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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Contents Summary 

Site Location The site is located to the northern edge of the village of Throop, 

Bournemouth and is bounded by the River Stour. The site is centred on OS 

grid reference: SZ 11088 96132. The site comprises two larger grassland 

fields and small field that has grassland along with scattered scrub and 

trees. A footpath / track is present in the eastern portion of the site along 

with a tree lined carrier of the adjacent River Stour. 

Proposals The site, also known as Throop Nature Park, has planning permission for use 

as Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). 

Existing Site 
Information 

A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of the site (and further areas outside the 

scope of this survey) was undertaken in August 2019 and revised in January 

2021 by Abbas Ecology (2021), which found the site to offer foraging 

/commuting opportunities to bats. 

Scope of this 
Survey(s) 

The ecological investigations for bats undertaken by Tetra Tech included the 

following objectives: 

• Bat activity surveys to gain an understanding of bat species’ usage of 

the site and an indication of population numbers;  

• Bat Roost Assessment of trees identified for removal within the 

proposed development area to determine the suitability of trees to 

support roosting bats; and 

•  

Results A minimum of four bat species were recorded foraging and commuting along 
boundary habitats and within the grassland on site. During the walked 
transect common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, noctule and Daubenton’s 
bat were recorded.  

The automated detectors recorded six species of bats, recordings were 
dominated by soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle, with occasional 
passes by, noctule, brown long-eared, serotine and Myotis species. .  

The boundary habitats consisting of mature tree lines and the River Stour 
tributary in the eastern section of the site were used as foraging / commuting 
routes. The site was found to be at Local or Parish level for foraging and 
commuting bats based on the Wray et al. method 

Recommendations The following measures are recommended to help mitigate for the predicted 

impacts of the development proposals: 

• Sensitive lighting scheme 

• Landscaping design 
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Further enhancement measures will benefit the bat species using the site 

and help to meet the government objectives for planning to protect and 

enhance biodiversity. These include: 

• Bat boxes on suitable tree  

• Infill planting of native species. 
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GLOSSARY 

 
BCP Bournemouth Christchurch Poole  

BCT Bat Conservation Trust 

BRA  Bat Roost Assessment  

ILP Institution of Lighting Professionals 

OS Ordnance Survey 

SANG Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 

W&CA Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Tetra Tech was commissioned by BCP Council in March 2022 to undertake a single bat activity survey 

of the site to provide baseline data on the distribution and nature of the bat assemblage a Hicks Farm 

SANG (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’). These surveys were recommended following the results of a 

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) (Abbas Ecology, 2021), where the site was assessed as 

offering suitability for foraging and commuting bats. A Bat Roost Assessment (BRA) was also 

commissioned on trees that have been identified for removal in order to determine the suitability of the 

trees to support roosting bats. 

This report gives the findings of a bat activity survey completed in June 2022 and a BRA assessment 

completed in July 2022. The report has been prepared by Assistant Ecologist Harriet Kimber. The 

conditions pertinent to it are provided in Appendix A. 

1.2 SITE LOCATION  

The proposal for Hicks Farm SANG, is c.12ha in area and located on the edge of Throop village, north 

Bournemouth. The site, shown in Figure 1, is centred at Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference 

SU11103 95969.  

1.3 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

The current proposals are for the creation of approximately 12 hectares of SANG and associated 

carpark for up to 20 vehicles and infrastructure, approved under Application No:7-2021-7824-C. The 

proposals comprise two parts – the main area which lies between the River Stour and the edge of 

Throop village, and a smaller area south and east of Taylor Drive comprising a car park and footpath 

link. 

1.4 EXISTING SITE INFORMATION 

A PEA of the site was completed in August 2019 and revised in 2021 (Abbas Ecology, 2021). The 

habitats recorded on site, which included improved grassland, mature woodland, scrub, reedbeds, 

swamp, river bank and native hedgerow, were considered to have potential to support foraging and 

commuting bats as well as roosting bats in trees.  

1.5 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

The ecological investigations for bats undertaken by Tetra Tech included the following objectives: 

• Bat activity surveys to gain an understanding of bat species’ usage of the site.  

