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1.0 Executive Summary and Site Description  

A bat and nesting bird survey was undertaken by James Hodson BSc, MSc, (Bat Survey License 2017-
30927-CLS-CLS, Great Crested Newt Licence 2018-36283-CLS-CLS) of Eco-Check on 27th July 2022. The 
survey relates to a planning application due to be submitted to Mid Suffolk District Council for the 
conversion of stable buildings to residential accommodation.  
 
A preliminary ecological appraisal and protected species scoping survey of the bordering habitats was 
also undertaken. A detailed search of the exterior of the buildings found no bat droppings, feeding 
remains or any evidence of bat activity or roosting bats. An internal inspection of the buildings, floors 
and flat surfaces and roof space (where accessible) found no bat droppings or evidence of bat activity.  
 
Building B1- A timber framed hay store with featheredge boards atop a concrete base. The roof is 
corrugated tin sheets. The boards are tightly fitted with no gaps. Upon an internal and external 
inspection no bird nests or signs of bats were observed. The building is to be demolished and the 
roost potential was assessed as Negligible. 
 
Building B2 – A stable of concrete block construction set on a concrete base. The building is 
rendered on one elevation with a corrugated fibreboard sheet roof. The building is well pointed and 
generally enclosed when the stable doors are closed. Creeping ivy is growing over the north end of 
the building. Two bird nests were observed within the structure, both pigeon nests. No evidence of 
bat activity or roosts was recorded and the roost potential was assessed as Negligible.  
 
Building B3 – A second set of stables with the same construction as B2 runs parallel to the west, the 
only noticeable difference is on the west elevation a set of glazed vented windows are present and 
the roof has a partial sarking lining beneath the corrugated fibreboard sheeting. No evidence of bat 
activity or roosts was recorded and the building was assessed as having Negligible bat roost 
potential. 
 
In accordance with Bat Surveys-Good Practice Guidelines, J. Collins, 2016 and ‘Bat Workers Manual, 
3rd Edition, Mitchell and Jones, 2004 buildings with Negligible roost potential require no additional 
surveying. 
 
One pond is present within 250m of the site boundary but none are within the site itself. The rough 
pasture grassland, gardens, paddocks and hedgerows across the wider landscape provides suitable 
habitat for amphibians and reptile species such as common lizard and grass snake although there are 
few records within 1km. Subject to maintaining the bare ground around the buildings and proposed 
car parking area this species group is not considered to represent a constraint to development. It is 
considered unlikely that the proposals would impact upon amphibians because the area of land to 
be affected by the proposals has poor potential for great crested newt due to the distance from 
ponds and low value terrestrial habitats.   
 
The hedgerow and tree line along the east boundary are likely used as a commuting/foraging 
corridor by bats and so a sensitive lighting scheme must be implemented to limit light spillage, this 
may include LED downlighters and lights with hoods.  The buildings and adjacent trees, shrubs and 
hedging could provide nesting habitat for birds and so care must be taken if works commence during 
the nesting season. It is recommended that any vegetation around the buildings is kept at a short 
height to maintain its unsuitability for reptiles and amphibians. If development has not commenced 
within 2 years of August 2022, it is recommended that an updated survey is undertaken, as the 
suitability of the site for protected species may have changed. 

1.1 Scope of the Report 
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This report details the methodology, results and conclusions of a daytime preliminary roost 

assessment undertaken on the 27th July 2022. The purpose of the survey was to confirm the presence 

or likely absence of bat roosts, within the buildings, the value of the buildings for roosting bats and 

the presence of any nesting birds. The survey data collected was used primarily to evaluate the likely 

impact of the proposed demolition and conversion works on roosting bats and also lighting and design 

layout proposals on roosting, foraging and commuting bats. A general assessment of the wider site 

was also undertaken to assess if any other protected or priority species, including great crested newt, 

are likely to be present or impacted by the proposed conversion and construction works. 

 

1.2 Aim of Survey 

 
To examine the buildings to determine the presence or likely absence of nesting barn owls and/or 

roosting bats, species protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 with respect to the 

proposed development works. If found to be present, the survey aims to determine the use of the 

building by protected species so that the impacts of the development proposal can be assessed and 

appropriate advice given to address these impacts.  

