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1. Executive Summary of Findings

1.1 Summary of Results - Bats
The structure is potentially suitable for bats during the active season, generally accepted as April —

September inclusive.

Sufficient potential roosting features (PRF) were identified during the survey which could not be discounted
for the presence of crevice dwelling bats. These PRF features were identified within the Zone of Impact
(Zol) relating to the proposed project brief.

Structure Surveyed & Assessed.
An Outbuilding

Building Assessment Criteria — as defined by Bat Conservation Trust.
Moderate A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by bats due to
their size, shelter, protection, conditions, and surrounding habitat but unlikely to support a roost
of high conservation status (with respect to roost type only, such as maternity and hibernation-
the categorisation described in this table is made irrespective of species conservation status, which

is established after presence is confirmed).

The findings within this PRNA report are not sufficient to obtain planning permission for proposed works
as unmitigated or unlicenced works might impact a potential bat roost, causing either disturbance/harm
or death to bats within, thus breaking the law. Significant harm to recorded species & habitats must be
avoided, firstly through the project design, whenever feasible, or through mitigation or compensation — as

applicable.
Further data must therefore be collated about the status of the property and roosting bats.

If evidence or potential for bats has been recorded — additional surveys will provide appropriate data

which includes:

Bat Species likely present.
Numbers likely present.
Type of roost likely present.

This information indicates the specific route mitigation must take to ensure bats are protected from
disturbance harm or death during works and furthermore, informs the type of European Protected
Species Licence (EPSL) required to legally proceed with the proposed project.

Advice should always be taken from an ecologist to determine whether an offence would be triggered in
a particular circumstance. Given the complexities of the law, advice may also need to be sought from a
specialist lawyer to determine whether an offence would be triggered in a particular circumstance.

It is the opinion of ESLtd that the following applies:

All features associated with the possible occupation of bats must now be retained until the results

of the Bat Emergence Surveys are known.



This includes: - ALL features offering craw! space for crevice dwelling bats.
Neither the developer NOR ANY OTHER associated agencies are to block, seal, fix, modify, install
new features, remove features, including but not limited to:
o Exterior — any tiles, lead flashing, chimney, fascia, soffits, barge boards, gaps in masonry,
cracks, hanging tiles, window lintels, windows or frames or sills.
o Interior: - ceilings, void, insulation, lining, supports, ridge beams — as applicable.

Unless an opportunity exists to redesign the project to AVOID ALL & ANY impacts to the features identified
as offering roosting value, the following is a requirement:

Two Bat Emergence Surveys, to ascertain the usage of the property onsite by bats in order that the
appropriate mitigation and compensation will be implemented.

It is the client’s responsibility to ensure that these Bat Emergence/Re-entry Surveys are
commissioned and are undertaken.

Emergence/Re-entry Surveys will be undertaken between May and August each year. It may be
possible for surveys to extend into September too. It is never too soon to arrange emergence/re-
entry surveys, even if they cannot be undertaken for several months. This is because the emergence
survey season, in particular May and June, are usually exceptionally busy for bat surveyors.

A fully compliant Bat Emergence Survey Report (BESR) will be provided following the Bat Emergence
Surveys which details the appropriate mitigation which must be undertaken, why, how and when, and

the type of EPSL, if required.

Absence of nesting

Nesting material active or inactive is not recorded within the development zone:
The presence of bird species within the development zone is not recorded.

As nesting was not recorded, there is no requirement to replace nesting sites. Mitigation is therefore not

a requirement for birds.

If nests, whether completed or in the process of being built, are found on site, any works with the
potential to damage or destroy the nest, eggs or young birds, must stop until the birds have completed
breeding. This includes any activity that could potentially cause an adult bird to desert the nest resulting
in death or egg failure. Nesting sites should be inspected only by experienced ecologists.

- Anydisturbance of a breeding bird on Schedule 1 is an offence, regardless of whether this impacts
upon the breeding attempt. These nests can only be visited by an ecologist with a licence for the
specific species concerned.

- Birds might nest on machinery or scaffolding and other temporary site structures. If this happens
the equipment cannot be used until the birds have finished nesting and such areas might need to

be sealed off to prevent disturbance.



As a minimum, LPAs now expect any new structure to include bat roost or bird nesting provision under
the National Planning Policy Framework July 2021.

