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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Site location and summary description 

1.1.1 This report describes the results of a suite of bat surveys carried out over approximately 

17ha of land east of the Memorial Hall, Brundall, hereinafter referred to as the site.  The 

site centre is located by National Grid Reference TG 327 087.  The study was 

commissioned by Quantum Group in August and May 2016.  

 

1.1.2 The site is located on the northern edge of the settlement of Brundall, Norfolk.  The site is 

dominated by two arable fields bordered by hedgerows.  Other habitats present include 

an area of grassland and wet meadow associated with the Run Dike corridor along the 

northern site margin and a farmyard in the north eastern corner of the site.  The site is 

bordered to the north by the Run Dike beyond which lies further wet meadow and a golf 

course; to the west by the Brundall Memorial Hall and residential development; and to the 

east and south by residential development with associated gardens.  The location and 

boundary of the site are shown in Appendix A.  Detailed descriptions of the habitats within 

the site are given in the Ecological Appraisal (HDA, 2016).   

 

1.2 Legislative context 

1.2.1 All UK bat species are European Protected Species (EPS) protected under The 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended), which 

implements the EC Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC in the United Kingdom.  In relation to an 

EPS, the 2010 Regulations make it an offence to: 

 Deliberately capture, injure or kill any wild animal of an EPS. 

 Deliberately disturb wild animals of any such species, in particular any disturbance 
which is likely to: (i) impair their ability to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or 
nurture their young; or to hibernate or migrate; (ii) affect significantly the local 
distribution or abundance of the species to which they belong. 

 Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of such an animal. 

 To (a) be in possession of, or to control; (b) to transport any live or dead animal or any 
part of an animal; (c) to sell or exchange or (d) offer for sale or exchange any live or 
dead animal or part of an animal of an EPS. 

 

1.2.2 In addition, all UK bats are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended).  All species are listed on Schedule 5 of the Act and are subject to the 

provisions of Sections 9.4b and 9.4c, which make it an offence to: 

 Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat while it is occupying a structure or place which 
it uses for shelter or protection. 

 Intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to any structure or place used for shelter or 
protection by a bat. 

 

1.2.3 If works are planned that are likely to constitute an offence under the current legislation, 

an application for a derogation licence should be made to Natural England. 
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1.2.4 Seven species of bat (Barbastelle, Bechstein’s, Noctule, Soprano Pipistrelle, Brown Long-

eared, Greater Horseshoe and Lesser Horseshoe) are also identified as Species of 

Principal Importance under Section 41 of the 2006 NERC Act.  This requires planning 

authorities to regard these species as a material consideration in the planning process. 

 

1.3 Development proposals 

1.3.1 The site is proposed for the construction of residential development and a formal sports 

pitch within the two arable fields in the south of the site.  Access will be via a new road 

leading off Brundall Road to the north-east.  The remainder of the site will be used for 

informal recreation, surface water drainage and landscape enhancement.  Development 

proposals are shown on the Framework Development Plan and Development Parameters 

Plans accompanying the application (Barton Wilmore, 2016). 

 

1.4 Scope and purpose of the report 

1.4.1 An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey carried out as part of the Ecological Appraisal 

(HDA, 2016) identified habitats suitable for use by roosting, foraging and commuting bats 

within the site.  Desk study records obtained during the Ecological Appraisal confirmed 

the presence of bats in the surrounding area.   

 

1.4.2 In recognition of the potential of the site to support bats and within the legislative context 

set out in Section 1.2, Phase 1 and Phase 2 bat roost surveys were carried out to 

determine the presence/ probable absence of roosting bats within buildings and trees 

and, where appropriate, numbers and species present.  Phase 2 bat activity surveys were 

also carried out to determine the importance of habitats present for foraging and 

commuting bats.  This information was then used to identify the need for any avoidance, 

mitigation or licensing measures in relation to bats in the context of the proposed 

development. 

 

1.4.3 This report describes the results of the Phase 1 Bat Scoping survey work and subsequent 

Phase 2 Bat surveys and provides an assessment of the likely effects of the proposed 

development on bats.  Specifically, the aims of the study are:  

i) To identify potential bat roost sites provided by buildings and trees within the site 

where affected by the proposed development; 

ii) To determine the presence/ likely absence of roosting bats within suitable features and 

identify species and numbers present; 

iii) To determine levels of foraging and commuting activity within habitat potentially 

affected by the proposed development, and ideally species and approximate numbers 

present; 

iv) To determine the requirement, if any, for licensing in respect of bats; and 
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v) To identify appropriate mitigation and/ or enhancement measures to ensure that the 

development avoids adverse impacts on bats, and, where possible, provides 

enhancements to support the long-term favourable conservation status of bats in 

accordance with nature conservation legislation, planning policy and the 2006 NERC 

Act. 

 

2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 The methodology followed in relation to all bat survey work undertaken at the site is 

consistent with current legislation and good practice guidelines set out by the Bat 

Conservation Trust (BCT, 2016).  The following sections detail the suite of surveys 

undertaken to inform the proposed development and the results of these surveys are 

provided in Section 3. 

 

2.2 Phase 1 bat scoping survey 

2.2.1 The site was initially subject to a Phase 1 Bat Scoping Survey by Adrian Meurer MCIEEM 

and Michael Berwick of Hankinson Duckett Associates on 16th and 17th May 2016.  All 

buildings and trees within the site were assessed for their potential to support roosting 

and/or hibernating bats and classified according to their potential. 

 

 Phase 1 building survey 

2.2.2  Externally, binoculars and a powerful torch were used to identify and investigate, from the 

ground, any potential entry and exit points such as missing roof tiles, loose fascias and 

lifted lead flashing, and to look for evidence of entry/exit in the form of staining, 

discolouration and/or scratch marks. 

 

2.2.3  Internally, buildings were searched exhaustively where possible, to look for evidence of 

current or former occupation by bats.  A powerful torch was used to investigate any 

accessible cavities, crevices and recesses in each building. 