 
In the light of the survey this report provides initial recommendations for potential mitigation 

measures if protected species are likely to be affected by the proposed works. It may be necessary to 

obtain a European Protected Species (EPS) license in accordance with the above legislation. This report 

has been prepared in accordance with the recommended format in ‘Bat Surveys-Good Practice 

Guidelines, J. Collins, 2016’ and ‘Bat Workers Manual, 3rd Edition, Mitchell and Jones, 2004’. The 

methodology of the survey adopts the recommended best working practice for the inspection of 

buildings and trees for bats and bat roosts. 

 

1.3 Site Location and Description 

 
The application site is a farm location used as stables and hay storage along with general farm use.  

The site is located within the village of Creeting Hills within the Needham Market District of Mid Suffolk 

and located approximately 1km north-east of Needham Market and 1.2km south of Creeting St. Mary. 

The site is bordered by All Saints Road to the east, dwellings and gardens to the north and the A14 to 

the west. The site grid reference is TM09695588 (See Fig 1).  

 
The building is bordered by hedging, trees and shrubs to the east and hard standings and managed 

grassland to the north, south and west. Beyond the immediate site the landscape is primarily large 

open grassland fields and pasture with scattered trees and hedgerows.  
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There are no ponds within the site but there is one pond within a 250m radius. The site is considered 

to have limited connectivity to the wider landscape with no hedgerows, tree lines, farm tracks or other 

linear features connected to the building.  

 

Fig 1. Site Location Map – StreetMap 2022 

1.4 Building Description 

 
Building B1- A timber framed hay store with featheredge boards atop a concrete base. The roof is 

corrugated tin sheets. The boards are tightly fitted with no gaps. Upon an internal and external 

inspection no bird nests or signs of bats were observed. The building is to be demolished and the 

roost potential was assessed as Negligible. 

 

Building B2 – A stable of concrete block construction set on a concrete base. The building is 

rendered on one elevation with a corrugated fibreboard sheet roof. The building is well pointed and 

generally enclosed when the stable doors are closed. Creeping ivy is growing over the north end of 

the building. Two bird nests were observed within the structure, both pigeon nests. No evidence of 

bat activity or roosts was recorded and the roost potential was assessed as Negligible.  

 

Building B3 – A second set of stables with the same construction as B2 runs parallel to the west, the 

only noticeable difference is on the west elevation a set of glazed vented windows are present and 

the roof has a partial sarking lining beneath the corrugated fibreboard sheeting. No evidence of bat 

activity or roosts was recorded and the building was assessed as having Negligible bat roost 

potential. 

In accordance with Bat Surveys-Good Practice Guidelines, J. Collins, 2016 and ‘Bat Workers Manual, 
3rd Edition, Mitchell and Jones, 2004 buildings with Negligible roost potential require no additional 
surveying. 
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Fig 2 & 3. Hay store B1 to be demolished (left) and internal view of B1 (right) 
 

    
Fig 4 & 5. West elevation of stables B2 (left) and internal view of equine store (right) 

 

 
Fig 6 & 7. South and east elevations of stables B3 (left) and internal view of stable (right) 
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Fig 8 & 9. Evidence of swallows nesting within B2 

 

1.5 Proposed Works 

 
The proposed works are for the demolition of the hay store building (B1) and conversion of the 

stable buildings (B2 & B3) into residential dwellings with associated parking. 

 

1.6 Site Context and Status 

 
Statutory designated sites¹ ² –  

 

The site is within the impact risk zone of a single SSSI as detailed below; 

 

• SSSI Creeting St. Mary Pits – approximately 0.2km south 

There are two non-statutory sites within the 2km search: 

 

• LNR Fen Alder Common – Adjacent to site 

• LNR Needham Lake – 0.9km south-west 

(Please note , all distances are approximate) 

 

Protected/Priority Species³ ⁴- 

 
A search for relevant notable and protected species records within 2km of the site returned a 

number of priority and protected species records. The biodiversity data search within 1km of the site 

indicated 123 species records:   

 
- 175 counts Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus  

- A range or birds of conservation concern (BoCC) were recorded including yellowhammer, 

skylark, treecreeper, buzzard, House Sparrow, greenfinch and swift. 

- one record of great crested newt Triturus cristatus within 1km. 

- 12 records of reptile species within 1km. 

