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1. Executive Summary   
  
The following summary is an extract of the report. Please ensure the report is read in its entirety for 
detailed survey findings and recommendations:   

  

SUMMARY    

Introduction  Eco-Check was commissioned by Acorus Rural Property Services to undertake a Preliminary 
Bat Roost Assessment and nesting bird survey of a group of 6 poultry sheds (B1-B6) of brick, 
timber frame and timber clad construction with corrugated asbestos sheet roofs at Hillside 
Farm, Newmarket Road, Melbourn, Cambridgeshire, SG8 7LZ to support a planning 
application to South Cambridgeshire District Council for the conversion of the buildings to 
create 5 no. dwelling houses.  

Methodology  Desk Study: A desk study was undertaken to obtain and review records of bat activity and 
roosts within 5km of the site. Records of any other protected/priority species within 2km 
were also noted and included where relevant.   
  
Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA): A licensed bat ecologist undertook an external 
inspection of the buildings (a brief internal visual check also made but limited as poultry inside 
the buildings), searching for roost features, access points, actual roosting bats and signs of 
past usage. The structural design and condition of the buildings was also noted within the PRA 
to assess the structural potential for different sorts of roosts.  

Results  Desk Study: NBN released details of 40 records of 5 bat species within 5km. The site sits within 
the Impact Risk Zone of a nearby statutory protected site; however, the application does not 
meet the criteria that would require a consultation with Natural England. There are no non-
statutory protected sites in the vicinity that are likely to be impacted by the application.  
 
PRA: The buildings have few PRFs, primarily some small voids between the timber cladding 
and internal sheet lining and small gaps between the corrugated sheet panels which could 
provide roosting areas for singleton or small numbers of bats on an occasional basis only. A 
detailed search of the exterior of the building’s surfaces, ledges, fascias, soffits, floors etc. 
found no bat droppings, feeding remains or any evidence of bat activity or roosting bats.  
 
The internal inspection found no evidence of any bat activity or bat roosts and the buildings 
appear not to have been used by bats for any purpose. The poultry houses are still in use and 
subject to disturbance, lighting, noise, and vibration (extractor fans) and are cleaned and 
fumigated between cycles making the buildings sub-optimal roosting habitat. On the basis of 
the visual survey, sub-optimal PRF’s and current use the buildings surveyed were assessed to 
have negligible/low roost potential.   

Recommendations  • In the unlikely event bats are found during the scheduled demolition and conversion works, 
all works must stop immediately, and advice sought from a licensed ecologist. In such 
instance, further survey work and a European Protected Species Licence (EPSL) may be 
required.   
• All staff working on site should receive a toolbox talk (TBT) prior to the commencement of 
works. The TBT will focus on PRFs, protective legislation, and the risk of bat presence.   
•The removal of sheet materials, cladding etc. will be undertaken under the supervision of 
the licensed bat ecologist.   
• In terms of bat activity and disturbance, works should be undertaken during daylight hours 
(i.e. 07:00 to 19:00) and artificial lighting should be avoided wherever possible. Where this is 
not possible, light spillage onto any linear features should be avoided by the use of 
directional lighting (i.e. the use of hoods and / or cowls).  
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2. Introduction   
  

2.1. Purpose of Survey   
  
Eco-Check was commissioned by Acorus Rural Property Services to undertake a Preliminary Bat Roost 
Assessment and nesting bird survey of a group of 6 poultry sheds (B1-B6) of brick, timber frame and 
timber clad construction with corrugated asbestos sheet roofs at Hillside Farm, Newmarket Road, 
Melbourn, Cambridgeshire, SG8 7LZ to support a planning application to South Cambridgeshire 
District Council for the conversion of the buildings to create 5 no. dwelling houses.  
  
