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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 FPCR Environment and Design Ltd. were commissioned by Peveril Securities to 
undertake bat surveys across an area of land where a large mixed-use development 
is proposed.   

1.2 This report provides an overall strategy for bats and forms part of the supporting 
documentation associated with a planning application in respect of residential 
dwellings and related land-uses in western Nottingham. 

1.3 The Project area comprises a site to the west of Nottingham (Grid ref SP 491 358 
with the A52 (Brian Clough Way) forming the northern boundary, a railway line 
forming the western boundary, residential housing forming the southern boundary 
and Toton Lane forming the eastern boundary. The predominant habitat type is 
arable land, with associated hedgerows. Other habitats present include scrub, trees, 
semi-improved grassland, tall herb/ruderal, ephemeral/short perennial, ditches and 
hardstanding.  

1.4 The main impacts of redevelopment will be the potential severance of connectivity 
between a small number of hedgerows, and loss of arable land/limited number of 
other habitats. Mixed use development will take place throughout most of the site, 
with public open space and sports pitches along the north and western boundaries.  

1.5 The mitigation strategy described in this document has been designed to minimise 
impacts to confirmed corridors of movement and foraging areas, and also connective 
corridors between the site and the wider countryside. Mitigation will take the form of 
suitable landscape planting and waterbodies within the proposed public open space. 
In addition, mitigation proposals will increase the availability of roosting/foraging 
habitat with in the site.  
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METHODOLOGY  

Desktop study 

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

• Nottinghamshire Biological and Geological records Centre 

• Nottinghamshire Bat Group  

• National Biodiversity Network (NBN) website (http://www.searchnbn.net) 

Field Surveys 

Building Assessments 

1.7 A thorough external survey of the buildings contained within the site was carried out. 
This involved examination of the exterior of the buildings to determine their potential 
as bat roost sites. From this, areas of likely / potential value for bats can be broadly 
identified and a decision made over the selection of locations for more detailed work. 
Potential bat access points in their exterior construction and any suitable features 
were noted, in addition to evidence of occupation. These works were undertaken by a 
licensed bat worker and this methodology takes into account the statutory guidance 
from English Nature (now Natural England)1 and further guidelines introduced by the 
Bat Conservation Trust2 and JNCC3.  

1.8 Internal building inspections, including any roof voids, were carried out to determine if 
there was any evidence of previous or present occupation by bats or habitat available 
that might potentially support roosting bats. Evidence of occupation might comprise 
the presence of live or dead bats, droppings, urine staining, the conspicuous absence 
of cobwebs and grease / scratch marks on timbers.  

Tree Assessments 

1.9 All trees on site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats. Features 
which could provide suitable bat habitat include cracks, fissures, cavities, 
woodpecker / rot holes or missing limbs. Presence of dense ivy cover was also noted 
as this can obscure the aforementioned features and, where mature / dense, may 
provide some roosting habitat. The number, size and condition of these features is 
then used to give provide a quantified assessment of potential for bat occupation. 
‘Bat potential’ is subject to surveyor subjectivity; however the table below classifies 
the potential category as accurately as possible. In addition, the feature itself is 
affected by other factors such as aspect, depth and access to larger cavities. For 
example a shallow or upward facing cavity provides lower roosting potential than a 
deep or downward facing one.  

                                                      
1 English Nature (2001) Bat Mitigation Guidelines 
2 Bat Conservation Trust (2007) Bat Surveys- Good Practice Guidelines 
3 JNCC (1999) Bat Workers Manual 

http://www.searchnbn.net
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Table 1: Classification of bat potential in trees 

Evidence/Potential Criteria Likely Course of Action 

No Potential: 
 

Trees that have no features 
which could be used by bats for 
roosting. 

No further action required in 
respect of bats 

Low Value One or two minor opportunities 
offered to individual bats.  
Generally features associated 
with feeding or night-time roosts, 
easily replaced elsewhere.  
Features include sparse ivy 
cover, minor branch splits and 
small sections of loose or flaking 
bark. 
 