- 2 Records of brown hare Lepus europaeus 

- 10 records of badger Meles meles 
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- A search on http://www.magic.gov.uk/ indicated two great crested newt licenses were 

found within 2km, all from the same pond, located at grid ref. TM080559 

Bat records of note within 5km and relevant to the proposed development works are:  

 
- 9 Bat species included Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus Soprano pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus pygmaeus, Brown long-eared Plecotus auritus, Natterer’s Myotis nattereri, 

common noctule Nyctalus noctule, Daubenton’s Myotis daubentoniid, Whiskered bat Myotis 

mystacinus, Western barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus, and Serotine bat Eptesicus 

serotinus. 

 
Pond and waterbodies: 

 
A search for ponds and waterbodies within 250m was conducted using Ordnance Survey Data (OS 

Explorer Map 237 Scale 1:25,000) and publicly available Environment Agency data: There is one 

pond within 250m of proposed site development. Pond P1 is located approximately 240m north-east 

of the site. This can be seen in the map within Fig 10. 

 

 
Fig 10.  Results from the 250m search performed using Magic 2022.  

 
Protected habitats and habitats subject to conservation designations: 

 
There are no priority Habitats, as listed under the NERC Act 2006 Section 41 Habitats of Principal 

Importance found on site. Other Priority Habitats to occur within 2km (identified using MAGIC – 

managed by Natural England), include purple moor grass and rush pasture, lowland Fens, deciduous 

woodland and Traditional Orchard. A MAGIC search map is provided in Fig.11 and Appendix 2. 
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Fig 11. Map of Designated Wildlife Sites and Priority Habitats within 2km – Magic Map 2022 

 

 
Fig 12. Aerial view of site and bordering habitats, September 2020 

 
1 Statutory designation include Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA), Ramsar sites, National Nature 
Reserves (NNR), Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Local Nature Reserves (LNR).  

2 Non-statutory sites are designated by local authorities and protected through the planning process (e.g. County Wildlife Sites, Sites of 
Importance for Nature Conservation or Local Wildlife Sites).  

3 Legally protected species include those listed in Schedules 1, 5 or 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; Schedule 2 of the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended); or in the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 (as amended).  

4 Notable species include Species of Principal Importance under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006; Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) species; Birds of Conservation Concern (Eaton et al., 2009); and/or Red Data Book/nationally notable 
species (JNCC, undated). 
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2.0 Legislation 

2.1 All species of bat are fully protected under The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment 

EU Exit) Regulations 2019, through their inclusion on Schedule 2. Regulation 39 prohibits: 

 

• Deliberate killing, injuring or taking (capture) of Schedule 2 species (e.g. bats); 

• Deliberate disturbance of bat species as: 

a) to impair their ability: 

(i) to survive, breed, or reproduce, or to rear or nurture young; 

(ii) to hibernate or migrate 

b) to affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species; 

• Damage or destruction of a breeding site or resting place; and 

• Keeping, transporting, selling, exchanging or offering for sale whether live or 

       dead or of any part thereof. 

Bats are also currently protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

(as amended) through their inclusion on Schedule 5. Under this Act, they are 

additionally, protected from: 

• Intentional or reckless disturbance (at any level); 

• Intentional or reckless obstruction of access to any place of shelter or protection; and 

• Selling, offering or exposing for sale, possession or transporting for purpose of sale. 

 

An EPS Licence issued by the relevant countryside agency (e.g. Natural England) will be required for 

works liable to affect a bat roost or for operations likely to result in a level of disturbance which might 

impair their ability to undertake those activities mentioned above (e.g. survive, breed, rear young and 

hibernate). The licence is to allow derogation from the relevant legislation but also to enable 

appropriate mitigation measures to be put in place and their efficacy to be monitored. 

 

Though there is no case law to date, the legislation may also be interpreted such that, in certain 

circumstances, important foraging areas and/or commuting routes can be regarded as being afforded 

de facto protection, for example, where it can be proven that the continued usage of such areas is 

crucial to maintaining the integrity and long-term viability of a bat roost. 

 

The species protection provision of the Habitats Directive, as implemented by The Conservation of 

Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 2019 contain three “derogation tests” which 

must be applied by the Local Planning Authority when deciding whether to grant planning permission 

for a development that could harm a European Protected Species. The three tests are that: 

• The activity to be licensed must be for imperative reasons of overriding 

       public interest or for public health and safety 

• There must be no satisfactory alternative; and 

• Favourable conservation status of the species must be maintained. 

