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This assessment is intended to provide an accurate description of findings from the desktop study and 

from survey work undertaken on the date shown; however, it cannot fully account for the reliability of third 

party data provided or for any changes to site conditions following the completion of the survey work due 

to activities carried out on site or the dynamic nature of the natural environment. All work carried out by 

Naturally Wild Consultants Ltd is subject to our Terms and Conditions. 

 

The report has been produced in accordance with current best practice guidelines. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Naturally Wild were instructed to undertake a bat risk assessment at Timothy Hackworth Public 

House, Shildon (Figure 1). The survey area comprised of a residential dwelling which is formally a 

Public House. The proposals are for the renovation of the dwelling. 

 

The assessment comprised two parts: a desktop study and a survey visit. The desktop study collated 

available public information regarding the biodiversity of the area, including the habitat structure of the 

site and surrounding area and the presence of any statutory or non-statutory designated sites. In 

addition, bat records within 1 km of the site were requested from the Durham bat group. 

 

The survey visit consisted of an assessment of all habitats on site and in the surrounding area to 

determine their value for bats (as well as other protected/notable species) and was conducted on 

Friday 28th January 2022 by ecologist Craig Strawbridge.   

 

Overall, the ecological value of the proposed work site is considered to be negligible value to roosting 

bats due to the unsuitability of the PRF’s and condition of the roof internally offering no support to 

populations of bats. However, due to suitable property features, it could be low potential for nesting 

birds.  

 

Providing the recommendations of this report are implemented in full, Naturally Wild would conclude 

that there will not be a significant impact to bats or any other protected species as a result of the 

proposed works. 
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BAT RISK ASSESSMENT:  Timothy Hackworth public house, Shildon 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Naturally Wild were instructed to undertake a bat risk assessment at Timothy Hackworth Public House, 

Shildon (Figure 1). The survey area comprised of a residential dwelling which is formally a public house. 

The main objective of the assessment was to determine the suitability of the site to support bats (and 

other protected species) and to check for any evidence of their presence, as well as the presence of any 

protected or notable habitats. 

 

The proposals are for the renovation of the dwelling. As part of the planning process, an ecological 

assessment is required to determine if any protected or notable species/habitats are likely to be affected 

by the proposed works, and to show how any negative ecological impacts would be mitigated and 

compensated.  

 

 

Figure 1. Site location plan. Red line shows the area proposed for (re-)development. 

(© Crown Copyright and MAGIC database rights 2020. Ordnance Survey 100022861).  
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2 RELEVANT LEGISLATION 

British wildlife is protected by a range of legislation, the most important being the Wildlife and Countryside 

Act 1981, the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000 and The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2017 (as amended).  

 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act, as amended mainly by the Countryside Rights of Way Act, protects 

species listed in Schedules 5 and 8 of the Act (animals and plants respectively) from being killed, injured, 

and used for trade. For some species, such as great crested newts and all bat species, the provisions of 

this act go further to protect animals from being disturbed or taken from the wild and protects aspects of 

their habitats. The Act also stipulates that offences occur regardless of whether they were committed 

intentionally or recklessly. The parts of this legislation that apply to most reptile species are in regard to 

killing, injury and trade only and do not protect their habitat, nor are they protected from disturbance or 

from being taken from their habitat. 

 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (‘the Habitats Regulations’) is the English 

enactment of European legislation and provides similar but subtly different protection for species listed on 

Schedules 2 and 4 of those regulations. Species to which these provisions apply are known as European 

Protected Species. Activities that might cause offences to be committed can be legitimised by obtaining 

a licence from the relevant statutory body. 

 

All British bat species are listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and are afforded 

protection under Section 9 of this Act. In addition, all British bat species are listed on Schedule 2 of The 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations and are protected under Regulation 39 of these 

Regulations. The Act and Regulations makes it an offence to: 

• Intentionally kill, injure, take (handle) or capture a bat;  

• Intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct access to any place that a bat uses for 

shelter or protection (this is taken to mean all bat roosts whether bats are present or not) – under 

the Habitats Regulations it is an offence to damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of 

any bat; or 

• Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat while it is occupying a structure or place that it uses for 

shelter or protection – under the Habitats Regulations it is an offence to deliberately disturb a bat 

(this applies anywhere, not just at its roost) in such a way as to be likely to affect its ability to 

survive, breed, reproduce, rear or nurture its young, or hibernate. 