 

2.2.4  In view of the findings of the internal/ external inspections, the potential of the buildings to 

support roosting bats (‘confirmed roost’, ‘high’, ‘moderate’, ‘low’ or ‘negligible’) was 

assessed in accordance with current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2016).  Assessment 

of bat roosting potential requires consideration of a number of criteria, including the 

design and construction of the building or structure, the size and location of potential 

features and access points, the position of the building or structure, aspect, geographical 

location, surrounding land use and adjacent landscape linkages. 
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 Phase 1 tree survey 

2.2.5  All trees within the site were inspected from ground-level with the aid of binoculars and a 

powerful torch to identify potential features suitable for use by roosting and/or hibernating 

bats.  Potential features include splits, cracks and cavities, peeling bark, woodpecker 

holes, broken branches and a covering of Ivy where this is of a sufficient age to provide a 

suitable microclimate between the tree and Ivy stem(s). 

 

2.2.6  In accordance with current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2016), trees were placed into 

one of five categories.  Categorisation was based on the nature, size, location and quality 

of features present in each tree: 

 Negligible suitability - Trees with no or negligible features for roosting bats; 

 Low suitability - Trees of sufficient size and age to contain potential roost features 

but with none seen from the ground or features seen with only very limited 

roosting potential; 

 Moderate suitability - Trees with one or more potential roost sites that could be 

used by bats but are unlikely to support roost types of high conservation status; 

 High suitability - Trees 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; or 

 Known or confirmed bat roost. 

 

2.3 Phase 2 roost surveys 

2.3.1 Phase 2 roost surveys, comprising dusk emergence and dawn re-entry surveys, were 

conducted wherever trees or buildings potentially affected by the proposed development 

works had been identified as having potential to support roosting bats.  Emergence / re-

entry surveys were conducted to determine presence/ probable absence and, where 

present, identify species and numbers.  The level of survey effort conducted was 

determined with reference to the identified bat roosting potential of the feature in 

accordance with best practice guidelines. 

 

2.3.2 Surveyors with electronic bat detectors1 were positioned around each building or tree to 

record any bats emerging from or entering potential roost sites.  Surveyors were 

positioned to provide adequate coverage of all potential emergence points.  Surveys 

generally began 15 minutes before sunset, ending approximately 1.5 hours after sunset.  

Dawn re-entry surveys generally began approximately 1.5 hours before sunrise and 

ended at sunrise or shortly thereafter.  Records were made of any emergences and 

entries, and incidental records were also made of bat commuting and foraging activity in 

the vicinity of each surveyor.  Details of the dates and times of Phase 2 emergence / re-

                                                 
1 Pettersson D240x heterodyne and time-expansion detector with MP3 recorder, Analook Walkabout and Anabat 
SD1 with ‘Analook’ recording software. 
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entry surveys, along with weather conditions and sunset times, are provided in Table 1 

below. 

 

 Table 1: Details of Phase 2 roost surveys 

Tree ref  Date / Time Sunset/Sunrise Conditions 

T1 

Dawn 31.08.2016 
04:34 – 06:04 

06:04 0% cloud cover, calm, dry, 15oC 

Dawn 13.09.2016 
05:10 – 06:26 

06:26 20% cloud cover, calm, dry, 17oC 

T3 

Dusk 30.08.2016 
19:30 – 21:13 

19:45 10% cloud cover, light breeze, dry, 19oC 

Dawn 13.09.2016 
05:10 – 06:26 

06:26 20% cloud cover, calm, dry, 17oC 

T5 

Dusk 30.08.2016 
19:30 – 21:13 

19:45 10% cloud cover, light breeze, dry, 19oC 

Dusk 12.09.2016 
19:00 – 20:45 

19:14 60% cloud cover, calm, dry, 20oC 

T6 

Dawn 31.08.2016 
04:34 – 06:04 

06:04 0% cloud cover, calm, dry, 15oC 

Dawn 13.09.2016 
05:10 – 06:26 

06:26 20% cloud cover, calm, dry, 17oC 

Dusk 28.09.2016 
18:23 – 20:08 

18:38 70% cloud cover, light breeze, dry, 19oC 

T15 

Dusk 17.08.2016 
20:00 – 21:45 

20:15 0% cloud cover, light breeze, dry, 19oC 

Dawn 31.08.2016 
04:34 – 06:04 

06:04 0% cloud cover, calm, dry, 15oC 

Dusk 12.09.2016 
19:00 – 20:45 

19:14 60% cloud cover, calm, dry, 20oC 

 

2.3.3 All buildings within the site were assessed as having ‘negligible’ potential to support 

roosting bats during the Phase 1 bat scoping survey.  In line with current best practise 

guidelines (BCT, 2016), no further surveys buildings were therefore required.   

 

2.4 Phase 2 bat activity survey 

 Bat activity transects 

2.4.1 In order to provide an assessment of the importance of the site for foraging and 

commuting bats, dusk activity surveys were undertaken between June and August 2016.  

Bat surveyors carrying hand-held bat detectors walked transects of the site, with listening 

stops at regular intervals for periods of up to 5 minutes.  Visual observations of bats and 

bat call registrations were noted, recording time, location, activity and, where known, 

species.  Recordings of foraging and/or commuting activity made using digital devices 

were subsequently analysed to determine the identity of any unconfirmed species 

recorded during the surveys.  Times and dates of surveys are given in Table 2 below, 

along with weather conditions. 
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 Table 2: Details of bat activity surveys  

Date Sunset Time Weather conditions 

06/06/16 21:12 21:00 – 23:00 0% cloud cover, calm, dry, 16 – 11oC 

11/07/16 21:14 20:59 – 23:15 
50% cloud cover, calm, light shower at start of survey, 

18 – 16oC 

01/08/16 20:44 20:29 – 22:45 
90% cloud cover, calm, light shower at end of survey, 

17 – 15oC 

 

 Automated surveys 

2.4.2 Automated surveys were carried out as a supplement to the activity transect surveys and 

to gain further information on the species and frequency of bat activity at the site.  A 

programmable electronic bat detector2 was positioned in suitable habitat and left in place 

on three occasions between June to August 2016.  The detector was programmed to 

record all bat activity.  Details of the times and dates of automated bat detector 

deployment are provided in Table 3 below and the location of each detector deployed is 

shown in Appendix B. 

 

2.4.3 The results of the dedicated bat activity and automated surveys are further supported by 

additional incidental records of bat activity made during the dusk emergence and dawn 

re-entry surveys of the trees within the site.  Together, these surveys allow a robust 

assessment of bat foraging and commuting activity throughout the site. 