 

It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit sufficient information to address these tests when 

applying for planning permission. NB: For development activities, a Natural England EPS Licence 

application can only be obtained after planning permission has been granted. However, the granting 

of planning permission does not guarantee that a licence will be issued by Natural England. 
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2.2 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (NERC) 

 

The NERC Act 2006 states that ‘every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so 

far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 

biodiversity’, otherwise known as the Biodiversity Duty. Under Section 41 of the Act, the Secretary of 

State must publish a list of the living organisms and types of habitat which in the Secretary of State’s 

opinion are of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  

 

This list is based on those species listed in the UK Biodiversity Framework as priority species (see 

Section 2.3) in addition to Annex II species listed under The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 

Regulations 2017. The S41 list replaces the list published under Section 74 of the Countryside and 

Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000. 

 

2.3 UK Biodiversity Framework and Biodiversity 2030 

Biodiversity 2030 - The EU Biodiversity Strategy aims to halt the loss of biodiversity and ecosystem 

services in the EU and help stop global biodiversity loss by 2030. It reflects the commitments taken by 

the EU in 2010, within the international Convention on Biological Diversity. 

Now the UK BAP partnership no longer operates, but many of the outputs originally developed under 

the UK BAP still remain valid and of use. For example, background information on UK priority habitats 

and species still informs much of the biodiversity work at country level and remain a point of reference 

for targeted conservation efforts. Priority habitats and species lists can be seen on the JNCC website.  

Current UK Bat Priority Species include: 

• soprano pipistrelle  

• lesser horseshoe bat  

• greater horseshoe bat  

• barbastelle  

• bechstein's bat  

• noctule  

• brown long-eared bat 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D6luBEJfi3s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D6luBEJfi3s
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-5705
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3.0 Methodology 
 

3.1 Building Inspection 

 
Bat surveys usually involve two elements, surveying sites for likely roost and hibernation sites and 

surveying likely foraging areas. The daytime survey of the site was carried out on the 27th July 2022. 

The weather conditions were cloudy and dry with a temperature of 18°C. The survey was undertaken 

in accordance with the Bat Conservation Trust’s Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice 

Guidelines (Collins, 2016). 

A thorough methodical inspection of the outside of the buildings was carried out from ground level to 

eaves level looking for evidence of bats and possible bat access points. An inspection was carried out 

inside the buildings looking for evidence of bats and bat roosting sites. In examining the buildings for 

barn owls, a search was made for evidence of barn owls (feathers, pellets and faecal ‘splashes’ on 

timbers), their nest sites and the birds themselves. The buildings were also assessed for potential to 

support nesting or roosting barn owls and other nesting birds. 

In examining the buildings for bats, particular attention was given to any gaps in which bats may roost. 

It is important to remember that bats are difficult to survey and find and it is usually signs of their 

activity rather than their actual presence that indicates the existence of a bat roosting site. The 

presence of moth and butterfly wings for example can indicate bat presence. Bat droppings on walls, 

floors and flat surfaces can be used to identify species. Floors, walls, supports, and exposed surfaces 

were inspected for bat droppings, bat urine, feeding remains, oil staining from the fur of bats 

(indication of frequent use of a particular site), clean cob-web free areas on the ridge boards or 

crevices and wear of substrates caused by the movement of bats in and out of potential roost exit 

holes over a long period of time. Beneath ledges, the ground was examined for feathers, pellets and 

birdlime that could indicate occupation by barn owls.  

3.3 Limitations 

 
The extensiveness of the ecological assessment was limited by the season in which the site visit was 

made. To confirm the presence or absence of all protected species usually requires multiple visits at 

suitable times of the year. Summer surveys between May and September are considered optimal. The 

site visit focussed on assessing the potential of the site to support species given protection under 

British or European law. 

 
In view of the above constraints this assessment cannot be considered to provide a comprehensive 

survey of the ecological interest of the site. It does however provide a “snapshot “of the ecological 

interest present on the day of the visit and highlights areas where further survey work may be 

required. It is expected that evidence of bats (particularly in exposed areas or on external faces of the 

buildings) which may be present at other times of the year may not have been visible during the 

survey. A difficulty in inspecting buildings for bats is that the presence of smaller roosts is generally 

harder to detect than more significant colonies, particularly those of crevice dwelling bats such as 

pipistrelle. In addition, bats are very transient in nature with complex roosting behaviour and often 

move between several different roosting sites during the year. Therefore, the presence of transient 

singleton roosts (e.g. single male roost) can be present at any time of year.  
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4.0 Survey Results 

4.1 Barn Owls (Tyto alba) 

The buildings are considered unsuitable for barn owls nesting due to the lack of suitable nesting ledges 

and frequent disturbance. No signs of barn owls were recorded in the buildings.  