Moderate Value Features which provide a more 
secure form of roost for small 
groups of bats and individuals, 
but may still be quite common 
types of feature including dense 
ivy, significant branch splits and 
small cavities. 
 

High Value Features of particular 
significance, suitable for high 
priority roosts such as maternity 
roosts, used by large numbers of 
bats and offering conditions that 
are uncommon or rare in the 
local area.  Features include 
large cavities, extensive branch 
or trunk splits, as well as multiple 
features in the same tree that 
offer a diversity of opportunity. 

These categories will usually 
require at least a further 
check prior to tree works 
taking place.  If evidence of 
roosting bats is then found 
then the category would be 
upgraded to confirmed roost 
and the appropriate course of 
action taken. 
 
 
For trees of a moderate / high 
potential to support roosting 
bats, further survey work such 
as nocturnal surveys or roped 
access assessments would 
be required should the tree be 
affected by the proposals.  

Confirmed Roost Evidence found that indicates 
tree features are being used by 
bats including droppings found at 
the base of the tree, below a 
cavity, bats heard ‘chattering’ 
inside a feature on a warm day 
or at dusk and bat(s) observed 
flying from a feature. 

This will require further 
surveys and possibly a 
licence application in order to 
legitimise tree works. 
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Bat Activity Surveys (Nocturnal transects) 

1.10 A transect route was walked across the application site that incorporated as many 
bat-suitable features as possible such as trees, treelines, hedgerows and 
waterbodies. The transect was walked at a steady pace with point counts at a 
number of points along the route, where a number of features of interest coincided 
with each other. In this case, 7 point counts, 8-10 minutes each, were undertaken.  

1.11 All surveys were carried out during appropriate weather conditions, i.e. temperature 
over 10°C, with little/no rain or wind and commenced at dusk and lasted at least two 
hours (Table 2). The transect was recorded using Creative Zen Mp3 players and 
analysed using Batsound bat analysis software. 

Nocturnal Surveys of Buildings (Emergence/Return) 

1.12 During the nocturnal surveys licensed and experienced bat workers were positioned 
such that all aspect of the buildings could be monitored. ‘Emergence’ surveys were 
completed from 30 minutes prior to, until (at least) 90 minutes following sunset. 
‘Return’ surveys were undertaken (at least) 90 minutes prior to, until 30 minutes post 
sunrise. One emergence and one return survey was conducted on each set of 
buildings. The emergence surveys were only undertaken during suitable weather 
conditions which comprise an ambient air temperature exceeding 10°C, with little 
wind and no rain.  

1.13 The location and number of any bats observed emerging from or returning to the 
buildings were recorded and the species identified. To aid species identification 
ultrasonic bat detectors Bat Box Duets were used. 

Personnel 

1.14 All of the above bat surveys were conducted by a mix of the following staff. Please 
note, all non-licensed staff were supervised by licensed bat workers.  

• James Eales - FPCR associate and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20110265). 

• Rachel Gordon - FPCR senior ecologist and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20112687). 

• Ed Feetham - FPCR ecologist and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20113784). 

• Daniel Foster - FPCR ecologist and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20114727). 

• Sharleen Hanlon - FPCR ecologist and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20110678). 

• Andrew Brennan - FPCR ecologist and licensed bat worker (licence number 
20110677). 

• Sam Newbold - Former FPCR assistant ecologist and experienced bat worker. 
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Table 2: Survey Timings and Conditions 2011 

Survey type Area covered Date/time 
(sunset/sunrise time) 

Weather 
conditions/ 

Assessment of trees  Entire Site 13th January 2010 
and 7th February 2012 

 

n/a 

Transect Entire site 
 
 
 

14th June 2010 
(21:31) 

 
21.05 – 22:55 

14°C, no wind rain, 
100% cloud cover.  

Emergence  B3 to B6 8th July 2010 
(21:29) 

20:59 – 22:30 

17°C, no wind rain, 
50% cloud cover. 