 

Further details of the above legislation, and of the roles and responsibilities of developers and planners in 

relation to bats, can be found in Natural England’s (formerly English Nature) Bat Mitigation Guidelines 

(Mitchell-Jones, 2004), and further details on the legislation protecting other species of British wildlife 

relevant to this assessment can be found in section 8.1 of this report. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Overview 

The assessment comprised two parts: a desktop study and a survey visit. All survey and assessment work 

has been completed in line with official guidelines produced by Natural England and the Chartered Institute 

for Ecology and Environmental Management, and British Standard document BS 42020: 2013 

‘Biodiversity – Code of practice for planning and development.’ 

 

The desktop study collated available public information regarding the biodiversity of the area, including 

the habitat structure of the site and surrounding area and the presence of any statutory or non-statutory 

designated sites, and any records of previously granted European Protected Species (EPS) mitigation 

licences in relation to certain species, using the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside 

(MAGIC) resource. In addition, bat records within 2 km of the site were requested from the Durham Bat 

group which included records of protected and notable species and any nearby non-statutory designated 

sites (Local Wildlife Sites, Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, etc.) not available through MAGIC.  

 

 

The objective of the survey was to determine the suitability of the site for roosting bats and check for any 

evidence of their presence. In accordance with good practice, the assessment would also ascertain if any 

other protected species may be using the site, document the habitats present and determine any potential 

ecological impacts during and following the completion of the works. The findings of the assessment would 

identify the need for any additional survey effort, mitigation measures and/or compensation to be 

incorporated into the proposed works. All survey work would be completed under suitable weather 

conditions and by an experienced ecologist. 

 

The survey work and the preparation of this report has been conducted by ecologist Craig Strawbridge 

who is experienced in carrying out ecological assessments. 

 

3.2 Survey Area 

The application site is located at Grid Reference NZ22402642 and can be accessed via Main Street. The 

assessment focused on the application site, as well as all habitats in the immediate surrounding area 

(where access was available). 
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Figure 2. Location of the surveyed area. Site boundary is shown by the red line. 

(Image taken from Google Earth Pro: ©2020 Google) 

 

3.3 Survey Constraints 

There were no constraints with regards to site access or completion of the survey objectives across the 

site.  

 

3.4 Site Assessment 

The survey was carried out on Friday 28th January 2022 and consisted of an assessment of the habitats 

on site to determine their suitability for roosting bats. An assessment of the on-site building was carried 

out in order to identify the presence of any potential roost features (PRFs) for bats, and/or evidence of 

roosting bats, in accordance with the current Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) survey guidelines (Collins, 

2016). An external inspection of the building was carried out, focussing on features that may provide 

roosting opportunities or access points to roosting features internally, such as the roof and ridge tiles. An 

internal inspection was also carried out, with any roof spaces present checked for any evidence of bats. 

The building was then categorised based on its assessed value for roosting bats, in accordance with the 

BCT guidelines, detailed in Table 1. 

 

 

Table 1. Guidelines for assessing bat roosting potential of structures and trees. 

Suitability Habitat description Further action required? 

Negligible 
Negligible habitat features on site likely to be 

used by roosting bats. 

No further bat risk assessment effort or bat 

activity surveys are required. 

Low 

A structure with one or more potential roost sites 

that could be used by individual bats 

opportunistically. However, these potential 

roost sites do not provide enough space, 

shelter, protection, appropriate conditions 

and/or suitable surrounding habitat to be used 

on a regular basis or by larger numbers of bats 

Structures: One bat activity survey is required 

to determine whether the structure is being 

utilised by roosting bats; this may be a dusk or 

dawn survey. This survey must occur between 

May and August. The discovery of a roosting 

bat during this single bat activity survey will 

require further survey effort. 
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(i.e. unlikely to be suitable for maternity or 

hibernation). 

A tree of sufficient size and age to contain 

PRFs, but with none seen from the ground or 

features seen with only very limited roosting 

potential. 

Trees: No further bat risk assessment effort or 

bat activity surveys are required. 

Moderate 

A structure or tree with one or more potential 

roost sites that could be used by bats due to 

their size, shelter, protection conditions and 

surrounding habitat, but unlikely to support a 

roost of high conservation status. 

Two bat activity surveys are required to 

determine whether the structure or tree is being 

utilised by roosting bats; this should be 

comprised of one dusk and one dawn survey. 

One survey must occur between May and 

August. 