4.1.1 Nesting Birds 

An old swallow nest was observed within B2s hay store as well as a nest within the north side in the 

general store. B1 also had removed swallow nests within it. The buildings all have potential for 

nesting birds due to their open nature and suitable conditions.  

 

4.2 Bats: (All species) 

A detailed search of the exterior of the buildings found no bat droppings, feeding remains or any 

evidence of bat activity or roosting bats. An internal inspection of the buildings, floors and flat 

surfaces found no bat droppings or evidence of bat activity. An external search similarly revealed no 

evidence of roosting bats. 

 

The buildings are in good state of repair with the roof sheets interlocking, wall tops cemented and 

the pointing is in good condition. The rendered walls similarly have very few cracks that could be 

utilised by bats. The stables have internal lighting and are in regular use and subject to disturbance. 

The stable buildings were all assessed as having Negligible probability of bat interest. In accordance 

with Bat Surveys-Good Practice Guidelines, J. Collins, 2016 and ‘Bat Workers Manual, 3rd Edition, 

Mitchell and Jones, 2004 buildings with Negligible roost potential require no additional surveying. 

 
I consider that the buildings overall have low enough bat roosting potential such that the visual 

inspection was sufficient to provide reasonable confidence in a negative roost assessment. There is 

therefore no reasonable expectation that impacts to bats, such as would be considered an offence 

under Article 12 (1) of the Habitats Directive of The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment 

EU Exit) Regulations 2019 will occur as a result of the proposal. 

 

Due to the habitats present within the site and the local landscape it is considered likely that foraging 

or commuting bats use the adjacent habitats. This is due to the site having connectivity to hedgerows, 

trees lines, woodland or other linear features connecting to the wider landscape. 9 bat species have 

been recorded in the area and are known to travel at least 5 km to, so we would assume they will be 

using the surrounding area for commuting and foraging. 

Herpetofauna (Amphibians and reptiles) 

 
One pond is present within 250m of the site boundary but none are within the site itself. The rough 

grassland, gardens, paddocks and hedgerows across the wider landscape provides suitable habitat 

for amphibians and reptile species such as common lizard and grass snake although the application 

site lacks core habitat for reptiles. Subject to maintaining the short vegetation around the buildings 
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and proposed car parking area this species group is not considered to represent a constraint to 

development.  

 
Great crested newt is listed on Annexes II and IV of the EC Habitats Directive. It is protected under 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as amended) and is identified as a European Protected 

Species on the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 2019. It is a 

UK BAP Priority Species and is listed on the local BAP. The data search returned no records for great 

crested newt within 1km of the site and five great crested newt license returns were found 

approximately 1.5km to the east. There is no certainty therefore that a local GCN population is 

present, but there is a local abundance of ponds which could support such a population. Also, 

adjacent pasture land, hedgerows and woodland are a favorable terrestrial habitat for GCN should 

they wish to migrate across it. 

  

During their terrestrial phase, great crested newts are typically taken to commute up to 500m 

between their breeding pond and their terrestrial habitats, though as a general rule it is those 

suitable habitats within 250 m of a breeding site that are likely to be used most frequently and 

further recent research has shown that the majority of newts occur within 50 m of ponds, with few 

individuals being found at greater distances (EN, 2004) ⁵ 

However, a proportion of the population is also likely to forage for food and shelter in suitable 

habitats up to 250m from a breeding pond and juvenile GCN have been known to disperse up to 

500m from their breeding pond, in a single season. It is considered unlikely that the proposals would 

impact upon the newt population because the area of land to be affected by the proposals has poor 

potential for great crested newt due to the limited size of the development, low value terrestrial 

habitats and the barriers to dispersal.   

Additional Protected Species 

 
The site and adjacent habitats are suitable for hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus, a S41 Species of 

Principal Importance. No evidence of or potential habitat for any other protected species was 

recorded within the immediate vicinity of the proposed building works. 

 

Conclusions 

No evidence of any bat roosts or bat activity was recorded within the buildings or site generally. 