 

 

Table 3: Details of automated bat detector deployment  

Location 
Deployment and 
collection date 

Sunset/ 
Sunrise 

Temp. Max. / 
Min. (oC) 

Weather conditions 

A 

06/06/16 – 07/06/16 21:12 / 04:33 12 / 9 Dry, calm 

07/06/16 – 08/06/16 21:13 / 04:33 14 / 11 Dry, calm 

08/06/16 – 09/06/16 21:13 / 04:32 12 / 11 Dry, calm 

09/06/16 – 10/06/16 21:14 / 04:32 11 / 10 Dry, light breeze 

10/06/16 – 11/06/16 21:15 / 04:32 14 / 11 Dry, light breeze 

11/06/16 – 12/06/16 21:16 / 04:31 16 / 15 Rain, light breeze 

12/06/16 – 13/06/16 21:16 / 04:31 15 / 14 Rain, light breeze 

13/06/16 – 14/06/16 21:17 / 04:31 14 / 13 Rain, light breeze 

14/06/16 – 15/06/16 21:17 / 04:31 15 / 12 Dry, light breeze 

15/06/16 – 16/06/16 21:18 / 04:31 16 / 10 Dry, light breeze 

16/06/16 – 17/06/16 21:18 / 04:31 14 / 11 Dry, light breeze 

B 

11/07/16 – 12/07/16 21:14 / 04:46 17 / 13 Dry, light breeze 

12/07/06 – 13/07/16 21:13 / 04:47 14 / 12 Dry, calm 

13/07/16 – 14/07/16 21:12 / 04:49 13 / 9 Dry, calm 

                                                 
2 Anabat SD2 with remote microphone and ‘Analook’ software 
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Location 
Deployment and 
collection date 

Sunset/ 
Sunrise 

Temp. Max. / 
Min. (oC) 

Weather conditions 

C 

01/08/16 – 02/08/16 20:45 / 05:16 15 / 14 Dry, calm 

02/08/16 – 03/08/16 20:44 / 05:18 20 / 19 Dry, light breeze 

04/08/16 – 05/08/16 20:42 / 05:20 19 / 15 Dry, light breeze 

05/08/16 – 06/08/16 20:40 / 05:21 17 / 13 Dry, light breeze 

06/08/16 – 07/08/16 20:38 / 05:23 17 / 14 Dry, calm 

07/08/16 – 08/08/16 20:36 / 05:24 18 / 17 Dry, light breeze 

08/08/16 – 09/08/16 20:34 / 05:26 19 / 15 Dry, light breeze 

 

2.5 Limitations of surveys 

2.5.1 Due to equipment failure the remote bat detector deployed at Location B during the 

automated survey only recorded for three of the eight nights that it was in position.  This 

was not considered a significant limitation however as recordings were made on three out 

of the requisite five nights, and substantially greater recording effort than that required 

under current guidelines were made at other locations on what is a relatively small site. 

 

2.5.2 All other surveys followed current best practice guidelines (BCT, 2016) and were 

conducted at an appropriate time of year, under favourable weather conditions and with 

an appropriate level of survey effort both in terms of the number of surveyors used and 

number of survey visits undertaken.  Although periods of light rain showers were 

experienced on two of the bat activity transect surveys there were not found to have 

affected levels of bat activity and are not considered a constraint to the findings of the 

activity survey.  The surveys are therefore considered sufficient to allow a robust 

assessment of the likely effects of the proposed development on bats. 

 

3  RESULTS 

3.1 Desk study 

3.1.1 614 records of bats were provided for the desk study area including the following species: 

Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle, Nathusius Pipistrelle, Brown Long-eared bat, 

Barbastelle, Serotine, Daubenton, Natterer’s, Leisler and Noctule.  The closest records to 

the site relates to the eastern site boundary where bat passes were recorded of Serotine, 

Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle, Nathusius Pipistrelle bats by the Norfolk Bat 

Survey between 2013 and 2015.  Chris Small, a contributor of the Norfolk Bat Survey, 

has also provided records of Brown Long-eared, Daubenton and Natterer bats on site.  In 

addition, two bat roosts were identified in the 1km grid square (TG3308) which includes 

the site however these are identified as being located one in a church (identified in 

February 2015) and one on Station New Road, Brundall (identified in February 2002) as 

such these bat roosts are not present on site 
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3.2  Phase 1 bat scoping survey 

 Buildings 

3.2.1  All buildings within the site were inspected during the Phase 1 Bat Scoping Survey.  The 

results of the Phase 1 Building Survey are summarised in Table 4 below and the location 

of the buildings are shown in Appendix A.  Photograph references relate to the 

photographs provided in Appendix C. 

 

Table 4: Results of Phase 1 bat scoping building survey 

Building Description Findings 
Bat Roost 
Potential 

B1 

Farm shed 

An open-sided, single skinned 
farm shed used for storage of 
farm equipment and machinery. 
 
The roof and sides comprise 
corrugated metal supported by 
wooden frame, some plywood 
reinforcement is present.  A 
breezeblock base is present 
which rises c.60cm high up the 
wall.  The building is in poor 
condition and the eastern part 
has lost its roof. 

No features suitable for roosting 
bats are present.   
 
No evidence of bats recorded. 

‘Negligible’ 

bat roost 
potential 

 

B2 

Storage building 

Open-ended storage building of 
single skinned, brick construction 
with a corrugated metal roof on a 
timber frame.  Windows present 
and door is missing from its 
frame, which in combination with 
the open end to the structure 
makes it light and airy inside. 

No features suitable for roosting 
bats are present.   
 
No evidence of bats recorded. 

‘Negligible’ 

bat roost 
potential 

 

B3 

Barn 

A barn of recent construction 
with concrete lamina roofing.  
The western section is open 
sided to the south and has 
breeze block walls to 1.8m 
above which is wooden palisade 
to the roof.  The eastern area is 
enclosed and used for boat 
storage.  It has single skinned 
metal walls and clear roofing 
panels making it light inside. 

No features suitable for roosting 
bats are present.   
 
No evidence of bats recorded. 

‘Negligible’ 

bat roost 
potential 

 

B4 

Barn 

A barn housing cattle at the time 
of the survey.  The barn is open 
sided on all sides with some 
sections of breeze block and 
corrugated metal sidings.  The 
roof comprises concrete and 
metal laminas supported by a 
timber structure.  The building is 
in a poor state of repair. 

No features suitable for roosting 
bats are present.   
 
No evidence of bats recorded. 

‘Negligible’ 

bat roost 
potential 
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 Trees 

3.2.2 All trees identified as having potential to support roosting bats within the site are 

described in Table 5 below and their locations are given in Appendix A. 