The assessment of which provision (Bat or Bird) provides greatest value to the site is reliant upon the
results of the Bat Emergence Surveys.

Ecological Surveys Ltd has a professional obligation to record and report protected species which might
or will be affected by the proposed works onsite. As a courtesy to the client/developer, ESLtd will highlight
where mitigation or further surveys will be necessary to protect species in order that the client/developer
does not accidentally contravene the law.

On this occasion, no additional species are considered to be at risk as a result of proposed demolition
works

Habitat onsite considered to be of commuting or foraging import for bats will be detailed within the Bat
Emergence Survey Report and mitigation provided regarding its protection, retention or replacement as
per applicable legislation.

Further Additional Protected Species/Habitats - Protected Species - Legislative Context at:
www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-how-to-review-planning-applications




2. Project Details

2.1 Hlustrated Proposal & Description of the Proposed Projact.
»  The proposal brief includes demolition of an existing outbuilding for the retention of a dormer
extension.

~ The proposed works pose a constraint in terms of potential for roosting or disturbance to roosting.

3. Area of Proposed Development

The Area of Proposed Development (outlined in red) is the area that will be affected by the changes caused
by activities associated with this project.
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External Features: The outbuilding has wooden cladding on the northern, eastern, and southern aspects,
and corrugated metal on the western aspect. The front side of the roof (eastern aspect) is covered in
interlocking tiles and the rear side of the roof (western aspect) is covered in plain tiles. There are warped
and missing tiles particularly on the rear roof with bat access and roosting potential. The verges of the
tiles are also not sealed and therefore have bat access and roosting potential. There are further gaps
within missing mortar under ridge tiles.
External Features offering Evidence or Potential Roosting Feature (PRF) Refer to photo images below.
Evidence recorded:

Not recorded
Potential Recorded:

Lifted, missing and slipped roof tiles, unsealed verges, missing mortar on ridges

Internal Features: The interior of the outbuilding is converted and rendered. The lining of the roof is
therefore not visible.

External Nesting:
Absent

Internal Nesting:
Absent

Associated Habitat onsite at risk of Impact — bats.
N/A

Associated Habitat onsite at risk of Impact — birds.
N/A
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4. Assessment & Results

The interior void could be accessed, therefore it is not known whether this offers opportunity for, or
contains evidence of, bats or birds within cavity walls, wall tops or along central beams, or chimney

stacks.

Moderate - A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by bats due to their
size, shelter, protection, conditions, and surrounding habitat but unlikely to support a roost of high
conservation status (with respect to roost type only, such as maternity and hibernation- the
categorisation described in this table is made irrespective of species conservation status, which is

established after presence is confirmed).

There are warped and missing tiles particularly on the rear roof with bat access and roosting
potential. The verges of the tiles are also not sealed and therefore have bat access and roosting
potential. There are further gaps within missing mortar under ridge tiles. However, due to the
relatively low height of potential roosting features, it is considered unlikely that this structure would
support a roost of high conservation importance and therefore is not considered to have High

potential.

Continuous habitat connected to the wider landscape that could be used by bats for flightpaths such
as mature hedgerows and lines of trees linked to ancient woodland and BAP deciduous woodland.

MAGIC was consulted. EPSL licences: none within 1km.
Data records for bat species have not been recorded within 1km

Negative impacts on bats that can arise from the proposed activities as per Description of intended works:

demolition of the outbuilding.

Bats Roosting Habitats Flight Paths & Foraging Habitats

Physical disturbance. Loss of roost. - N/A
Noise or vibration disturbance

through, for example,

increased human presence or

use of noise- or — vibration

generating equipment.

Injury/mortality (e.g. in roost

during destruction or through

collision with road/rail traffic



Is it a positive or negative impact.

Unmitigated works might result in a negative impact to bats.
What is the extent of the impact? What area does it cover?

Confined solely to the structure and includes the demolition of the structure.
What is the magnitude or size of the impact?

Potential loss of roosting site/s — roost characteristic not yet determined.
What is the duration of the impact? How long will it last?

To be determined post Bat Emergence Surveys.
What is the timing and frequency of the impact?

To be determined post Bat Emergence Surveys.
How do the impacts differ throughout the process from pre-construction, through construction to
operation (and dismantling and restoration of some projects).

To be determined post Bat Emergence Surveys.