There was minimal evidence of nesting birds using the open stable buildings.  The boundary trees, 

shrubs and hedging provide further suitable nesting areas and so works should be timed to avoid the 

active nesting season where possible or a pre-works inspection undertaken. The presence of great 

crested newt and reptiles within the site is unlikely due to the lack of suitable terrestrial habitat and 

the site being well managed.  
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Table 1.0 - Guidelines for assessing the potential suitability of proposed development sites for bats, 

based on the presence of habitat features within the landscape (Adapted from table 4.1 pp. 35 in 

Collins, 2016) 

Suitability. 
 

Description of Roosting habitats. Description of Commuting and Foraging 
habitats. 

Negligible Negligible habitat features on-site likely to 
be used by roosting bats.  

Negligible habitat features on-site likely to be 
used by commuting or foraging bats.  

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 
(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.  

Habitat that could be used by small numbers 
of commuting bats such as a gappy hedgerow 
or un-vegetated stream, but isolated, i.e. not 
very well connected to the surrounding 
landscape by other habitat.  
 
Suitable, but isolated habitat that could be 
used by small numbers of foraging bats such 
as a lone tree (not in a parkland situation) or 
a patch of scrub.  
 

Medium 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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  
(with respect to roost type only – the 
assessments in this table are made 
irrespective of species conservation status, 
which is established after presence is 
confirmed).  

Continuous habitat connected to the wider 
landscape that could be used by bats for 
commuting such as lines of trees and scrub or 
linked back gardens.  
 
Habitat that is connected to the wider 
landscape that could be used by bats for 
foraging such as trees, scrub, grassland or 
water.  
 

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.  

Continuous, high-quality habitat that is well 
connected to the wider landscape that is 
likely to be used regularly by commuting bats 
such as river valleys, streams, hedgerows, 
lines of trees and woodland edge.  
 
High-quality habitat that is well connected to 
the wider landscape that is likely to be used 
regularly by foraging bats such as 
broadleaved woodland, tree- lined 
watercourses and grazed parkland.  
Site is close to and connected to known 
roosts. 
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5.0 Interpretation of Results and Recommendations 

5.1. Bat Species  

 
5.1.1. Overview of legislation relating to bat species  

 
British bat species are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) and The Conservation 

of Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 2019. This makes it an offence to kill or 

injure bats or damage or destroy a place of shelter or protection, amongst other actions (see Appendix 

2 for more details).  

 
5.1.2. Summary of findings and likely impacts in absence of mitigation 

 
There is a reasonable expectation that impacts to bats, such as would be considered an offence 

under Article 12 (1) of The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 

2019, are unlikely to occur as a result of the proposal. The potential for roosting bats, based purely 

on a daytime visual search, however can rarely be excluded entirely due to the highly mobile nature 

of bats and seasonal use of roosts.  

 
5.1.3. Recommendations  

 

Bats: The built scheme should take the opportunity to enhance roosting opportunities through the 

provision of bat boxes. As part of general biodiversity enhancement for the site, it is recommended 

that new bat roosting and bird nesting resources are introduced. This will include bat roosting boxes 

erected on the building or incorporated into the built structure itself (Appendix 3): 

 

• 2 x Bat Bricks (one in each gable wall elevation, as close to the eaves as possible and at least 

5m off ground level. 

During the conversion works, any new fascia boards should be proud of the wall by c15/20mm to allow 

roosting by bats. In order for the resources discussed to be viable bat sensitive lighting should be 

employed to avoid light pollution. In general, it is recommended that site lighting is kept to a minimum. 

Security lighting should be operated on short timers.  

 
Any new external lights will be set on a motion detector and positioned in such a way that they do 

not shine on the boundary habitats, particularly the roadside hedgerow and trees to the east, 

garden to the north and the paddock to the south where bats are likely to forage. Low intensity 

lighting should be used where possible in place of high intensity discharge or sodium lamps, this will 

minimize disturbance to foraging and commuting bats.  

 
In accordance with the Bat Conservation Trust’s publication Bats and artificial lighting (BCT, 2018) 

light pollution by artificial lighting will be kept to a minimum and light spillage avoided. The following 

specific mitigation will be put in place to minimize disturbance to bats caused by the lighting of the 

site.  