  

 Table 5: Results of Phase I bat scoping tree survey 

Tree ref Description Potential roost feature(s) 
Bat Roost 
Potential 

T1 
An English Oak tree located 
along the northern boundary of 
the larger arable field. 

A split branch on the southern 
aspect at more than 10m. 

‘Moderate’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T2 
An English Oak tree located 
along the northern boundary of 
the larger arable field. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk 
and branches. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T3 
An English Oak tree located 
along the northern boundary of 
the larger arable field. 

Split horizontal limb on southern 
aspect at 7m. 
Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Moderate’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T4 
An English Oak tree located in 
the north-east corner of the 
larger arable field. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T5 
An English Oak tree located 
along the northern boundary of 
the smaller arable field. 

Dead limb with wound on northern 
aspect at 8m. 
Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Moderate’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T6 
An English Oak tree located in 
the north-east corner of the 
smaller arable field. 

Hole in dead branch on northern 
aspect at 5m.  Some Ivy cladding 
present. 

‘Moderate’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T7 
An Ash tree located along the 
ditch. 

Old wound with holes on dead 
limbs on southern aspect at 5 and 
6m. 
Branch cavity on eastern aspect 
at 5m and southern aspect at 5m. 

‘High’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T8 
An Ash tree located along the 
ditch. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T9 
An English Oak tree located 
along the ditch. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T10 
A Crack Willow tree located to 
the west of the pond. 

A crack in a limb on the eastern 
aspect at 4m. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T11 
An Alder on the banks of the 
Run Dike. 

Wound on main trunk on south-
western aspect at 4m. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T12 
An Ash tree at the eastern end of 
the ditch. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T13 
An English Oak tree on the 
eastern boundary of the site 
adjacent to Brundall Road. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 

T14 

An English Oak tree on the 
south-eastern boundary of the 
site adjacent to a residential 
property. 

Dense Ivy cladding up main trunk. 

‘Low’ 

bat roost 
potential 



 

Land east of the Memorial Hall, Brundall/Bat Survey Report/800.1/CP/October 2016 10 

Tree ref Description Potential roost feature(s) 
Bat Roost 
Potential 

T15 
An Oak tree approximately 6m 
into the arable field, close to the 
southern boundary of the site. 

Hole in the trunk on the southern 
aspect at 4m. 
Hole in a dead limb on northern 
aspect at 6m. 
Wound in the base of a branch on 
the eastern aspect at 3m. 

‘High’ 

bat roost 
potential 

 

3.2.3 All other trees within and immediately adjacent to the site were assessed as having 

negligible potential to support roosting bats. 

 

3.3 Phase 2 roost surveys 

3.3.1 In view of the findings of the Phase 1 bat scoping survey and the emerging development 

proposals, in accordance with current best practise guidelines (BCT, 2016) Trees 1, 3, 5, 

6 and 15 were subject to Phase 2 emergence / re-entry surveys using an appropriate 

number of surveyors to ensure comprehensive coverage. 

 

3.3.2 In accordance with the guidelines, ‘high’ potential trees (Tree 15) were subject to three 

emergence / re-entry surveys and ‘moderate’ potential trees (Trees 1, 3, 5 and 6) were 

subject to two emergence / re-entry surveys.  Where emerging survey findings from 

‘moderate’ potential trees indicated that a bat roost may be present, additional surveys 

were carried out where appropriate.  Table 6 provides a summary of the results of the 

Phase 2 roost surveys.  Trees that were subject to Phase 2 roost surveys and their 

revised roost status are mapped in Appendix A. 

 

Table 6: Results of Phase 2 roost surveys  

Tree 
ref 

Date / Type Results Updated Roost Status 

T1 
Dawn 31.08.2016 No re-entries ‘Moderate’ 

bat roost potential Dawn 13.09.2016 No re-entries 

T3 
Dusk 30.08.2016 No emergence ‘Moderate’ 

bat roost potential Dawn 13.09.2016 No re-entries 

T5 
Dusk 30.08.2016 No emergence ‘Moderate’ 

bat roost potential Dusk 12.09.2016 No emergence 

T6 

Dawn 31.08.2016 

Possible re-entry of 1 x Common 
Pipistrelle  

into the top of Ivy clad tree. 
Possible active bat 

roost present: 

Possible roost for 1 x 
Common Pipistrelle 

Dawn 13.09.2016 No re-entries 

Dusk 28.09.2016 No emergence 

T15 

Dusk 17.08.2016 
Emergence of 1 x Pipistrellus bat 

from tree 

Active bat roost 
present: 

1 x Pipistrellus bat 

Dawn 31.08.2016 No re-entries 

Dusk 12.09.2016 

Probable emergence of 1 x 
unidentified bat (likely Pipistrellus sp.) 

from tree 
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3.3.4 In addition to the trees subject to Phase 2 emergence surveys, one ‘high’ potential (T7) is 

located within the wider site and a further nine trees within the site were assessed as 

having ‘low’ potential to support roosting bats during the Phase 1 bat scoping survey 

(Trees 2, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14).  In line with current best practise guidelines 

(BCT, 2016), further surveys of these trees are not required, at this stage, in support of a 

planning application due to their retention within the scheme and / or their low potential to 

support roosting bats.  However, in the event that the future retention of any of these 

trees is not possible, the appropriate approach to works is given in Section 5 below. 

 

3.3.5 All other trees and buildings within the site were all identified as having ‘negligible’ 

potential to support roosting bats. 

 

3.4 Phase 2 activity transect surveys 

3.4.1 Details of the date and time of bat activity transect surveys, along with weather conditions 

and sunset times, are provided in Table 2.  The areas covered during each survey visit 

included all site boundaries, hedgerows / treelines, watercourses and woodland copses 

within the site. 

 

3.4.2 A visual summary of bat foraging and commuting activity recorded during the surveys has 

been provided in Appendix B.  In total, at least five species were recorded during the 

transect surveys; Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle, Noctule, Leisler and Myotis sp.  

A summary of each species recorded, their activity and an estimation of numbers using 

the site during any one survey is provided in Table 7 below. 