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 for bats and bat roosts. The overall aim is to ensure the proposed works do not adversely 
impact the local bat population. A desk-based study was performed to check for any records of bat 
roosts and bat activity within the wider site surrounds. A Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) was 
then undertaken to collate the following information:   
  
• Identify the presence of any roosts or signs of previous bat activity; 

   
• Assess the likelihood of the buildings on-site supporting a potential roost (based on the respective 

architecture and structural condition); and;  

  
• Determine whether further survey work is required to ascertain the presence / likely absence, size, 

status and seasonal usage of bat roosts (conforming to best practice survey guidelines [Collins, 

2016] and legislative protection).  

  

2.2. Site Location   
  
Hillside Farm is situated in an isolated rural location bordered by large arable fields and 
approximately 2km east of Royston, 15km south-west of Cambridge and is accessed from the A505 

to the north, Grid Reference TL386412. 

  

The site forms an agricultural holding owned and operated by J P Dodds Hillside Poultry Farm and 
David Dodds Transport Ltd. The site Hillside Pullets is an active poultry farm in operation for more 

than 30 years. 

  

The buildings (B1 to B6) are currently in use for housing poultry. The buildings are of brick, timber 
frame and timber clad construction with corrugated asbestos sheet roofs and 4 ridge mounted 

ventilation fans. The floors are concrete, and the buildings are lined internally with timber boards.  
The buildings measure approximately 20m x 10m apart from B2 which measures approximately 20m 

x 6m and a furthermore recent structure (B3) measuring approximately 25m by 10m. The tongue 

and grove sides of the building are generally in good condition and well-sealed with only minor 
cracks and rot holes. The poultry houses are cleaned and fumigated internally between crops and 

are subject to regular disturbance, fluorescent lighting, chickens and noise and vibration from 

extractor fans. 

  



  

5     

  
Figure.1- Site Location Map, Streetmap 2023 

  

2.3. Site Description   
  

The site forms an agricultural holding with a range of agricultural and poultry buildings of different 

age and construction. The buildings are bordered by hard surfaces and bare ground with patches of 

managed improved grassland and some ruderals. There is cypress hedging bordering the buildings to 
the west and post and wire fencing bordering the site with the arable field to the south and east. 

  

The local green infrastructure is considered to be of low interest to bats and other protected species 

in context of the quantity, quality and connectivity of suitable habitats in proximity to the site such 
as woodland, river, lakes, parkland, meadows, hedgerows etc. The site is bordered by almost entirely 

large arable fields and has limited connectivity apart from hedging along Newmarket Road.  

  

2.4. Proposed Works   
  

The proposal is for the change of use and conversion of four poultry sheds (B1, B3, B5 & B6) to form 5 

no. dwellings and the demolition of two buildings (B2 & B4) to create parking spaces. Planning policy 

supports a prosperous rural economy and demand is high for residential units. The proposal will 

assist in diversifying the farming business, to support the viability and retention of the farm holding. 

This is especially important following the change in farm support after the UK left the European 

Union. The buildings are structurally sound and of permanent, substantial construction. 

 
The alterations to the buildings will not harm their appearance or adversely affect the setting of the 

buildings in the locality. They will still have the appearance of agricultural buildings. They will 

therefore not materially change the character or impact on the surrounding countryside. 
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There is no increase in floor area proposed and car parking will be accommodated adjacent to the 

buildings subject to this application by demolition of two structures. The proposal is sustainable in 

that it will further support a business use and diversification of the farm business to assist with 

viability satisfying the Economic Objective. Socially it will provide a required space for housing, thus 

supporting local jobs. Environmentally it will make use of potentially redundant buildings, the 

additional works making the buildings more flexible in their use.  

 

  
Figure 2 – Aerial View of Site and Buildings  
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3. Methods   
  

3.1. Desk Study   
  
3.1.1. Designated sites   

  
A desk study search for sites designated for nature conservation importance was undertaken on the 

Multi-Agency Geographic Information website (www.magic.gov.uk). The search comprised statutory 

designated sites (e.g. Sites of Special Scientific Interest, SSSIs). A search was also undertaken for non-

statutory designations such as County Wildlife Sites (CWSs) or Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs). A search 
within 1km of the site was undertaken for non-statutory wildlife sites.   