Return B1 to B2 9th July 2010 
(04:50) 

03:20 - 05:20 

15°C, no wind rain, 
5% cloud cover. 

Emergence  B1 to B2 29th July 2010 
(21:04) 

20:34 to 22:34 

15°C, no wind rain, 
5% cloud cover. 

Return B3 to B6 30th July 2010 
(05:19) 

03:49 - 05:49 

12°C, no wind rain, 
90% cloud cover. 

Internal / External building 
assessment  

Entire site  26th October 2010 
and 7th February 2012 

n/a 

Survey Limitations 

1.15 In a minority of cases the analysis of recorded bat calls was not able to identify to 
species level. In all cases this was due to the typical levels of variation that are 
expected in the field, which were mainly influenced by levels of background noise and 
the location and / or specific behaviour of bats where recordings were made. It is 
therefore acknowledged that some species may have been missed on individual 
survey occasions. Despite this the spread of survey effort throughout the entire 
season was considered sufficient to identify the species that make use of the 
application site and to accurately determine the type and level of habitat usage 
across the site. 
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2.0 RESULTS 

Desktop Study 

2.1 Please see the main ES document for any relevant bat records.  

Field Survey 

2.2 The application site comprised large arable fields, with associated hedgerows and 
treelines. Other habitats present include scrub, trees, semi-improved grassland, tall 
herb/ruderal, ephemeral/short perennial, ditches and hardstanding. Complete 
descriptions of these habitats are provided in the main ecological document. Although 
the arable grassland was of low value for bat foraging / commuting, the linear 
features were considered to provide good habitat connectivity.  

2.3 The rest of this section provides the results of the inspections of buildings/trees,  bat 
activity surveys and nocturnal surveys of buildings. 

Assessment of Buildings 

2.4 A total of eight buildings were located within the boundary of the Project area; 
Buildings B1 to B8 (See figures 6.1, 6.3 and 6.4). These buildings were of varied 
character and construction, including modern and traditional residential properties 
and prefabricated storage sheds. The following is a summary description of the 
buildings from both the 2010 and 2012 surveys. Full detailed descriptions are 
available in Appendix 1. 

2.5 Building 1 (B1) was a two storey, brick built house with a hipped, pitched, clay tiled 
roof. Soffit and fascia boards were present whereas gables, barge boards and lead 
flashing were all absent. Other structural features of note included a brick chimney. A 
two storey brick extension with a flat roof and a single storey brick built extension with 
a hipped, pitched, clay tiled roof were also present. Potential bat access points 
comprised gaps in soffits and occasional gaps under roof and ridge tiles. Internally 
the building had a roof void 1.5 - 2.2m in height with timber beams and some 
underlining. At the time of survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was 
observed. 

2.6 Building 2 (B2) was a single storey, brick built building with a flat roof. Gables, barge 
boards, soffit boards, fascia boards and flashing were all absent. Other structural 
features of note included boarded windows. Potential access points were limited to 
occasional gaps around window boards. Internally the building had a timber ceiling 
some of which had been removed forcibly, with some of the roof material exposed. At 
the time of survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was observed. 

2.7 Building 3 (B3) was a two storey, brick built with concrete rendered house with a 
pitched slate tiled roof. Gables and flashing were present whereas barge boards, 
fascia boards and soffit boards were absent. Other structural features of note 
included three chimneys. Potential bat access points comprised occasional gaps 
under roof and ridge tiles. Internally, the building had a roof void, 1.5m in height, with 
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timber beams and no underlining (such as felt or timber sarking). At the time of 
survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was observed. 

2.8 Building 4 (B4) was a single storey, brick built building with a pitched corrugated 
cement fibre roof. Gables were present whereas barge boards, soffit boards, fascia 
boards and flashing we absent. Other structural features of note included several 
skylights. Potential bat access points comprised gaps around skylights, gaps beneath 
roof sheets and a gap at the eastern aspect gable apex in the brickwork. Internally, 
the building had a chipboard ceiling with a small roof void above, which had timber 
king post beams and no underlining. At the time of survey no evidence of occupation 
by roosting bats was observed. 