 

 Table 7: Summary of bat activity during transect surveys 

Species Activity Summary 
Approx. 
number 

recorded* 

Common 
Pipistrelle 

Together with Soprano Pipistrelle, Common Pipistrelle was 
one of the most frequently recorded species during the activity 
surveys.  The majority of Common Pipistrelle activity was 
recorded from the grassland, fen meadow, hedgerow and 
riparian habitats associated with the Run Dike corridor 
comprising the north area of the site.  Common Pipistrelles 
were however also recorded on occasion using hedgerows 
and other linear features bordering the arable fields in the 
south of the site. 
 
It is expected that up to 5 Common Pipistrelle bats could have 
been using the site at any one time for foraging and 
commuting. 

5 
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Species Activity Summary 
Approx. 
number 

recorded* 

Soprano 
Pipistrelle 

Soprano Pipistrelle was the other most frequently recorded 
species during the activity surveys.  Levels of Soprano 
Pipistrelle activity across the site reflected that recorded above 
for Common Pipistrelle, with habitats associated with the Run 
Dike corridor in the north being the focus for foraging and 
commuting activity, and only low levels of activity being 
recorded from linear features around the arable fields in the 
south of the site. 
 
It is expected that up to 5 Soprano Pipistrelle bats could have 
been using the site at any one time for foraging and 
commuting. 

5 

Noctule 

Noctule were only recorded during the second activity survey.  
However, during this survey they were the most frequently 
recorded bat species with the majority of Noctule activity being 
associated with the grassland, fen meadow, hedgerow and 
riparian habitats associated with the Run Dike corridor in the 
north of the site. 
 
It is expected that up to 4 Noctule bats could have been using 
the site during the second activity survey for foraging and 
commuting.  However, during the other two activity surveys no 
Noctule bats were recorded. 

0-4 

Leisler’s 

Leisler’s Bat was recorded on one occasion during the 
transect survey, foraging along the hedgerow bordering the 
eastern site boundary along Brundall Road. 
 
It is likely that the site is used by up to 1 Leisler’s Bat at any 
one time as part of a much larger foraging range for individuals 
of this species.   

0-1 

Myotis sp. 

A Myotis species of bat was recorded on only one occasion, in 
the south-east of the site within the smaller arable field, 
foraging along the hedgerow bordering the site. 
 
It is likely that the site is used by up to 1 Myotis species of bat 
at any one time as part of a much larger foraging range for 
individuals of this species.   

0-1 

  
 *This is an approximation of the number of bats of any one species estimated to have 

been using the site during any one visit. 
 

3.4.3 The majority of activity recorded within and adjacent to the site during the transect 

surveys related to Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle bats, with up to 5 bats of 

each species considered to be using the site at any one time.  The majority of Common 

Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle activity was recorded from the grassland, fen meadow, 

hedgerow and riparian habitats associated with the Run Dike corridor comprising the 

north area of the site.  Both species were however also recorded along the hedgerows 

and rough grassland margins bordering the arable fields in the south of the site. 

 

3.4.4 Noctule were only recorded during the second activity transect survey only in association 

with the Run Dike corridor in the north of the site.  However, during this survey up to 4 

Noctule bats were considered to be present.   
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3.4.5 An individual Myotis species and single Leisler’s bat were on only one occasion each.  

Activity relating to these species consisted of brief passes by single bats foraging or 

commuting along hedgerows. 

 
3.5 Phase 2 automated activity surveys 

3.5.1 The dates during which the automated detector was deployed, along with sunset / sunrise 

times and approximate weather conditions are provided in Table 3.  The locations in 

which the automated bat detector was placed during each deployment are shown on the 

plan in Appendix B. 

 

3.5.2 The automated detector was placed in three separate locations to give an indication of 

the species using different areas of the site and relative levels of activity throughout the 

night.  A summary of bat activity recorded during the automated surveys in each location 

is provided below in Table 8.  In total, seven species or species groups were recorded 

during the automated surveys; Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle, Noctule, 

Serotine, Leisler’s, Brown Long-eared and Myotis sp. bats. 

 

 Table 8: Summary of bat activity recorded by the automated detector 

Location  Activity summary 

A 

The automated detector at location A recorded bat activity at the 
confluence of the eastern site boundary hedgerow and the hedgerow which 
runs east-west across the central area of the site. 
 
A total of 896 bat recordings were attained over 12 nights; an average of 
75 bat recordings per night.  On one night however no bat recordings were 
recorded, possibly due to unfavourable weather conditions.  Removing this 
night from the calculations increases the average number of bat recordings 
per night to 81. 
 
Common Pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded species at location A 
(63.5% of the bat recordings), with occasional to regular foraging activity 
recorded during every night.  Soprano Pipistrelle was the second most 
frequently recorded species at location A (23.1% of the bat recordings), 
with occasional foraging activity recorded during every night.  
 
Occasional passes by Noctule, Serotine, Leisler, Brown Long-eared and 
Myotis sp. bats were also recorded. 

B 

The automated detector at location B recorded bat activity along the 
southern site boundary where the arable field borders residential housing 
to the south. 
 
A total of 18 bat recordings were recorded over 3 nights; an average of 6 
bat recordings per night. 
 
Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle and Noctule were recorded at 
location B, with similar levels of activity for all three species. 
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Location  Activity summary 

C 

The automated detector at location C recorded bat activity along the 
central section of the hedgerow which runs east-west across the central 
area of the site. 
 
A total of 249 bat recordings were recorded over 8 nights; an average of 14 
bat recordings per night.  
 
Common Pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded species at location C 
(51.4% of the bat recordings), with occasional foraging activity recorded 
during every night.  Soprano Pipistrelle was the second most frequently 
recorded species at location C (32.9% of the bat recordings), with 
occasional foraging activity recorded during every night. 
 
Occasional recordings of Noctule and 1 recording of a Myotis sp. were also 
recorded. 

 

3.5.3 In summary, the static detectors recorded Common Pipistrelle, Soprano Pipistrelle and 

Noctule at all locations the remotes detectors were deployed.  Myotis sp. bats were only 

recorded at locations A and C, and Serotine, Brown Long-eared and Leisler were only 

recorded at location A.  The greatest number of bat recordings and highest diversity of 

bat species was recorded at location A and the fewest bat recordings per night were 

recorded at location B.  Common Pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded species 

relating to 60.4% of all bat recordings recorded, with all locations being used by foraging 

bats of this species, at least on an occasional basis on each night.  Soprano Pipistrelle, 

followed by Noctule, were the next most recorded bat species (25.5% and 7.0% of all bat 

recordings, respectively), with similar patterns of activity to the Common Pipistrelle bats 

however at a lower numbers.  Serotine, Brown Long-eared and Myotis sp. were all 

predominantly recorded at location A (there was one recording of Myotis sp. at location C)  

with only low levels of activity recorded (4.0%, 2.1% and 0.9% of all bat recordings 

recorded, respectively).  Only two recordings from a Leisler’s bat was recorded across the 

site during the automated detector survey, both at location A. 