  
3.1.2. Notable species   

  
A desk study for records of relevant bat records within 2km (5km bats) was obtained from the NBN 
Atlas as well as previous survey data and local knowledge in the immediate vicinity.  

  

3.2. Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA)  
  
A licensed bat ecologist undertook a PRA on 7th April 2023 in accordance with best practice guidance 
(Collins, 2016). The objectives of survey were to:   

  
• Determine the presence or likely absence of bats;    

• Locate any bat roosts and determine the species (where possible);   

• Estimate the size of the roost (i.e. small / moderate / large);  

• Identify access / egress points to and from potential / confirmed roosts;  

• Assess potential flight paths to and from potential / confirmed roosts in terms of the 

arrangement of current vegetation and lighting layout; and,    

• Determine the status and seasonal usage of any bat roosts present.  

  
The survey comprises a systematic search of the exterior from ground level to locate confirmed 

and/or identify potential roosts and access points (where visible), and to locate any evidence of bats 

such as live or dead specimens, droppings, urine splashes, fur-oil staining and/or squeaking noises.   

The external survey focuses upon the ground surrounding Potential Roost Features (PRFs), 

particularly beneath potential access points, and structural features of interest such as: gaps 
between and behind timber cladding, walls, wall-tops, ledges, weatherboarding, eaves, ridge 

capping, gaps under profiled sheet materials and gaps in brickwork were searched to check for 

potential access points to roosting areas. A search was made of the terrestrial habitats bordering the 

buildings and any trees, shrubs, hedges, outbuildings, or other features that may support roosting 

bats or nesting birds.  

3.3. Tree Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment  
  
Any trees close to or within the working areas were inspected for signs of any potential roosting 

features such as rot holes, splits, frost fissures, flaking bark etc.   
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3.4. Bat Roost Category  
  
Following completion of the external and internal surveys, each building / structure are classified in 
one of the following categories:   

  

• Confirmed bat roost: Presence determined from evidence of bats or bats observed in situ;   
• High potential: A structure 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;   

• Moderate potential: A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by 

bats due their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat but is unlikely to 
support a roost of high conservation status;   

• Low potential: A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by 

individual bats opportunistically. These 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 number of bats (i.e. unlikely to be suitable for maternity or 

hibernation); or,   

• Negligible potential: No habitat features likely to be used by roosting bats.  
  

3.5. Legislation  
  
All species of bat are fully protected under The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 

2017, 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 
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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 
Species and Habitats Regulations 2017 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.  
  
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 1994 (as amended). The S41 list replaces the list published under Section 74 of the 

Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000.  

  
Environment Act 2021  

  
Environment Act 2021 Legislation that will protect and enhance our environment for future 

generations has now passed into UK law. Through the Act, we will clean up the country’s air, restore 

natural habitats, increase biodiversity, reduce waste and make better use of our resources. It will halt 

the decline in species by 2030, require new developments to improve or create habitats for nature, 

and tackle deforestation overseas. It will help us transition to a more circular economy, incentivising 

people to recycle more, encouraging businesses to create sustainable packaging, making household 

recycling easier and stopping the export of polluting plastic waste to developing countries. These 

changes will be driven by new legally binding environmental targets, and enforced by a new, 

independent Office for Environmental Protection (OEP) which will hold government and public 

bodies to account on their environmental obligations.   
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4. Survey Results   
  

4.1. Desk Study   
  
4.1.1. Designated sites   

  
There are no statutory designated sites within a 2km radius. The site is within the SSSI Impact Risk 
Zone of Fowlmere Watercress Beds SSSI, approximately 3.7km north-east.There are no County 

Wildlife Sites or Roadside Nature Reserves within 1km. No ponds or water bodies were identified 
within 250m of the site. 