2.9 Buildings 5 and 6 (B5 and B6) were single storey, brick built outbuildings with shallow 
pitched corrugated cement fibre roofs. Gables, barge boards, soffit boards, fascia 
boards and flashing were all absent. Internally, neither building 1 or 2 had roof voids, 
with B6 having timber beams and no underlining and B5 having no roof. At the time of 
survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was observed. 

2.10 Building 7 (B7) comprised derelict greenhouses with concrete frames which were 
remnants of a disused garden centre. No external or internal features of note were 
recorded. At the time of survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was 
observed. 

2.11 Building 8 (B8) was a single storey, metal shed with a pitched, single skinned, metal 
sheet roof. No external or internal features of note were recorded. No internal access 
was available, but, the external construction suggests that no roof void or underlining 
is present. At the time of survey no evidence of occupation by roosting bats was 
observed. 

Assessment of Trees 

2.12 During the survey four trees were identified within the site boundary with the potential 
to support roosting bats. One tree was classified as moderate/high potential and 
three as low potential to support roosting bats. The trees recorded and their features 
are as follows (see appendix 2), with a summary of the features below.  

• T1 was a hybrid black poplar to the east of the site. A number of woodpecker 
holes were recorded on the eastern aspect. The tree was determined to have 
High potential for roosting bats, but no evidence of bat occupation was observed.  

• T2 was a hybrid black poplar to the east of the site. A shallow split in the main 
stem was recorded on the eastern aspect. The tree was determined to have low 
potential for roosting bats, but no evidence of bat occupation was observed. 

• T3 was an ash within the central portion of the site. A shallow branch socket cavity 
was recorded on the southern and eastern aspect. The tree was determined to 
have low potential for roosting bats, but no evidence of bat occupation was 
observed. 
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• T4 was an ash within the central portion of the site. A shallow branch socket cavity 
was recorded on the southern. The tree was determined to have low potential for 
roosting bats, but no evidence of bat occupation was observed. 

Bat Activity Surveys (transects) 

2.13 The following provides the results of bat activity recorded across the application site. 
The detailed survey results for each transect are provided in figure 6.2 and appendix 
3.  

Walked route 

2.14 During the transect, only 8 bat contacts were recorded. Three bat species were 
present during the survey comprising common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, 
Noctule Nyctalus noctula and another unidentified bat species. All the bats were 
considered to be foraging or commuting, with no social calling or roosting behaviour 
recorded.   

2.15 Bat contacts were sporadically distributed throughout the site, with only the area 
around H5 and B1/B2 having more than one bat contact in close proximity. The 
Noctule bat was recorded on the south western boundary adjacent H12, the 
unidentified species of bat was recorded adjacent T2 and B7 to the east of the site. 
The remainder of the bat contacts were recorded adjacent hedgerows and arable 
land throughout the site and were all common pipistrelle bats.  

Point Counts  

2.16 The following bullet points are a summary of the activity recorded on each of the point 
counts.  

• PC1, PC2 and PC7 – No activity. 

• PC3 – A single commuting/foraging common pipistrelle. 

• PC4 - A single commuting/foraging common pipistrelle. 

• PC5 – A single commuting /foraging bat of unidentified species.  

• PC6- Constant foraging by a common pipistrelle throughout the point count. 

Nocturnal Surveys of Buildings (Emergence/Return) 

2.17 The following is a summary of the information provided in Figures 6.3 and 6.4, with 
the section subdivided based on the buildings present within the survey area. 

B1 and B2 (Figure 6.3) 

2.18 During the first survey (a return) on the 9th July 2010, no bats were observed 
emerging from any of the buildings and no peaks in activity around dusk or dawn 
were recorded which may indicate the presence of a nearby roost site. Bat activity 
comprised foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats to the east and west of 
B1, in particular over the pond to the east. In addition a noctule bat was recorded 
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commuting in the area west of B1 but this bat was not visually observed. In total 21 
bat contacts were recorded.  