The LPA will consult the associated planning documents submitted with this application to ensure the
understanding of the works within this report reflects those submitted as the final Illustrated Proposal.

The in-combination of suitable roosting features, suitable value commuting and foraging habitat and
associated habitat features indicate that unmitigated activity undertaken onsite as per the lllustrated

Proposal will result in a negative impact to a known roost/potential un-documented roosts.

4.3

Nests and nesting material were not recorded. Bird droppings, whitewash, pellets, nesting
materials, birds, dead or alive, and potential for nesting was considered. No evidence of past
nesting/present nesting/active nesting was recorded.

Features generally and specifically associated with birds are not evident.

Active future nesting could nonetheless occur upon external walls (for example, by House martins)
or on roof areas (gulls), or within any voids, in which case, the nesting provision must be replaced
following works of the same functionality — e.g. House Martin provision if House Martins nest.

A Phase 2 Bird Survey is not considered proportionate in this instance where mitigation can be

effectively applied.
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5. Mitigation

Under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) have an obligation
to promote the preservation, restoration and recreation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the
protection and recovery of priority species as identified under the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act (2006). Local Planning Authorities will seek to produce a net gain in biodiversity by
requiring developers to design wildlife into their plans and to ensure that any unavoidable impacts are
appropriately mitigated for. Mitigation is the process of replacing any ecological / biodiversity losses
because of development. LPA ‘Building Control” will ensure that Mitigation / Enhancement measures have
been implemented as per recommendations.

Potential for roosting has been recorded.

The ingress and usage of the sites by the bats onsite is yet to be fully determined. However, the developer
must now comply with the legal protection of potential onsite protected species.

All features associated with the possible occupation of bats must now be retained until the results of the

Bat Emergence Surveys are known.

This includes: - ALL features offering crawl space for crevice dwelling bats. ALL features offering free flight.

Neither the developer NOR ANY OTHER associated agencies are to block, seal, fix, modify, install new
features, remove features, including but not limited to:

Exterior — roof tiles, verges, ridge tiles.
Interior: - N/A

Emergence Surveys are a requirement if a development proposal is likely to negatively affect bats or their
roost habitats.

In this case, it is considered that roost habitat is at risk from the proposed project works.

With reference to national guidelines, to give confidence that bats are absent, between one bat emergence
survey for low suitability buildings to three bat emergence surveys for high suitability/ confirmed roosts
may need to be undertaken.

o In this case, two emergence surveys are required.

To inform the planning proposal so it can avoid harming bats as much as possible, surveys must:
be carried out in the most recent, appropriate season - except if licensing policy 4 is used,
identify the bat species and size of population,
identify the type of roost and its importance, and any access points used by bats to enter the roost,
identify important flight routes and foraging areas used by bats close to proposed developments,

Survey work can also include:
roost inspection,
recording site emergence or re-entry,
recording bat activity and back-tracking,
trapping and radio tagging,



To avoid possible effects on bats and their roosts, developers could redesign the proposal to:
leave bat roosts in place,
alter the timing of works,
change the methods of working.

However, where this is not possible, mitigation and compensation measures that are proportionate to the
likely effect on the bat species present must be applied. The proposal could:

keep some existing roof voids and roosting places,

creqte new roosting places within the existing building,

create new roosting places in different buildings,

redesign lighting to avoid roost entrances and foraging habitats.

If the destruction of a bat roost is unavoidable, the following applies:
there must be no net loss of roost sites,
roost types will be replaced on a like-for-like basis,
the affected bat population must be able to continue to function as before works occurred.

It is possible that bird nests could also be newly established in association with this site during future bird
nesting seasons. The bird nesting season generally extends from March to August inclusive. Although,
depending upon the species, geographical area and the weather conditions, nesting can extend outside
this period and it is the nesting behaviour that must be observed, not the supposed time frame, as collared
doves (Streptopelia decaocto) and barn owls (Tyto alba) have been observed to nest in every month of the

year.

All British birds and their nests are protected whilst in use; therefore, if a nest is found during construction
work, all activity must cease within proximity and ecological advice (Tel: 01503 240846 or 07736 458609)
sought immediately.

Listed buildings might be prohibited from erecting features on the external facings of buildings. If this
applies, any mitigation for bird nesting should be applied to any viable structure in the vicinity.



