
Badger

3.14

Numerous rabbit holes were recorded throughout the woodland. Some of these were enlarged,
and fox scat was also recorded indicating the presence of fox. One hole located on the northern
boundary (TN1) was considered a suitable size and shape to allow occupation by badger. Within
the northern boundary woodland belt evidence of mammal foraging was identified. In addition,
the desk study identified three badger records associated with the A605, all of which were
located within 200m of the site.

3.15

No badger activity was recorded by the motion activated trail camera during the 21 day
monitoring period. Rabbits were recorded entering and exiting the hole in this period, confirming
the hole as an enlarged rabbit warren entrance.
Nesting birds

3.16

The boundary woodland belt and on-site scrub provided potential bird nesting habitat.
Dependant on the management interval, the grassland field could provide limited potential for
ground nesting birds throughout the bird nesting season.

3.17

No red list species were recorded on site at the time of the survey.
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4.0

CONCLUSIONS
Designated sites

4.1

Two internationally designated sites were located within 15km of the site. Orton Pit SAC is located
c.12.4km from the site. Given the modest scale of the proposed development and the intervening
distance, no significant impact to the SAC is anticipated as a result of the development.

4.2

The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits RAMSAR and SPA site lies c.6.8km to the south of the
application site at its closest point. The site lies to the opposite side of the River Nene and does
not lie within the catchment area for the RAMSAR/SPA. As the intervening distance is >3km no
consultation with Natural England is required

10

and no significant impacts are anticipated on the

Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA due to the proposed development.
4.3

Six LWSs and four pLWSs were located within 1km of the site. Of these only the Ashton sites
are accessible by public rights of way from the development site across the A605. Given the
modest scale of the proposed development, limited public access and the existing management
of the Ashton LWSs there is expected to be a negligible impact from increased visitor pressure as
a result of the proposed development.
Habitats

4.4

The site comprised a species-poor semi-improved grassland field which had been recently
ploughed. The field comprised turned sods whereby c.70% of the site comprised bare earth with
c.30% retained undisturbed patches of grassland. Given the condition of the field at the time of
survey, any uncommon or rarely occurring species within the sward could have been missed,
however it is considered that the assessment of undisturbed areas, and ongoing management of
the field are consistent with a poor semi-improved grassland habitat of low nature conservation.
The loss of species-poor semi-improved grassland is not considered a constraint to the proposed
development and could be mitigated for via creation of smaller areas of species-rich native
grassland within areas of open space using a mix such as Emorsgate EL1 which is tolerant to
relatively regular mowing, or a native meadow mix in less formal areas.

4.5

The broadleaved plantation woodland belt was dominated by sycamore, and the majority had
been planted within the preceding 20 years, with some evidence of recent replacement planting.
Five mature sycamore on the northern edge of the wooded area pre-dated the plantation
woodland and provided additional ecological value.

The woodland forms a wildlife corridor,

linking the small mature woodland fragments to the north and south west of the site and to the
wider area including the River Nene to the south, and providing suitable foraging and nesting
habitat for a range of local wildlife.

This habitat is therefore considered to be a feature of

moderate ecological value at the local scale.

It is recommended that the woodland belt is

retained and enhanced as part of the proposed development.
4.6

The scrub and defunct hedgerow habitat was of limited botanical diversity, being dominated by
bramble and common nettle which are common and widespread locally.

The loss of such

habitats would not be a constraint to the proposed development, and could be mitigated for via
the creation of new native scrub and/or hedgerow planting.

10 Table 2. Consultation zones for the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA/Ramsar site. Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special
Protection Area Supplementary Planning Document. Adopted August 2015.
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4.7

Amenity grassland also comprised common and widespread species. The loss of a small area of
amenity grassland would not be a constraint to the proposed development and could be mitigated
for via creation of smaller areas of species-rich native grassland as outlined above.
Fauna

4.8

Five mature sycamore trees along the northern boundary were identified as having low bat roost
potential.

It is therefore recommended that these trees are retained, however if removal is

required a precautionary approach should be followed whereby the ivy is first stripped from the
trees and the trees checked by the arborist prior to felling. If features with potential to support
bats are discovered a suitably qualified ecologist must be consulted for further advice.
4.9

The 21 day monitoring period of the single enlarged mammal hole with potential to be used by
badger (TN1) confirmed that the hole was in use by rabbit. No badger activity was recorded on
site and no further survey effort is required.