2.19 During the second survey (an emergence) on the 29th of July 2010, no bats were 
observed emerging from any of the buildings and no peaks in activity around dusk or 
dawn were recorded which may indicate the presence of a nearby roost site. Bat 
activity comprised foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats to the east, west 
and north-west of B1, and to the west of B2. In total 27 bat contacts were recorded.  

B3 and B4 (Figure 6.4) 

2.20 During the first survey (an emergence) on the 8th July 2010, no bats were observed 
emerging from any of the buildings and no peaks in activity around dusk or dawn 
were recorded which may indicate the presence of a nearby roost site. Bat activity 
comprised foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats around all aspects of B3, 
in particular, the garden to the west. In total 11 bat contacts were recorded and no 
other bat species were heard.  

2.21 During the second survey (a return) on the 30th July 2010, no bats were observed 
emerging from any of the buildings and no peaks in activity around dusk or dawn 
were recorded which may indicate the presence of a nearby roost site. Bat activity 
comprised foraging and commuting common pipistrelle bats around all aspects of B3, 
in particular to the east adjacent the treeline. Common pipistrelle bats were also 
recorded foraging and commuting to the north of B4. In total 17 bat contacts were 
recorded and no other bat species were heard. 
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3.0 ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Site proposals 

3.1 The main impacts of redevelopment will be potential severance of connectivity 
between a small number of hedgerows, and loss of arable land/limited number of 
other habitats. Mixed use development will take place throughout most of the site, 
with public open space and sports pitches along the north and western boundaries.  

3.2 The public open space will be extensive with grassland, treelines, hedges and 
waterbodies along the sites western and north western extent. Based on the value of 
the existing habitats, the proposed scheme should provide increased foraging and 
commuting opportunities. 

Assessment 

Buildings 

3.3 During the survey no evidence of roosting bats was observed in association with any 
of the buildings on site (B1-8). However potential access points/roost sites were 
recorded in association with a number of these buildings including B1, B2, B3 and 
B4.  Therefore further nocturnal surveys were conducted on these structures in 2010. 
During the surveys, no bats were recorded emerging from/or entering any of the 
buildings in the survey area and no peaks in activity around sunrise/sunset were 
recorded which may indicate the presence of a nearby roost site.  

3.4 Buildings B5, B6, B7 and B8 were not considered to provide potential roost sites and 
no further surveys were considered necessary.  

3.5 Therefore, it is considered that the presence of roosting bats can be reasonably 
discounted and no further action is currently required. Furthermore it is considered 
that loss of the buildings on site will results in a site level impact only.  

3.6 However it is recommended given the age of the data, that another emergence and 
return survey is conducted on the properties prior to demolition to update the survey 
information and ensure continued absence of roosting bats. 

Trees 

3.7 The survey of trees identified four trees with potential to support roosting bats. T1 
was identified as having moderate/high potential for bats due to the assemblage of 
features. T2, T3 and T4 all had low potential to support roosting bats. At this stage all 
the trees and the hedgerows/treeline on which they are present are to be retained 
under the current proposals. Therefore, impacts on any potential roost sites will be 
limited to spillage from light disturbance only and without mitigation, the scale of this 
impact was determined to be at a site level.  

Entire site (transects) 

3.8 During the transect, only 8 bat contacts were recorded. Three bat species were 
present during the survey comprising common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, 
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Noctule Nyctalus noctula and another unidentified bat species. All the bats were 
considered to be foraging or commuting, with no social calling or roosting behaviour 
recorded.   

3.9 The bat contacts were sporadically distributed throughout the site, with only the area 
around H5 and B1/B2 having more than one bat contact in close proximity. The 
Noctule bat was recorded on the south western boundary adjacent H12, the 
unidentified species of bat was recorded adjacent T2 and B7 to the west of the site. 
The remainder of the bat contacts were recorded adjacent hedgerows and arable 
land throughout the site and were all common pipistrelle bats.  