6. Enhancement

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the UK Government’s national policies on
enhancement of biodiversity and promotion of ecosystem services through the planning system. Under
NPPF, Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) have an obligation to promote the preservation, restoration and
recreation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species as
identified under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006). LPAs will therefore seek to
produce a net gain in biodiversity by requiring developers to design wildlife into their plans and to ensure
that any unavoidable impacts are appropriately mitigated for. As a minimum LPAs now expect any new
structure to include bat roost or bird nesting provision.

Specific Enhancement for the site overall will be determined post Bat Emergence/Re-entry Survey

Results and detailed within the final Bat Emergence/Re-entry Survey Report. Enhancement will
therefore be specific and responsive as to whether birds and bats or other require additional
support.



7. Conclusions

The following concludes from the results from the Preliminary Roost and Nest Assessment. Bats are
considered first, followed by birds.

The presence of bats has not been established/proven at the point of the Preliminary Roost and Nest
Survey.

Features have been identified as offering both opportunity and suitability for roosting bats to be at risk
from unmitigated works onsite.

The roosting potential, as per the criteria from the Bat Conservation Trust, is assessed as:

Moderate

A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by bats due to their size, shelter,
protection, conditions, and surrounding habitat but unlikely to support a roost of high conservation
status (with respect to roost type only, such as maternity and hibernation- the categorisation
described in this table is made irrespective of species conservation status, which is established after
presence is confirmed).

With these PRF features recorded onsite: -
Warped and missing roof tiles, missing mortar along verges, missing mortar under ridge tiles

An assessment of the external habitats onsite, as per the criteria from the Bat Conservation Trust, recorded
the following:
Continuous habitat connected to the wider landscape that could be used by bats for flightpaths such
as mature hedgerows and lines of trees connected to ancient woodland and BAP deciduous
woodland.

Specific habitat which might be impacted by works at this site include:
Hedgerows and trees part of a commuting and foraging habitat are unlikely to be impacted by the
demolition of the outbuilding.

The site is not close to and/or connected to known roosts.

An assessment of the perceived impacts concludes that unmitigated works undertaken as per the
Illustrated Proposal for this project, might have a negative and detrimental effect upon bat roosts within
the scope of the works and include:

Physical disturbance.

Injury/mortality (e.q. in roost during destruction or through collision with road/rail traffic)

Loss of roost.

The findings within this PRNA report are therefore not sufficient to obtain planning permission for
proposed works as the status for the presence/absence of bats must be appropriately ascertained. The
PRNA survey has determined that sufficient opportunity exists and that to proceed with unmitigated works
might/will cause disturbance harm or death to bats, thereby leaving the developer or other agencies
associated with the proposed works, vulnerable to noncompliance of the law and legislation for the
protection of this species.



Works are prohibited that would otherwise cause any roosting features to be lost in the interim.

Two Bat Emergence/Re-entry Surveys are required to ensure the appropriate mitigation and compensation
is put in place for bats onsite. Mitigation and compensation cannot be properly determined for bats until
the results of the Bat Emergence/Re-entry Surveys are known and have been fully reported and assessed.

The assessment concludes past or present nesting BIRDS is not proven.

Unmitigated works/development at this site, at this present time, are considered unlikely to cause
disturbance, harm or death to protected species: birds. Mitigation for birds is therefore not a requirement.

Enhancement for this site will be reserved until all further surveys are concluded with results known and
assessed. The results will determine appropriate enhancements for the site overall and give due regard to
both bats and birds and/or other species. Enhancement / Mitigation may be subject to Conditioning within
any granting of Planning Permission.

LPA ‘Building Control’ will ensure that Mitigation / Enhancement measures have been implemented as per

recommendations.

It should be noted it is possible that bats may on occasion utilise restricted and concealed spaces, such as
upon wall tops, within deeper cracks or crevices or even within wall cavities of a structure with their
subsequent field signs remaining concealed. Therefore, it is always possible that bat roosts/roosting
locations may remain unidentified. Bird locations and access are usually less concealed, however, in each
instance of bats and birds, ‘Good Practice’ which abides by law and legislation must always be applied prior
to and throughout the development procedure. It is also possible that any alteration to the structure or
structures on site, might render an unsuitable structure, suitable. Examples could include storm damage
or partial completion of works which create opportunities for bats or birds to enter a structure.