High 

A structure or tree with one or more potential 

roost sites that are obviously suitable for use by 

larger numbers of bats on a more regular basis 

and potentially for longer periods of time due to 

their size, shelter, protection, conditions and 

surrounding habitat. 

Three bat activity surveys are required to 

determine whether the structure or tree is being 

utilised by roosting bats; this should be 

comprised of one dusk and one dawn survey, 

with an additional survey (either dusk or dawn). 

Two surveys must occur between May and 

August. 

 

Evidence of roosting bats includes: bat droppings in, around or below an entrance hole; staining around 

an entrance hole; audible squeaking at dusk or in warm weather; smoothening of surfaces around cavity 

or an entrance hole; distinctive smell of bats. 

 

The assessment was completed using ladders, binoculars and a powerful torch. An endoscope was also 

available to check any small gaps/cracks for evidence of bats.  

 

 

3.6 Other Wildlife 

In accordance with good practice, the site and surrounding areas were assessed for their potential to 

support other protected and notable species and for the presence of any evidence of such. Based on the 

habitats present, the assessment was carried out with regard to badgers (Meles meles), great crested 

newts (GCNs) (Triturus cristatus), reptiles and nesting birds, as well as the presence of any invasive, non-

native flora or fauna. 
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4 RESULTS 

4.1 Desktop Study 

4.1.1 Designated Sites 

Statutory Designated Sites: No statutory designated sites are present within the surveyed area, or within 

2km. The closest statutory site is located 2.6kmSE and forms a Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

Middridge Quarry SSSI (Ref: 1003395, 2.07ha). 

 

 

Figure 3. Location of the surveyed site in relation to the surrounding designated sites. 

(© Crown Copyright and MAGIC database rights 2020. Ordnance Survey 100022861). 

 

Due to the location of the site and proposed works there will be no direct or indirect impact towards the 

SSSI.  

 

Non-statutory Designated Sites: Within 2km of the site, there are no non statutory sites. Due to the 

location of the site and proposed works there will be no direct or indirect impact towards non statutory 

sites.  

 

Notable Habitats: There are three notable habitat types within 2km of the site, those habitats are:  

Lowland Heathland, Deciduous Woodland and Woodpasture and Parkland BAP Priority Habitat. However, 

due to the small fottprint and proposed works, there will be no direct or indirect impact towards the notable 

habitats.  
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4.1.2 Bat Records 

 
Naturally Wild requested bat records within 2 km of the site from the Durham Bat group which included 

records of protected and notable species and any nearby non-statutory designated sites (Local Wildlife 

Sites, Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, etc.) not available through MAGIC. Once these have 

been returned to Naturally Wild then the report and any further mitigation updated.  

 
 

 

4.2 Bat Risk Assessment 

4.2.1 On-Site Assessment 

The site comprised of a two-story building which was formally used as a public house The value of these 

habitats to bats for roosting, foraging and commuting activities are discussed below. 

 

Buildings: A total of one building was present on the site and each was assessed for its value to support 

roosting bats. The results of this assessment are summarised in Table 2. The building was two stories, 

constructed out of sandstone brick with a pitched slate tile roof. The inside of the “loft/attic” void was in 

poor disarray with no lining, exposed to the elements. There was no evidence of bats which includes 

stains, droppings or insect wings which could indicate foraging. There was a couple of PRF’s noted on 

the outside near the chimney and loose/missing slate tiles.   

 

 

 

Table 2. Building descriptions and assessment of bat roosting suitability. 

Building Ref. Description Assessment Roosting 

suitability 

B1 Brick walled public house with a 

pitched, slate-tiled roof. Building 

was not rendered internally and 

roof was unlined.  

In relatively poor structural 

condition. Some access points in 

roof however it is exposed to the 

elements. Cold and draughty 

internally. No evidence of bats. 

Negligible 

 

 

 

4.2.2 Off-Site Assessment 

Surrounding habitat consists of residential dwellings and a busy high street of Shildon town. Further afield 

the town is surrounded by improved grassland and arable pasture fields.  

 

4.3 Other Wildlife 

The site was considered to be of negligible value for badgers, GCNs and reptiles due to a lack of suitable 

sheltering habitat and potential for sett creation for badgers. Adjacent habitats were also considered to be 

of low to negligible value for these taxa for the same reasons. The works are expected to have a negligible 

impact on any of these species. However, the site was deemed suitable for nesting birds due to some 
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features. Providing suitable mitigation methods are pout into place, impacts towards birds is expected to 

be low.  