3.10 During the point counts only common pipistrelle bats and another unidentified bat 
species were recorded. Only PC5 within the centre of the site adjacent the southern 
leg of H3 had any significant activity in the form of a constantly foraging common 
pipistrelle bat.  

3.11 As such the above confirms that due to the combination of habitats present the site 
has limited value for bat species for connectivity and foraging purposes, mainly in 
association with linear features such as treelines and hedgerows. At this stage the 
majority of these features are to be retained. However it is considered that the loss of 
all suitable habitats would result a local level impact.  

Other impacts 

3.12 Whilst the impact to potential tree roosts during the construction and operation 
phases are considered to be minimal, one potential impact during the operational 
phase could be light spill onto potential tree roosts. It is considered this impact would 
be significant at the site level if appropriate mitigation is not provided.   
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Mitigation 

3.13 The following recommendations outline the recommendations for limiting disturbance 
to bat species and the mitigation for any impacts caused by the site proposals.  

Bat boxes  

3.14 Although the area is considered to be well used for foraging bats, only a limited 
number of potential roost sites were recorded. Therefore we would recommend that 
some habitat enhancements are made to increase the areas potential for roosting 
bats, in the form of bat boxes. As the areas being redeveloped throughout the site 
offer limited roosting opportunities at present, it is considered the provision of such 
features could actually result in a positive impact on roosting potential. To increase 
the biodiversity gain of the proposals it is recommended that a number of bat boxes 
are located within the green infrastructure areas, either within or directly adjacent to 
the key areas identified earlier in the report. The bat boxes should be of varying types 
to encourage different bat species to occupy them. It is recommended that the bat 
boxes are a mix of the three following: 

• Schwegler 2F boxes; good for smaller British bats 

• Oak/Larch double Chambered box; good for a wide range of bat species. 

• Schwegler 2FN boxes; good for both smaller bat species and attracting larger 
species such as noctule. 

3.15 Boxes should be placed on suitable mature/semi-mature trees selected by an 
experienced bat worker, positioned at between 4m to 6m from the ground on the 
western, southern and eastern aspects, to create differing environmental conditions. 
Where possible these boxes should be located away from footpaths to avoid 
anthropogenic disturbance such as noise and vandalism. Furthermore the boxes 
should be positioned away from any area with lighting (see section below). If this is 
not possible, the lighting should be low level and directional. Specifications of these 
boxes have not been included as they are common, widely available models. 

3.16 Alternatively, bat boxes can be incorporated into aesthetic decorative features in 
public green space by carving roost sites and access points into existing standing 
deadwood. The exterior of the tree can be sculpted to provide a decorative feature. 
These features would constitute approximately 3 of the above bat boxes. However 
this feature should be located adjacent other trees for commuting purposes and have 
the same lighting restrictions placed on it as other features.  

Sensitive Lighting schemes 

3.17 The unmitigated lighting of inter-connecting habitat types, such as hedgerows, trees 
or woodland edge, may indirectly impact upon the faunal species that are dependent 
on them. Some bat species, particularly Myotis sp., are known to avoid illuminated 
areas (Jones, 2000). Although the areas of regular bat foraging or commuting activity 
are quite limited, lighting of boundary habitats across the site may lead to reduced 
foraging success and survival rates or increase the risk of bat mortality from 
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predation. Without mitigation the severance of well used flight lines with roads may 
also lead to increases in mortality through accidental collision with vehicles.  

3.18 It is considered that the scale of any impact caused by lighting will be significantly 
reduced through the use of low level light or directional lighting.  This will minimise 
light spill onto the foraging routes and minimise potential disturbance caused through 
the lighting of corridors and potential roosting sites. Consequently, providing the 
lighting installed reduces light spill onto the physical corridor it is considered some 
lighting may improve foraging along the GI routes. This mitigation will ensure that the 
overall impact caused by lighting the site is negligible. 
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Other Structural 

Features of Note  

(What would be of 

use for bats, 

chimneys/boarded 

windows?) 