                      

 
Figure 3 – MAGIC Site Check- Designated Sites within 2km 

         
Figure 4 – Search for ponds and water bodies within 250m 
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4.1.2. Bat Records  

  
NBN released details of 40 records of 5 bat species within a 5km search radius including brown long-
eared, common pipistrelle, natterer’s and noctule. There are also records of hedgehog, brown hare 

and badger within 2km of the site. Details of the most recent records are detailed in Table 1 below:  

  

Common name  Scientific Name  Location  Designation  

Brown long-eared (bat)   Plecotus auritus   TL432399, 2015  Bern2, CMS_A2,  
CMS_EUROBATS-A1, FEP7/2,  
HabRegs2, HSD4, Sect.41, UKBAP,  
WCA5/9.4b, WCA5/9.4c,  
WCA5/9.5a, WCA5/9.5b  

Common pipistrelle  

(bat)   

Pipistrellus 

pipistrellus   

TL4037/TL4349- 35 

records 2002-2021  

Bern2, Bern3, CMS_A2,  
CMS_EUROBATS-A1, FEP7/2,  
HabRegs2, HSD4, WCA5/9.4b,  
WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a, WCA5/9.5b  

Natterer’s (bat)  Myotis nattereri  TL432399, 2015  Bern2, CMS_A2,  
CMS_EUROBATS-A1, FEP7/2,  
HabRegs2, HSD4, WCA5/9.4b,  
WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a,  
WCA5/9.5b  

Noctule  Nyctalus noctula  TL4045, 2010  Bern2, CMS_A2,  
CMS_EUROBATS-A1, FEP7/2,  
HabRegs2, HSD4, WCA5/9.4b,  
WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a,  
WCA5/9.5b  

European Hedgehog  Erinaceus 

europaeus 

TL38/TL39-2020  

4 records 2016-

2019 

Bern2, CMS_A2,  

WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a,  

WCA5/9.5b  

Brown Hare Lepuis europaeus TL37- 2007-2019 

8 records 2007-

2019 

Bern2, CMS_A2,  

WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a,  

WCA5/9.5b 

Badger  Meles meles TL39/TL40- 

4 records 2017-

2020 

Bern2, CMS_A2,  

WCA5/9.4c, WCA5/9.5a,  

WCA5/9.5b 

Table 1 – Protected and Priority Species Records within 2km  
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4.2. Building Survey   
  

4.2.1. Bat species   

  

A bat survey was undertaken by James Hodson BSc, MSc (Bat Survey License 2017-30927-CLS-CLS, 
Great Crested Newt Licence 2018-36283-CLS-CLS) on 7th April 2023 of a group of 6 poultry houses all 

of similar construction as detailed above.   

  

Poultry Houses: B1-B6 

  
A detailed search of the exterior of the building’s ledges, cladding, frames, panels, floor etc. found no 

bat droppings, feeding remains or any evidence of bat activity or roosting bats. The tongue and 

groove timber walls were mostly tight fitting and sealed, the eaves are open in places where 

corrugated roofing sheets meet.  An internal inspection found no indication of bat activity, although 

the poultry being houses prevented a detailed survey of the inside. No bat droppings or feeding 
remains or other evidence was found.  

 
The roof comprises corrugated fibreboard sheet panels which were intact and in good condition. At 

the time of the survey, the buildings were being used for housing poultry and as such are fumigated 
between crops to remove any pathogens. The buildings are subject to noise, vibrations from drying 

fans as well as artificial lighting and movements of livestock and people. The buildings construction, 

sub-optimal roosting conditions and lack of evidence of bats is such that all the buildings surveyed 
were assessed as having Negligible probability of bat interest. Given the low potential for the 

building to support bats and the lack of evidence of any bat usage no further bat survey work is 

deemed necessary prior to planning consent.  