 

4 SUMMARY AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Bat roosting habitat 

4.1.1 A confirmed bat roost was recorded from Tree 15, with a second possible roost recorded 

from Tree 6.  In summary: 

 One Pipistrellus bat was recorded roosting within Tree 15 on the first survey visit.  

In addition, a silent bat was recorded emerging from the tree on the third survey 

visit; due to the early emergence of the bat, its size and observations made 

during other surveys, it is likely that this was either a Common or Soprano 

Pipistrelle. 

 One Common Pipistrelle was possibly recorded re-entering Tree 6 on the first 

survey visit.   
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4.1.2 The survey results indicate that Trees 15 and 6 support summer/ transient roosts 

supporting a possible roost for one Common Pipistrelle in Tree 6 and a confirmed roost 

for one Pipistrellus bat (probably either Common Pipistrelle or Soprano Pipistrelle) in Tree 

15.  The low number of bats recorded roosting within the trees indicates that these are 

small, low-status, roosts which may be used by male or nonbreeding female bats.  The 

UK populations of Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle bats are 2,430,000 and 

1,300,000 individuals respectively (Battersby, 2005).  Both are relatively common and 

widespread species and therefore the roosts recorded within Tree 15 and 6 are unlikely to 

be of more than low local interest. 

 

4.1.3 Notwithstanding the low status of the bat roosts recorded, in the event that planning 

permission is granted for development of the site, it is recommended that the two trees 

should, if possible, be retained.  It is understood that Tree 15 will be retained, however 

works may be required to Tree 6 due to concerns regarding the health and safety risk 

posed by the presence of dead wood.  If it is not possible to retain the possible roost site 

associated with Tree 6, proposals have the potential to conflict with the nature 

conservation legislation afforded to bats (set out in Section 1.2).  Therefore if works are 

required to Tree 6 which might affect the possible bat roost then on the basis of current 

knowledge a full Natural England European Protected Species (EPS) licence would need 

to be applied for, and granted, prior to the any works to the tree taking place. 

 

4.1.4  Measures to protect bats would need to be implemented during development works and 

roosting opportunities for bats should be maintained at the site in accordance with the 

2012 NPPF and 2006 NERC Act.  Suitable outline measures to achieve these 

requirements within the scheme and ensure that the favourable conservation status of the 

local bat population is maintained are therefore provided in Section 5 of this report. 

 

4.1.5 No other bat roosts or possible roosts were identified during the Phase II emergence/ re-

entry surveys.  It should be noted however that tree roosts are often used on only a 

temporary or transient basis, with bats changing roosts between trees over the course of 

a season.  It can therefore be difficult to confirm the absence of tree roosts throughout the 

whole year within trees subject to emergence/ re-entry surveys, and recommendations in 

this regard are provided in Section 5 below. 

 

4.2 Foraging and commuting activity 

4.2.1 At least seven species of bat were recorded using the site for foraging and commuting, 

with varying levels of activity observed throughout the surveys.  The plan in Appendix B 

provides an overview of bat activity recorded during the surveys. 
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4.2.2 The majority of activity recorded related to Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle 

bats, with up to 5 bats of each species considered to be using the site at any one time.  

The majority of Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle activity was recorded from the 

grassland, fen meadow, tall ruderal, scrub, hedgerow and riparian habitats associated 

with the Run Dike corridor forming the northern area of the site.  Both species were 

however also recorded along the hedgerows and rough grassland margins bordering the 

arable fields in the south of the site albeit much less frequently.  Noctule, Serotine, 

Leisler’s, Brown Long-eared and Myotis species were also recorded from similar habitat 

on a less frequent basis suggesting the site forms only a small part of a much wider 

foraging territory for individuals of these species.   

 

4.2.3 Despite the number of species recorded and the overall number of bats expected to have 

been present within the site at any one time, overall the level of bat activity recorded was 

generally considered to be low to moderate, relative to the size of the site, and similar 

foraging and commuting opportunities are relatively widespread in the wider area.  As a 

whole the site is therefore considered to be of no more than moderate local interest for 

foraging bats.  This interest largely relates to habitats associated with the Run Dike 

corridor in the north of the site however, with the arable fields forming the southern area 

of the site within which the proposed development will be located being of no more than 

low local interest for foraging bats. 

 

4.2.4 Notwithstanding this, in addition to implementing measures to mitigate any negative 

effects on roosting bats during construction, in accordance with nature conservation 

legislation, development proposals should also seek to maintain and enhance 

opportunities for foraging and commuting bats within the site and its surrounds in 

accordance with planning policy and the 2006 NERC Act.  These measures are further 

discussed in Section 5 below. 

 

5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 This section identifies measures to be implemented during development of the site in 

order to avoid, mitigate and compensate potential impacts on bats, and to maintain the 

favourable conservation status of the local bat population.  In addition, recommendations 

for enhancement of the site for roosting and foraging bats are included in accordance with 

NPPF (2012) and the NERC Act (2006). 

 

5.2 The emergence / re-entry surveys confirmed the presence of low status roosts for one 

Pipistrellus bat (probably either Common Pipistrelle or Soprano Pipistrelle) within Tree 15 

and another possible roost for one Common Pipistrelle within Tree 6.  Development 

proposals for the site indicate that both Tree 15 and Tree 6 will be retained.   
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5.3 Tree 6 however may require pruning for reasons of health and safety and therefore it is 

possible that the possible roost within Tree 6 will be lost.  In the event that is not possible 

to retain the possible roost site associated with Tree 6, current knowledge suggests that a 

European Protected Species (EPS) licence would need to be obtained from Natural 

England prior to the commencement of any works affecting the roost.  All works affecting 

the bat roost should be supported by a detailed method statement describing how the 

favourable conservation status of bats at the site would be maintained, including 

information on how loss of the roost site would be compensated and timing of works to 

minimise impacts on bats.  Mitigation would centre on: 

 Creation of appropriately designed and sited new roosting opportunities for bats, 

proportionate to that being lost; and 

 Implementation of works affecting roost sites at a time of year when bats are least 

vulnerable to disturbance/ likely to be present, employing sensitive working 

practices. 