Potential Bat Access 

Points 

Internal Features 

(Sarking/felted/suspend

ed ceiling, height, type 

of beams, i. e. 

traditional or modern 

trusses) 

Bat  

Potential and evidence 

recorded. 

(none/ some low /good potential? 

And dropping numbers and age) 

B1 

Two storey, brick built house with a 
hipped multi-pitched tile roof. In 
addition, two storey flat felted roofed 
section to north and single storey, 
pitched kitchen section to rear.  

ü x ü ü ü ü None.  
Occasional gaps 
under tiles, but 
generally well sealed. 

Underfelt lining, 
some slates 
exposed and 
very flush, 
between 1.5 - 
2.2m in height, 
timber beams.  

Moderate potential.  
No evidence.  

B2 
Single storey, brick built building, 
with flat felted concrete roof. Semi-
derelict due to vandalism.  

x x x x x x Boarded 
windows. 

Open doors, and 
exposed brickwork.  

Timber ceiling 
removed 
forcibly. No 
other features.  

Low potential.  
No evidence. 

B3 Two storey, brick built house with a 
multi-pitched slate tile roof.  ü x x x ü ü Rendered.  

Occasional gaps 
under tiles, but 
generally well sealed. 
Due to rendering, 
brickwork is sealed.   

No lining, 
slates exposed 
and very flush, 
1.5m in height, 
timber beams.  

Low-moderate 
potential.  
No evidence.  

B4 
Single storey, brick built stable with 
pitched single skinned asbestos 
sheet roof.  

ü x x x x x 

Open stable 
doors and 
windows.  
Open 
windows in 
roof.  

Open windows doors.  

One small area 
of void, above 
chipboard 
ceiling in main 
section. Timber 
beams, no 
lining, with 

Low potential.  
No evidence. 
Nesting birds of 
unknown species.  
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(Number of storeys/nature of construction i.e 
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Other Structural 

Features of Note  

(What would be of 

use for bats, 

chimneys/boarded 

windows?) 

Potential Bat Access 

Points 

Internal Features 

(Sarking/felted/suspend

ed ceiling, height, type 

of beams, i. e. 

traditional or modern 

trusses) 

Bat  

Potential and evidence 

recorded. 

(none/ some low /good potential? 

And dropping numbers and age) 

asbestos 
exposed. Very 
light and open. 

B5 

Single storey, brick built stable with 
single pitch, single sheet, asbestos 
sheet roof.  
 

ü x x x x x Half of roof 
is missing.  None.  

No underlining, 
timber roof 
beams, open 
roof makes 
interior very 
exposed.  

No potential.  
No evidence. 

B6 
Single storey, brick built stable with 
single pitch, single sheet, asbestos 
sheet roof.  

ü x x x x x None.  None.  
No underlining, 
timber roof 
beams.  

Negligible potential.  
No evidence. 
Nesting robins in 
building beside door 
and near window.  

B7 Derelict greenhouses remnants of 
old garden centre, concrete frames.  x x x x x x No roof or 

walls.  None.  None.  No potential, no 
evidence.  
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Building Description.  

(Number of storeys/nature of construction i.e 

brick/stone built? And type of roof i.e 

pitched/hipped/flat, tiled/felted?) 

Ga
bl

es
 

Ba
rg

e B
oa

rd
s 

So
ffi

t B
oa

rd
s 

Fa
sc

ia 
Bo

ar
ds

 

Fl
as

hi
ng

 

Ro
of

 V
oi

d 

Other Structural 

Features of Note  

(What would be of 

use for bats, 

chimneys/boarded 

windows?) 

Potential Bat Access 

Points 

Internal Features 

(Sarking/felted/suspend

ed ceiling, height, type 

of beams, i. e. 

traditional or modern 

trusses) 

Bat  

Potential and evidence 

recorded. 