• Bat Roost Assessment of trees identified for removal within the proposed development area 

to determine the suitability of trees to support roosting bats; and  

• An assessment of the effects of the proposed development of the site relating to bat species 

and recommendations for mitigation and enhancement where necessary and / or possible.   
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 FIELD SURVEYS 

2.1.1 Walked Transect Surveys 

A single bat activity survey was started on June 14th, 2022.  

The survey was completed when weather conditions were suitable (i.e., not during heavy rain, low 

temperatures, or strong winds). Data relating to conditions on site were taken at the start and end of 

each survey. This information can be found in Section 4.1.1. 

The activity survey was completed using two surveyors, following a pre-determined transect route 

incorporating all accessible linear features.  

The surveys commenced at sunset and concluded two hours after sunset. The surveyors noted bat 

activity, using both visual observation and audio bat detectors to identify foraging and / or commuting 

behaviour. Surveyors recorded the time and a description of any activity. Additionally, where bats could 

be seen, the patterns and directions of flight were also recorded. Surveyors were all suitably qualified 

ecologists and experienced at conducting bat surveys. 

All surveys were completed using an Elekon Batlogger (full spectrum), recorded data was analysed 

using Bat Explorer to confirm the species present within the site. The recordings and the field notes 

were used to help build a picture of bat use across the site and to identify areas of relatively higher use.  

The transect route for the survey is shown in Figure 2. 

2.1.2 Automated Bat Activity Survey 

In accordance with Bat Conservation Trust’s Bat Surveys: Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016), an 

automated bat detector (Anabat Express) was deployed along the Western end of transect for five 

consecutive nights. An additional automated bat detector was deployed along the Eastern end of the 

transect.  

The eastern static was located next to a field gate, surrounded by grassland, hedgerow and trees and 

was located at OS grid reference SZ 11236 96010.  

The western static was located a field gate surrounded by woodland, grassland and hedgerows and is 

located at OS grid reference SZ 10790 96263. 

The location of the automated detectors is shown in Figure 2. 

2.1.3 Bat Roost Assessment of trees 

Previously identified trees (Treecall Consulting Limited 2022) were assessed externally from the 

ground for their suitability to support breeding, resting and hibernating bats using survey methods 

based on the BCT Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016) 

hereafter referred to as the ‘BCT Guidelines’. The categories used to classify the bat roost suitability of 

any features found, are explained in Table 1.  

Table 1: Categories of Bat Roost Suitability (BCT Guidelines) 

Suitability Typical Roosting Features 

Negligible Negligible habitat feature on site likely to be used by roosting bats. 
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Suitability Typical Roosting Features 

Low A tree 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 A tree with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by bats due to their 

size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat but unlikely to support a 

roost of high conservation status (with respect to roost type only – the assessments 

in this table are made irrespective of species conservation status, which is 

established after presence is confirmed). 

High A tree with one or more potential roost sites that are obviously suitable for use by 

larger numbers of bats on a more regular basis & potentially for longer periods of 

time due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions, and surrounding habitat. 

The survey was undertaken by licensed bat ecologist John Simper, who holds a Level 2 Natural 

England Class Survey license for bats (Reference: Reference: 2015-16487-CLS-CLS). 

Trees were inspected from all angles using binoculars and with any potential roost features (PRF) 

noted. Examples of PRF are given in Collins (2016). 

2.2 VALUING BAT POPULATIONS IN A WIDER ECOLOGICAL 
CONTEXT 

The assessment of the value of the bat population on site is based on the method proposed by Wray et 

al. (2010). Using this method bat activity, species and number is used to assign a relative ecological 

value. The value to the species is partly based upon how well used a habitat is and how rare the bat 

species is. In the case of commuting routes or foraging areas the number of roosts nearby is also a 

factor. Once the value of the bat population has been calculated, robust mitigation for any impact on 

the bats can be determined. 

British bat species have been subdivided into groups, dependant on how common they are: common, 

rarer and rarest. These have been further subdivided based upon the location surveyed. Table 2 

presents the rarity categorisation of bats in England (after Wray et al., 2010). 