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Conclusions 

Overall, the ecological value of the proposed work site is considered to be negligible value to roosting bats 

due to the unsuitability of the PRF’s and condition of the roof internally offering no support to populations 

of bats. However, due to suitable property features, it could be low potential for nesting birds. Following 

the site assessment and in review of the findings, the following measures are considered to be required 

to be incorporated into the works:  

 

5.2 Mitigation Measures 

 

• A sensitive lighting scheme should be implemented during and after the works to avoid indirect 

disturbance to foraging and commuting bats, birds and small mammals and should include the 

following elements:  

 

• Sensitive positioning of lighting to avoid unnecessary spill onto surrounding mature woodland 

habitat;  

• Angle of lighting: avoidance of direct lighting and light spill onto areas of habitat that are of 

importance as commuting pathways and/or foraging areas;  

• Type of lighting: studies have shown that light sources emitting higher amounts of UV light have 

a greater impact to wildlife. Use of narrow-spectrum bulbs that avoid white and blue wavelengths 

are likely to reduce the number of species impacted by the lighting;  

•  Reduce the height of lighting columns to avoid unnecessary light spill. 

 

• Due to the suitability of roofing features to support nesting birds,  works should be carried out outside of 

the nesting season, which is defined as running from March to August, inclusive. If this is not feasible for 

any reason, a nesting bird survey must be carried out by a suitably qualified ecologist shortly prior to the 

start of works to ensure no active nests are present. In the event that any active nests are found during 

this survey or at any point during the works, a suitable exclusion zone should be put around the nest, with 

no work taking place in this area until such time as the nest can be confirmed as no longer active. 

 

5.4 Enhancement Measures 

• Any landscape planting should use native plant species that will enhance the ecological value of 

the site for local populations of invertebrates, birds, bats and small mammals. 

 

Providing the recommendations of this report are implemented in full, Naturally Wild would conclude that 

there will not be a significant impact to bats or any other protected species as a result of the proposed 

works. 
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6 SITE IMAGES 
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Image 3. 

 

 

Image 4. 
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Image 5. 
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8 APPENDICES 

8.1 Additional Information for the Legislation of Other Protected Species 

 

Badgers: The badger is geographically widespread across the UK; however, they are still vulnerable to 

baiting, hunting and detrimental impacts of development to their habitat. Both the badger and its habitat 

are protected under The Protection of Badgers Act 1992, Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 (as amended) an Appendix Three of the Bern Convention; therefore, badgers have legal protection 

against deliberate harm or injury and it is an offence to: 

• Interfere with a badger sett by damaging or destroying it 

• Kill, injure, take or possess a badger 

• Cruelly ill-treat a badger 

• Obstruct access to a badger sett 

• Disturb a badger whilst it is in a badger sett 

 

Nesting Birds: Birds receive protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). It is 

an offence to intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or take any wild bird; take, damage or destroy a nest of 

a wild bird whilst it is in use or being built; or to take, damage or destroy an egg of a wild bird. The bird-

nesting season is defined as being from 1st March until 31st August with exceptions and alterations for 

some species. 

 

Great Crested Newts: Great crested newts are protected under Schedule 2 of The Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations. This species is also afforded full protection under the Schedule 5 of 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Under such legislation it is an offence to: 

• Intentionally or recklessly* kill, injure or capture a great crested newt;  

• Possess or control any live or dead specimen or anything derived from a great  crested newt;  

• Intentionally or recklessly* damage, destroy or obstruct access to any structure or  place used 

for shelter or protection by a great crested newt; and  

• Intentionally or recklessly* disturb a great crested newt while it is occupying a  structure or 

place which it uses for that purpose. 

• Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place. 

• Sell, barter, exchange or transport or offer for sale great crested newts or parts of them. 

 

*Reckless offences were added by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, which applies only to 

England and Wales. 

 

To undertake surveys for great crested newts it is necessary to hold an appropriate licence issued by 

Natural England. 
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Reptiles: All native British species of reptile (of which there are 6) are listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981 and, as such, are protected from deliberate killing, injury or trade; therefore, 

where development is permitted and there will be a significant change in land use, a reasonable effort 

must be undertaken to remove reptiles off site to avoid committing an offence. The same Act makes the 

trading of native reptile species a criminal offence without an appropriate licence. 