4.10

The woodland belt and the scrub field margin provide potential nesting bird habitat and,
depending on management regime, the field interior has potential to be used by ground nesting
birds. It is therefore recommended that any tree works or clearance of woody vegetation or
established grassland required to facilitate development is undertaken outside of the bird nesting
season (March-September inclusive). Where works are required within this period a suitably
qualified ecologist must first check for active nests prior to works. If active nests are discovered
these must be left untouched and suitably buffered from works until all birds have fledged.
Recommended Ecological Enhancements

4.11

It is recommended that the development should seek to incorporate native tree and shrub
planting, including fruit and nut bearing species, within areas of public open space or perimeter
vegetation.

New hedgerow planting should be incorporated where possible to define the

perimeter of the scheme, contribute to natural green infrastructure linkages and enhance the site
for a range of local fauna. Any grassland areas should consider native seed mixes that maximise
their benefit to biodiversity, for example, amenity areas could be seeded with a flowering lawn
mix and managed appropriately achieving a tidy appearance whilst enhancing nectar sources for
invertebrates. A species-rich native meadow mix should be considered for less formal areas.
4.12

Recommendations for the enhancement of the woodland belt comprise:
 Creation of a continuous buffer of 10-5m width along retained woodland on the eastern and
southern boundaries, to comprise native species shrub and tree planting.
 Ivy clearance from mature sycamore trees to maintain good condition and increase longevity.
 Provision of a range of bat boxes to enhance available roosting opportunities.
 Implement controlled lighting to maintain dark corridors along retained and newly created
habitat corridors and adjacent to bat boxes, in line with industry guidance

4.13

11,12,13

.

Retention and enhancement of the woodland belt as described above has potential to provide a
net biodiversity gain in line with both the NPPF and Nature Improvement Area aims.

11

Bat Conservation Trust. 2009. Bats and Lighting in the UK. Bats and the Built Environment Series.
Bat Conservation Trust. 2011. Statement on the Impact and Design of Artificial Light on Bats.
13
Institute of Lighting Professionals. 2011. Guidance notes for the reduction of Obtrusive Light.
12

\\FPCR-VM-04\EarlyWork\8000\8092\ECO\Eco App\Eco App Oundle 09.01.2018 REV B.docx

11

fpcr

8092E – Ecological Appraisal

APPENDIX 1. BOTANICAL SPECIES LIST
Habitat

Poor Semi-improved
grassland

Plantation Woodland

Scrub

Amenity grassland

Common

Species

Perennial rye grass

Lolium perenne

Yorkshire fog

Holcus lanatus

Fescue

Festuca sp.

Cocks-foot

Dactylis glomerata

Cinquefoil

Rumex potentilla sp.

Dandelion

Taraxacum officinale agg.

Creeping buttercup

Ranunculus repens

Common nettle

Urtica doicia

White clover

Trifolium repens

Field maple

Acer campestre

O

Elder

Sambucus nigra

F

Wild cherry

Prunus avium

O

Sycamore

Acer pseudoplatanus

D

Ash

Fraxinus excelsior

F

Hawthorn

Crataegus monogyna

O

Hazel

Corylus avellana

O

Ivy

Hedera helix

O

Creeping buttercup

Ranunculus repens

O

Dog violet

Viola riviniana

R

Garlic mustard

Alliaria petiolata

Bramble

Rubus fruticosus agg

Common nettle

Urtica dioica

Locally D

Dog rose

Rosa canina

O

Perennial rye grass

Lolium perenne

F

Yorkshire fog

Holcus lanatus

F

Fescue

Festuca sp.

F

Cocks-foot

Dactylis glomerata

F

Cinquefoil

Rumex potentilla sp.

O

Spear thistle

Cirsium vulgare

O

Dandelion

Taraxacum officinale agg.

O

Creeping buttercup

Ranunculus repens

O

Common nettle

Urtica doicia

O

Cleavers

Galium aparine

R

Ragwort

Jacobaea vulgaris

R

Cow parsley

Anthriscus sylvestris

R

False oat grass

Arrhenatherum elatius

O

White clover

Trifolium repens

R

Yarrow

Achillea millefolium

R

Common hogweed

Heracleum sphondylium

R
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