 



17 
 

The following mitigation strategies have been taken from Bat Conservation Trust Landscape and 

Urban Design for Bats and Biodiversity (Gunnell et al., 2012) and other referenced sources:  

 

•  Minimise light spill by eliminating any bare bulbs and upward pointing light fixtures. The 

spread of light should be kept near to or below the horizontal plane, by using as steep a 

downward angle as possible and/or shield hood. Flat, cut-off lanterns are best;  

 

•  Use light sources that emit minimal ultra-violet light (van Langevelde and Feta, 2001) and 

avoid the white and blue wavelengths of the light spectrum, so as to avoid attracting insects 

and thus potentially reducing numbers in adjacent areas;  

 

•  Limiting the height of lighting columns to eight metres and increase the spacing of lighting 

columns (Fure, 2006) can reduce the spill of light into unwanted areas;  

 

•  Avoid using reflective surfaces under lights or light reflecting off windows (e.g. on to trees);  

 

•  Only the minimum amount of light needed for safety and access should be used and or 

turned off when the site is not in use;  

 

•  Artificial lighting proposals should not directly illuminate boundary habitats, which may be 

of value to foraging or commuting bats and birds (e.g. green corridors);  

 

•  Lighting that is required for security reasons should use a lamp of no greater than 2000 lumes 

(150 Watts) and be PIR sensor activated, to ensure that the lights are not on only when 

required (Jones, 2000; Collins, 2016); 

 

5.2 Birds- To increase nesting opportunities generally and to compensate for the loss of nesting 

areas, 5 nest boxes should be installed. Installation of the nest boxes will be supervised by ‘Eco‐ 

Check Ltd’ or an experienced ecologist to ensure the correct positioning for each species. The types 

of nest boxes will include; 

 

• 2 x long-lasting bird boxes (32mm & 28mm) 

• 1 x deep nest box 

• 2 x swallow cups underneath the eaves of the retained store building 

 
5.2.1. Assessment of impact and licensing  

 
The value of the site to bats is assessed as Negligible at the Parish/ Neighbourhood scale due to the 

probability of minor bat use. The impact of the development upon bats is considered to be Neutral 

subject to the reasonable avoidance and mitigation measures being implemented. The results of the 

survey would indicate that a European Protected Species Mitigation (EPSM) licence or Low Impact 

Class Licence (BMCL) is unlikely to be required for the proposed conversion works. This is based on no 

evidence of bat activity or roosts within the building and low probability of bat interest within the 

working areas. The active nests of all bird species are protected and so the building and bordering 

vegetation must be inspected if works are to commence during the period 1st March- 31st August 

inclusive, these dates are subject to change with climatic conditions.     
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5.3 Great Crested Newt- 

 
5.3.1. Overview of legislation relating to Great Crested Newt 

 
The Great crested newt is an internationally important species. It is listed in Annexes II and IV of the 

EC Habitats Directive and Appendix II of the Bern Convention. It is protected under Schedule 2 of the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 2019, and Schedule 5 of the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Under Section 9(4) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, it is an 

offence to intentionally kill, injure, damage, destroy, take or obstruct access to any structure or place 

which these species use for shelter or protection. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 

introduces ‘reckless’ to offences, in addition to those that are carried out with intent. 

 
5.3.2. Summary of findings and likely impacts in absence of mitigation  

 

• Potential Harm to Individual Great Crested Newts-The works (including laydown areas) will 

be confined to habitats considered suboptimal for GCN (existing built footprint, hard 

standing and cleared ground).  

 

• Loss/Damage to Aquatic Habitats- The development of the site will not lead to the loss of, or 

damage to, any ponds, assuming environmental best practice during the construction 

period.  

 

• Loss of Foraging Habitat- Terrestrial habitat within the site to be impacted by the proposals 

is considered to be poor for GCN. Impacts to GCN foraging habitat are therefore considered 

negligible as works are primarily restricted to the footprint of the existing buildings and bare 

ground surrounding it. 

  

• Disruption to Dispersal and Migration- No disruption to dispersal/migration is anticipated as 

the site is bounded by fencing, walls etc. and the proposals do not bisect any habitats likely 

to be used by great crested newt. 

 

Natural England’s Rapid Risk Assessment Tool was used which indicates that the development 

activities are of such a type, scale and location that it is unlikely any offence would be committed 

should the development proceed. The development of the site will not lead to the loss or damage to 

any potential breeding ponds or other waterbodies. There is no hydrological link from the 

construction area to the potential breeding ponds and as such there should be no indirect impact 

upon the ponds.  