  

 
Figure 5 – South-east elevations adjoining arable field (left), and south boundary (right) 

 

  
Figure 6 – Tongue and grove timber cladding (left), poultry house gable end and doors 

(right)  
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Figure 7 – Feed hopper and concrete aprons (left) and gable ends of sheds B4-B6 (right) 

 

  
Figure 8 – Tight fitting tongue and groove cladding (left), bare ground between sheds (right) 

 

4.3. Tree Survey  
  
There are no trees of sufficient size or age close to the buildings considered likely to support roosting 

bats. There is a Leyland cypress hedge along the west boundary approximately 5-6m high and 

managed and this lacked any potential roosting features PRF’s.  
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Table 2.0 - 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 water-
courses and grazed parkland.   
Site is close to and connected to known 
roosts.   
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5. Constraints   
  

5.1. Desk Study   
  

These results can only give an indication of species presence in this location. The absence of recent 

records for certain species in an area may be due to the lack of survey effort or the non-submission 
of records, rather than the absence of those species. Many species records are also at low resolution 

and do not indicate their exact location.   

  

5.2. Building 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. The inside of the houses could not be 
surveyed thoroughly due to them containing large numbers of poultry. 

However, I consider the buildings to have low enough bat roosting evidence/potential such that the 

visual inspection was sufficient to provide reasonable confidence in a negative roost assessment, 

particularly as bats are not recorded often within buildings of this construction, particularly when 

external voids are damp/wet and/or exposed.   

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 or Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017, will occur as a result of the proposed demolition and conversion works.   

The potential for roosting bats however can rarely be excluded entirely due to the highly mobile 

nature of bats and seasonal use of roosts. Due to the small possibility of solitary non-breeding bats 

within the buildings, a precautionary approach should be adopted with regards to removal of sheet 
boarding on the roofs and walls due to the small possibility of solitary roosting bats being present 

within these areas. A watching brief by the licensed bat ecologist (LBE) will be undertaken during 

these works.   
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6. Evaluation and Recommendations   
  

Please note that all evaluation and recommendations are based upon the findings of this preliminary 

bat roost assessment and on the proposal outlined in 2.4 above. If the site changes, then the 
potential for protected species to use the site may change accordingly. If the proposals alter from 

those at present, then it is possible that the likely impacts will also change.   

  

6.1. Bat Species   
  

6.1.1. Overview of legislation relating to bat species   

  

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

Habitats and Species Regulations (2017, as amended). 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 1 for 

more details). Any activity that would result in a contravention of the above legislation would likely 

require a European Protected Species licence (EPSL) from the relevant statutory body (Natural 
England). Works or mitigation activities involving interference with bats or bat shelters must be 

carried out by a licensed bat worker.  

  

6.1.2. Summary of findings   

  

In accordance with best practice guidance (Collins, 2016)1, a building of negligible/low potential 

affords opportunity to be used by individual bats opportunistically, but does not provide enough 
space, shelter, protection, appropriate conditions and/or suitable surrounding habitat to be used on 

a regular basis or by larger number of bats.   

  

There will be no direct or indirect impacts on any designated wildlife sites given the separation 

distances and small scale of the proposed works. The proposed conversion and demolition works 

could potentially disturb roosting bats within the areas highlighted and so a pre-works inspection 

and watching brief by the licensed bat ecologist will take place at this time.  

  

6.1.3. Recommendations and further survey work   

  

No further roost characterization surveys are recommended due to the lower quality of the PRFs, the 
lack of bat evidence recorded and the sub-optimal roosting conditions recorded the additional 

survey effort is considered disproportionate to the risk at hand. A single dusk/dawn survey provides 

little statistical confidence in roost presence for singleton non-breeding bats, especially pipistrelle 
bats which switch roosts very frequently. Precautionary mitigation is, therefore, recommended to 

ensure the proposed conversion works complies with UK and European legislation and does not 
adversely impact the local bat population.   