Table 2: Categorising bats by distribution and rarity in England 

Country: England 

Rarest Rarer Common 

Greater horseshoe 
Rhinolophus 
ferrumequinum 

Bechstein’s Myotis 
bechsteinii 

Alcathoe Myotis alcathoe 

Greater mouse-eared 
Myotis myotis 

Barbastelle Barbastella 
barbastellus 

Lesser horseshoe 
Rhinolophus hipposideros 

Whiskered Myotis 
mystacinus 

Brandt’s Myotis brandtii 

Daubenton’s Myotis 
daubentonii 

Natterer’s Myotis nattererii 

Leisler’s Nyctalus leisleri 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

Soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus 

Brown long eared Plecotus auritus 
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Grey long-eared Plecotus 
austriacus 

Noctule Nyctalus noctula 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle 
Pipistrellus nathusii 

Serotine Eptesicus 
serotinus 

To calculate the score for either commuting routes or foraging areas, the numerical values from each 

column below are added together. These are detailed in Tables 3 and 4. 

Table 3: Valuing commuting routes 

Species Number of bats Roosts/potential roosts 
nearby 

Type and complexity of 
linear features 

Common (2) Individual bats (5) None (1) Absence of (other) linear 

features (1) 

- - Small number (3) Unvegetated fences and 

large field sizes (2) 

Rarer (5) Small number of 

bats (10) 

Moderate number/Not 

known (4) 

Walls, gappy or flailed 

hedgerows, isolated well 

grown hedgerows, and 

moderate field sizes (3) 

- - Large number of roosts or 

close to a SSSI (5) 

Well grown and well-

connected hedgerows, small 

field sizes (4) 

Rarest (20) Large number of 

bats (20) 

Close to or within a SAC for 

the species (20) 

Complex network of mature 

well-established hedgerows, 

small fields and rivers / 

streams (5) 

Table 4: Valuing foraging areas 

Species Number of bats Roosts/potential roosts 
nearby 

Foraging habitat 
characteristics 

Common (2) Individual bats (5) None (1) Industrial or other site 

without established 

vegetation (1) 

- - Small number (3) Suburban areas or 

intensive arable land (2) 

Rarer (5) Small number of 

bats (10) 

Moderate number/Not known 

(4) 

Isolated woodland patches 

less intensive arable and/or 

small towns and villages (3) 

- - Large number of roosts or 

close to a SSSI (5) 

Larger or connected 

woodland blocks, mixed 
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agriculture and small 

villages/hamlets (4) 

Rarest (20) Large number of 

bats (20) 

Close to or within a SAC for 

the species (20) 

Mosaic of pasture, 

woodlands and wetland 

areas (5) 

Finally, for commuting routes and foraging areas, the ecological value of the site is based upon the 

scoring system shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: Scoring system for valuing commuting and foraging bats 

Geographic frame of reference Number of bats 

International > 50 

National 41-50 

Regional 31-40 

County 21-30 

District, local or parish 11-20 

Not important 1-10 
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3.0  RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY & LEGISLATION 

3.1 REVISED NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

A revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was issued on 20th July 2021 (Ministry of 

Housing Communities and Local Government, 2021) and currently supplements government Circular 

06/2005, Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact within the 

Planning System (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005). 

Circular 06/2005 states that the presence of protected species is a material consideration in the 

planning process. Paragraph 174 of the NPPF also states that: 

‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural environment by: 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils 

(in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development 

plan) 

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from 

natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland 

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access to it where 

appropriate 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing 

coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures 

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk 

from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or 

land instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental 

conditions such as air and water quality, taking into account relevant information such as river 

basin management plans; and 

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 

where appropriate. 

3.2 LOCAL PLAN 

The Area is currently covered partly by the Bournemouth Local Plan (Adopted 2012) and partly by the 

Christchurch and East Dorset Local Plan (Adopted 2014) 

The Christchurch and East Dorset Local Plan: Part 1 (Adopted 2014) includes policies ME1 and ME2 

which state: 

Policy ME1   Safeguarding Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

The Core Strategy aims to protect, maintain and enhance the condition of all types of nature 

conservation sites, habitats and species within their ecological networks including:  

 

• Internationally designated sites (SPA, SAC, Ramsar)  

• Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)  

• Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI)  

• Local Nature Reserves  

• Priority species and habitats  

• Important geological and geomorphological sites 
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• Riverine and coastal habitats  

• Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG)  

Within Strategic Nature Areas identified on Map 13.3, specific action will be taken towards meeting 

targets for the maintenance, restoration and recreation of priority habitats and species, and linking 

habitats to create more coherent ecological networks that are resistant to climate change.  