 
There are no features within the site that are likely to attract GCN specifically to the site and the 

value of the site to amphibians is assessed as Negligible at the Parish/Neighborhood scale and the 

impact of the development subject to mitigation is Neutral. 
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6.0 Habitats Regulations and Derogation Test 

With respect to the impact on bats, an offence under Article 12 of the European Directive and 

Regulation 41 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment EU Exit) Regulations 2019 is 

unlikely to occur as a result of conversion works.  

 

Given the lack of evidence of any roosting bats within the building, the Negligible probability of bat 

interest within the working areas and the potential to incorporate mitigation within the development 

for bats, it is considered there are reasonable and realistic opportunities to maintain the favourable 

conservation status of the local bat population despite the proposed construction work.  

 

We recommend that the following condition from BS42020:2013 is attached to any planning consent; 

“Occasionally European protected species, such as bats, can be found during the course of 

development even when the site appears unlikely to support them or after an ecological survey has 

found no previous evidence of them. In the event that this occurs, the developer must stop work 

immediately and seek the advice of a suitability qualified ecological consultant and/or the relevant 

statutory nature conservation organisation.” 

 
Reason: In accordance with the requirements of the adopted Joint Core Strategy and paragraph 118 

of the National Planning Policy Framework, and for the undertaking of the council’s statutory function 

under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006). 

 

7.0 Recommendations for Further Surveys 

We suggest that any habitat loss associated with the proposal can be adequately mitigated through 

landscaping, planting and other biodiversity enhancement measures. The following advisory 

recommendations include: 

 

• Destruction of in-use nests or harm to adult birds caused by removal of 

trees/hedgerows on site during the main breeding bird season (1st March to 31st 

August). If works commence during this period a nesting bird survey must first be 

undertaken by an appointed ecological clerk of works (ECoW). 

 

• We advise that before the commencement of construction, it is recommended that 

in line with the British Standard 42020:2013 Biodiversity – Code of practice for 

planning and development - that a Biodiversity Enhancement Plan (BEP) is 

submitted and approved. The role of the BEP is to ensure that the identified risks to 

biodiversity are assessed and that suitable methods are adopted on site to minimise 

the risks through the production of a method statement. The BEP is also to ensure 

that biodiversity protection zones are enforced. 
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The suggested condition below is based on BS42020:2013 and in terms of biodiversity net gain, the 

enhancements proposed will contribute to this aim. Recommended condition: 

 
PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT: COMPLIANCE WITH ECOLOGICAL REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
We recommend that the following condition from BS42020:2013 is attached to any planning consent; 

 
“Occasionally European protected species, such as bats, can be found during the course of 

development even when the site appears unlikely to support them or after an ecological survey has 

found no previous evidence of them. In the event that this occurs, the developer must stop work 

immediately and seek the advice of a suitability qualified ecological consultant and/or the relevant 

statutory nature conservation organisation.” 

 
Reason: In accordance with the requirements of the adopted Joint Core Strategy and paragraph 118 

of the National Planning Policy Framework, and for the undertaking of the council’s statutory function 

under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006). 

 
“All ecological mitigation and enhancement measures and/or works shall be carried out in 

accordance with the details contained within the report (Eco-Check, August 2022), as submitted 

with the planning application and agreed with the local planning authority prior to 

determination.”  

 
Reason: To conserve and enhance Protected and Priority species and allow the LPA to discharge its 

duties under the UK Habitats Regulations, the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as amended and s40 

of the NERC Act 2006 and s17 Crime & Disorder Act 1998. 

 
“A ‘statement of good practice’ shall be signed upon completion by the competent ecologist, and 

be submitted to the LPA, confirming that the specified enhancement measures have been 

implemented in accordance with good practice upon which the planning consent was granted’. 

 
Reason: To conserve and enhance Protected and Priority species and allow the LPA to discharge its 

duties under the UK Habitats Regulations, the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as amended and s40 

of the NERC Act 2006 and s17 Crime & Disorder Act 1998. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

 
Site Location and Proposed Layout Plan 
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Existing floorplan and elevations 
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Proposed floor plan and elevations 
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Map of Statutory Wildlife Sites and Priority Habitats – Magic Map 2022 
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