  
It is recommended for all contractors on-site to receive a toolbox talk prior to works commencing, 

and also for any PRFs (i.e. lead flashing, soffits/ fascia’s etc.) to be inspected by the licensed bat 
ecologist prior to a soft-strip. In the unlikely event bats are found during the scheduled works, all 

works must stop immediately, and advice sought from a licensed ecologist. In such an instance, 

further survey work and a European Protected Species Licence (EPSL) may be required.   
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6.1.4. Assessment of impact and licensing   

  

The proposed works have a low likelihood of impacting on bats and there was no evidence of bat 

activity or bat roosts. On this basis the requirement for a European Protected Species Mitigation 

License EPS/M is unlikely.   

  

6.2. Bird Species   
  

6.2.1. Overview of legislation relating to bird species   

  

Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 it is illegal to take, damage or destroy the nests of wild 
birds whilst being built or in use. It is not an offence to carry out work in areas that they use, outside 

of the nesting period (see Appendix 1 for more details).   

  

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

  

No evidence of nesting birds was found on or inside the buildings surveyed. The cypress hedge on 

the west boundary provides some nesting habitat and the adjacent arable land also provides habitat 

for ground nesting birds such as skylark Alauda arvensis which were observed in the vicinity. 

  

6.2.3. Recommendations   

  

If works which are likely to damage or disturb bird nests (e.g. removal of roofing material) or if works 

are to be carried out during the nesting period (1st March to 31st August) a check should be made for 

nesting birds, the day before works are due to commence. Similarly a check of the arable field for up 

to 25m from the buildings should be undertaken to ensure no ground nesting birds are present 

during the nesting season. 

  

Any birds nesting should be left to complete their breeding (i.e. until the young have fully fledged) 

before carrying out works on areas of the building where birds are nesting. An ecologist can help 

with this if necessary. Additional bird nesting boxes installed on the buildings and trees would likely 
be utilised.  
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7.0 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 Regulations 2017 is unlikely to occur. In 
accordance with the Standing Advice issued by Natural England, as part of the decision-making 
process, the Local Planning Authority must consider whether an EPS Licence is likely to be required or 
granted by Natural England in order to derogate from the protection afforded by the Habitats 
Regulations.  

Given the lack of evidence of any roosting bats within the buildings, the negligible probability of bat 
interest within the working areas and the potential to incorporate mitigation within the development 
for bats, it is considered that an EPS license will not be required and 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).  

8. Mitigation and Biodiversity Enhancement  
  

8.1 Methods to mitigate the potential impacts on bat species may include sensitive timings of works 

to avoid periods when bats are breeding, supervision of removal of roofing materials by a suitably 

qualified bat ecologist, installation of bat bricks and use of suitable roofing materials (including 

bitumen roofing felt liners). It will be recommended that breathable roofing membranes (BRMs) are 
not used, as these have been shown to trap bats within the fibrous material. More detailed 

mitigation recommendations can be provided pending planning consent. Similarly, any wood 

treatment with insecticides must use bat safe chemicals such as Flufenoxuron.  

  

8.2 All staff working on site should receive a toolbox talk (TBT) prior to the commencement of 

conversion works. The TBT will focus on PRFs, protective legislation, and the risk of bat presence 
onsite. The corrugated sheet materials to be removed in a ‘soft-strip’ fashion. and,  

  

8.3 Bird and bat boxes will be erected on the external elevations and/or adjacent trees to provide 

additional nesting and roosting opportunities and to compensate for potential disturbance to nesting 
birds and roosting bats.  

  

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

do not shine towards the adjacent tree canopies and hedges which is the nearest area of foraging 

habitat. 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.   
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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. 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);   

  

9.0 Recommendations for Further Surveys  
If development has not commenced within 18 months of April 2023, it is recommended that an 

updated survey is undertaken, as the suitability of the site for protected species may have changed.  
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Site Location Plan  
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Magic – Map of Statutory Wildlife Sites and Priority Habitats within 2km    
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