  

 Measures by which this can be achieved in the event that the possible bat roost in Tree 6 

is lost are given below.  This should be reviewed at an appropriate stage in light of 

detailed design and, where necessary, the findings of updated surveys to confirm the 

status of roosting bats in Tree 6 at the time of works.  

 

5.4 Replacement of lost roost sites 

5.4.1 A strategy for mitigating the loss of the possible roost site associated with Tree 6 is 

described below.  Provision of replacement roosting opportunities should be reviewed at 

an appropriate stage in light of detailed design and, where necessary, the findings of 

updated surveys to determine the status of bats at the time of works. 

 

 Short-term roost replacement and enhancement: tree-mounted bat boxes 

5.4.2 To provide replacement opportunities for bats associated with the possible roost site prior 

to tree works to Tree 6 commencing, 4 bat boxes should be installed on suitable retained 

trees around the site, in the vicinity of the existing roost.  These should be located within 

areas away from the proposed construction works.  The precise position should be 

determined through consultation with an appropriately qualified and experienced bat 

ecologist, but will need to integrate the location of suitable retained trees and habitat 

connections with avoidance of areas with highest potential future lightspill.  Specifically, 

initial replacement roost mitigation should consist of two Schwegler 1FF boxes3 and one 

Schwegler 2F boxes4 (or similar) mounted on south to west facing locations on suitable 

mature trees.  In addition, a third bat box suitable for hibernating bats (Schwegler 1FW or 

                                                 
3 In a study conducted by the Vincent Wildlife Trust (Colin Morris, pers. comm.), Schwegler 1FF bat boxes were identified as the 
box design that attracts the most species of bat, as well as being the most favoured by rare species such as Bechstein’s Bat.  
4 In the same study, Schwegler 2F bat boxes were identified as the box design most likely to contain bats. 
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similar) should be mounted in a shady location, as the presence of hibernating bats 

cannot be ruled out.  Suitable mature trees for the placement of bat boxes are located 

within the northern area of the site associated with the proposed open space and along 

the western site boundary. 

 

5.4.3 To provide the opportunity for bats to find and utilise new roost sites prior to development, 

bat boxes should be put in place at an appropriate stage in advance of works 

commencing. 

 

Long-term roost replacement and enhancement 

5.4.4 To provide replacement roosts and maintain opportunities for bats roosting within the 

completed development, and deliver enhancements to the long-term roosting potential 

within the site in accordance with the 2006 NERC Act and 2012 NPPF, a number of 

additional features could be incorporated into the new buildings or trees suitable for the 

bats recorded roosting at the site i.e. Common Pipistrelle and possibly Soprano 

Pipistrelle. 

 

5.4.5 Common Pipistrelle and Soprano Pipistrelle are both considered to be primarily crevice or 

hole-dwelling bats (Mitchell-Jones, 2004).  In order to maintain and deliver enhancements 

to the long-term roosting potential of the site, a number of features suitable for crevice 

bats could be incorporated into the new buildings.  A list of potential enhancement 

features for bats are described below: 

 Schwegler 1FR Bat Tubes or ‘Habibat’ type boxes incorporated into south- to 

west-facing elevations of new buildings; 

 20mm mortar gaps between roof and ridge tiles with localised underfelt providing 

access at ridge level;  

 Dedicated Code 6 bat access tiles integrated into the external roof covering; 

 Gaps allowing access into cavity walls; 

 20mm x 300mm soffit gaps providing access to soffit boxes (using soffit bat boxes 

if desired) or the internal roof space where appropriate; 

 Further Schwegler 1FF boxes; 

 Further Schwegler 2F boxes. 

 

5.4.6 Where any features such as crevices and voids for roosting bats are provided in 

association with roofs of the new buildings, bitumastic (traditional) roofing felt should be 

used to avoid entanglement of bats. 

 

5.4.7 By providing a variety of roosting opportunities in different locations and orientations 

within the new buildings or retained trees, a range of roost spaces with varied 
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microclimates will be provided that will offer long-term roosting opportunities for bats 

throughout the year. 

 

5.5 Approach and timing of works 

5.5.1 If required, works on Tree 6 should ideally be carried out a time of year when bats are 

least likely to be present.  Although the findings of the survey suggest that only a possible 

transient roost is present within the tree, a degree of uncertainty always exists in relation 

to the exact status of a summer roost.  Furthermore, the presence of hibernating bats 

using the tree during the winter period cannot be completely ruled out.  Unless future 

surveys demonstrate otherwise, tree trimming / felling works affecting Tree 6 should avoid 

the period of June - August inclusive when dependent young may be present and should 

ideally avoid the winter period of November - February inclusive when bats are likely to 

be torpid or hibernating and most at risk if disturbed.  It is therefore recommended that 

any works affecting Tree 6 are carried out between March and April and/ or September 

and October. 

 

5.5.2 In the event that works affecting a known roost sites is required outside of the timeframe 

described above then works potentially affecting roosting bats should either: (i) be 

preceded by an updated survey to confirm the continued absence of a breeding roost (for 

works between June and August); or (ii) be carried out during periods of mild weather 

when bats are active with minimum night time temperatures exceeding 7oC for five 

consecutive nights (for works between November and February). 

 

5.5.3 As identified above, bat boxes on nearby mature trees and/ or creation of alternative roost 

sites should be provided in advance of any works commencing. 

 

5.5.4 Unless further survey indicates that no bats are present at the time of felling then sections 

of Tree 6 potentially supporting roosting bats should be soft felled under the supervision 

of a licensed bat worker under an Ecological Watching Brief.  Soft felling involves 

progressive removal of the tree, using ropes to gently lower sections of tree potentially 

supporting roosting bats to the ground for inspection by a suitably qualified ecologist.  

Where appropriate, features should be left on the ground overnight before clearing to 

allow any bats present to escape. 

 

5.5.5 Should a bat be encountered during these works, it should be moved by the licensed bat 

worker to one of the pre-installed bat boxes described in Section 5.5. 
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5.6 Other trees 

5.6.1 The bat roost identified in Tree 15 and all other trees identified as having ‘moderate’ or 

higher potential to support roosting bats are expected to be retained within the proposed 

scheme.   