(none/ some low /good potential? 

And dropping numbers and age) 

B8 
Single storey, metal shed with 
pitches, single skinned, metal sheet 
roof.  

ü x x x x x None.  None.  

No access, but 
external 
construction 
suggests no 
roof void or 
underlining is 
present.   

No potential.  
No evidence. 

 
 
External and internal structural features of the building that suitable for roosting bats: 
External 
BB, Barge Boards; FB, Fascia Board; Fl, Flashing; G, Gables; -RV, roof void absent; +RV, roof void present; 
RV, Possible roof void; SB, Soffit box; - No features present.  
Internal 
EB, Exposed Roof Beam; S, Sarking; UF, Under Felt; - No features present; 
B Other external or internal features of note that affect the buildings suitability for roosting bats. 
C Features potentially allowing bats to gain access to the building. 
* Indicates that the entire building or section of the particular building was not accessible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 2 – Tree Assessment Tables 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Tree Ref. 
(include photo 

ref number) 

Species Aspect and height of feature (metres 
from ground) 

 

Potential for 
roosting bats 

(None, Low, Moderate, 
High 

Can include sub-
categories e.g. mod-

high) 
 

Evidence 
of roosting 

bats? 
(species, 

evidence type 
i.e. live bat or 

droppings) 

Proposed Action 
(e.g. Further survey work required, 
precautionary removal, sectional 

felling, none, etc) 

N-  E- 7 x 
woodpecker 
holes (5-10) 

 
T1 

 

Hybrid black 
poplar S- W- 

Moderate/High No 
Further survey work – Aerial 
inspection. 
 

N-  E- Trunk split (6)  
 

T2 
 
 

Hybrid black 
poplar S- W-  Low No Caution during works- Fell under 

Method Statement. 

N-  E-   
 

T3 
 
 

Ash S-  Branch socket 
cavity (5) 

W- Branch socket 
cavity (3) 

Low No  Caution during works- Fell under 
Method Statement. 

N-  E-   
 

T4 Ash S- Branch socket 
cavity (3) 

W- Low  No Caution during works- Fell under 
Method Statement. 



 
 
Appendix 3: Bat Activity Transect 1  

Table i: Bat contact results 

Reference Time Species Behaviour Habitat Other 
Comments 

1 21:46 Noctule Commuting Arable 
Field/hedgerow 

- 

2 22:00 Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting/foraging SI grassland/tree 
line 

- 

3 22:05 Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting/foraging Tree line/arable 
field 

- 

4 22:29 Unknown sp Commuting Scrub/hedgerow 
junction 

Two passes 

5 22:30 Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting/foraging Hedgerow/arable 
field 

- 

6 22:38 Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging  Hedgerow/arable 
field 

Multiple 
feeding bats 

7 22:47 Common 
pipistrellex3 

Foraging Scrub/arable 
field edge 

- 

8 22:53 Common 
pipistrelle 

Foraging Tree 
line/hedge/arable 

- 

 

Table ii: Point count results 

Reference Time  Species Behaviour Habitat Other 
comments 

PC1 NA No bats  NA Hedgerow with 
arable field and 
housing 

NA 

PC2 NA No bats NA Tree Line, 
scrub and 
arable 

NA 



Reference Time  Species Behaviour Habitat Other 
comments 

PC3 21:59 Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting/foraging Tree line, SI 
grassland 

Single Bat  

PC4 22:13 Common 
pipistrelle 

Commuting/foraging Tree line with 
arable field 

Single bat  

PC5 22:25 Unknown bat Passing Hedgerow with 
wet ditch and 
individual trees 

Single 
unknown bat 
pass 

PC6 22:40-
22:48 

Common 
pipistrelle 

Continues foraging Hedgerows/ 
arable field and 
dense scrub 

Continues 
foraging by 
multi-common 
pipistrelle bat 

PC7 NA No bats NA Arable with a 
patch of tall 
ruderal 

NA 
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