 

5.6.2 Where ‘low’ potential trees are lost to the proposed development, or in the event that 

future works to any trees with ‘low’ or higher bat roosting potential is unavoidable (e.g. for 

reasons of health and safety), felling works should be carried out in accordance with the 

following procedure:  

1. Trees suitable for climbing inspections should first be climbed by a licensed bat 

worker to inspect potential roost sites for bats.  In the event that no bats are 

encountered during an exhaustive search then any features should be ‘soft 

stopped’ to prevent re-occupation prior to felling.  In the event that a bat is 

encountered, where the tree is already covered under an EPS licence, this should 

be moved to the bat boxes installed prior to felling works commencing.  If a bat 

roost is encountered during survey of a tree not covered under an EPS licence, 

then felling/ works to this tree should be delayed until an EPS licence has been 

sought and obtained from Natural England.  Where bat roosts are present within 

any tree subject to felling, the tree should be ‘soft felled’ in accordance with the 

methodology described under point 3 below. 

2. Trees with ‘moderate’ or higher potential to support roosting bats, where an 

exhaustive climbed inspection is not possible or practical, should be subject to an 

emergence / re-entry survey immediately prior to felling in order to confirm the 

absence of roosting bats. 

3. ‘Low’ potential trees that are unsuitable for climbing inspections should be ‘soft 

felled’ under the supervision of a suitably qualified ecologist.  Soft felling involves 

progressive removal of the tree, using ropes to gently lower sections of tree 

potentially supporting roosting bats to the ground for inspection by a suitably 

qualified ecologist.  Where appropriate, features should be left on the ground 

overnight before clearing to allow any bats present to escape. 

 

5.7 Protection and enhancement of roosting, foraging and commuting opportunities 

5.7.1 The integrity of retained and replacement roost sites should be secured through the 

maintenance of connections to commuting and foraging habitat and sensitive use of 

lighting throughout the construction and operational phases of the proposed 

development. 

 

5.7.2 The Framework Development Plan and Development Parameters Plans accompanying 

the application (Barton Willmore, 2016) identify that the habitats of highest value for 

foraging bats located in the northern area of the site will be retained within an area of 



 

Land east of the Memorial Hall, Brundall/Bat Survey Report/800.1/CP/October 2016 21 

informal green space.  This area comprises meadow grassland, fen meadow, tall ruderal, 

hedgerow, wetland and scrub habitats associated with the Run Dike corridor.  Potential 

opportunities for the enhancement of this area of the site for wildlife, including foraging 

bats that could be delivered through the detailed design of the open space proposals 

have been identified in consultation with the Environment Agency and the Broads 

Authority.  This includes provision of new habitats and features in the form of additional 

tree, scrub and wildflower meadow planting and creation of waterbodies with associated 

marginal planting.   

 

5.7.3 The proposed development area is dominated by arable farmland of limited value for 

foraging bats.  Wherever possible development proposals should seek to enhance the 

value of this area of the site for foraging and commuting bats in accordance with NPPF 

(2012) and the NERC Act (2006).  This could be achieved through inclusion of areas of 

meadow grassland, hedgerows, shrubs and tree planting within the planting scheme.  In 

order to maximise the value of landscape planting for the local bat population 

consideration should also be given to the use of nectar- and pollen-rich plant species to 

encourage invertebrate prey. 

 

5.7.4 It is recommended that all detailed external lighting proposals are reviewed at appropriate 

design stages by a suitably qualified ecologist.  Consideration should be given to the use 

of directional, hooded and low-level lighting at sensitive locations in order to maximise the 

value of newly created and retained roosting and foraging habitats, in addition to use of 

narrow-spectrum and low UV bulbs. 

 

5.7.5 It is also recommended that loss of potential roosting habitat is off-set through alternative 

roost provision elsewhere within the site.  This can be achieved through the 

implementation of the additional recommended measures for provision of roosting 

opportunities described in Section 5.3 above. 

 

5.8 Further survey 

5.8.1 Bats may occupy roost sites on a seasonal or temporary basis and old roost sites may be 

abandoned and new roosts occupied within relatively short periods of time.  Where 

appropriate, bat survey work, including emergence and/ or climbing inspections of trees 

with potential to support roosting bats affected by the proposed development, should be 

updated in advance of development commencing.  The guidance of a suitably qualified 

ecologist should be sought to determine if and when surveys should be updated with 

regard to the development programme.  This would ensure that up-to-date information is 

available to inform the extent of any mitigation and licensing requirements relating to bats. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The bat survey work at the site recorded a roost supporting one Pipistrellus bat (probably 

Common Pipistrelle or Soprano Pipistrelle) in Tree 15 and a possible roost supporting 

one Common Pipistrelle in Tree 6.  Although development proposals for the site indicate 

that both Tree 15 and Tree 6 will be retained, Tree 6 may require pruning or felling works 

for reasons of health and safety which could result in the loss of the possible Common 

Pipistrelle roost.  Although the roost is considered to be a low status non-breeding roost 

pertaining to a single bat of a relatively common and widespread species, any works to 

this tree must regard have regard to the legal protection afforded to all bats, which 

protects both individual bats and the conservation status of populations. 

 

6.2  Mitigation by which this can be achieved, including provision of replacement roosting 

opportunities and suitable timing of activities, is described in Section 5 of this report.  The 

measures described should form the basis of a detailed Method Statement which would 

accompany an application to Natural England for a full European Protected Species 

(EPS) licence to permit development works affecting bats. 

 

6.3 Measures are also described for the maintenance and enhancement of current 

opportunities provided by the site for foraging bats.  These include sensitive lighting 

design and planting and habitat creation works.  The proposed development area is 

currently dominated by arable farmland of limited value for foraging bats and it is likely 

that these measures could enhance the value of the site in the long-term for this group.  

 

6.4 Subject to the implementation of the measures described in Section 5, it is considered 

that the favourable conservation status of the local bat population would be maintained 

and, through long-term provision of higher quality roosting and foraging habitats, 

potentially enhanced.  This would ensure compliance with the nature conservation 

objectives of the EC Habitats Directive, the NERC Act (2006) and the guidance 

underpinning the National Planning Policy Framework (2012). 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Bat Roost Survey Summary Plan 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Phase 2 Bat Activity Survey Summary Plan 
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Photographs 
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Photo 1.  Southern and eastern elevations of 
Building 1. 

Photo 2.  Eastern elevation of Building 2. 

 
 

 

Photo 3.  Southern elevation of Building 3. Photo 4.  Southern elevation of Building 4. 

 
 