 

Where development is considered likely to impact upon particular sites, habitats or species as set out 

within the Dorset Biodiversity Protocol, it will need to be demonstrated that the development will not 

result in adverse impacts. To determine the likelihood of harm occurring, there should be an 

assessment of effects on any existing habitats, species and/or features of nature conservation 

importance, and the results of this assessment documented. The method of survey and level of detail 

will vary according to the size and type of development and whether any priority species and habitats 

exist on site. The survey should involve consultation and advice from Natural England, the Dorset 

Wildlife Trust, and Dorset County Council.  

 

In considering the acceptability of proposals, the Council will assess their direct, indirect and 

cumulative impacts relative to the significance of the features' nature conservation value. National 

policy will be applied to ensure the level of protection afforded international, national and locally 

designated sites and species is commensurate with their status. 

The following criteria should be addressed when development is proposed:  

 

• Avoidance of harm to existing priority habitats and species through careful site selection, 

artificial lighting design, development design and phasing of construction and the use of good 

practice construction techniques.  

• Retention of existing habitats and features of interest, and provision of buffer zones around 

any sensitive areas.  

• Enhancement of biodiversity through improving the condition of existing habitats and 

achieving net gains in biodiversity, where possible. Particular attention should be paid to 

priority habitats and species referred to in Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 

Communities Act 2006 and the Dorset Biodiversity Strategy, and the Strategic Nature Areas 

identified on the Dorset Nature Map.  

• Where harm is identified as likely to result, provision of measures to avoid or adequately 

mitigate that harm should be set out. Development should be refused if adequate mitigation 

or, as a last resort, compensation cannot be provided.  

• Provision of adequate management of the retained and new features.  

• Monitoring of habitats and species for a suitable period of time after completion of the 

development to indicate any changes in habitat quality or species numbers, and put in place 

corrective measures to halt or reverse any decline. 

3.3 LEGISLATION 

All British bat species are listed in Schedule 5 of the W&CA 1981 (as amended) (HMSO), 1981) and 

under Schedule 2 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (HMSO, 2017) as 

European protected species. Furthermore, the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (Schedule 12, 

Paragraph 5) (HMSO, 2000) has amended Section 9 of the 1981 Act.  

This makes it an offence to: 

• Deliberately capture, injure or kill any bat; 

• Deliberately disturb bats, in particular where it is likely to: 
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o Impair their ability to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; 

o Impair their ability to hibernate or migrate; or 

o Significantly affect the local distribution or abundance of bats. 

• Intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy or obstruct the access to the place of shelter or 

protection; and 

• Damage or destroy a bats breeding site or resting place.  

The effects of development proposals should be considered when assessing the impact of the 

maintenance of favorable conservation status of local bat populations, especially those mentioned 

under Section 41 of the NERC Act (HMSO, 2006). The presence of these species is a material 

consideration in determining a planning application and it is therefore appropriate for the LPA to ensure 

that these species are not adversely affected by development. 
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4.0  RESULTS 

4.1 WALKED TRANSECT SURVEY 

4.1.1 Walked Transect Survey Timings and Weather Conditions 

The weather conditions for the walked transect survey ae shown in Table 5. 

Table 5: Dates, timings and weather conditions. 

Survey 
No. 

Date Dusk Time Survey 
Timings 

Weather Conditions 

 

Start End 

1 14.06.2022 21:22 21:22 - 23:22 15.6°C; 0% cloud 

cover; wind speed 

1; 0 precipitation 

12°C; 0% cloud 

cover; wind speed 0; 

0 precipitation 

4.1.2 Walked Transect Survey Results 

The results from the walked transect survey can be seen in Figure 2.  

The walked transect survey recorded four species of bats, predominantly soprano pipistrelle along with 

frequent recordings of common pipistrelle and occasional recordings of noctule and Daubenton’s bats.  

The majority of the bat passes recorded were close to small trees in the vicinity of the River Stour. The 

shelter provided by the trees provides areas for aerial insects such as midges, caddisflies and mayflies 

to congregate which provide an ideal food source for species such as Daubenton’s bat and pipistrelles. 

A small number of bats were also recorded along the north and western boundary of the site.  

4.2 AUTOMATED BAT ACTIVITY SURVEYS 

The automated bat detectors, deployed along the eastern and western boundaries of the northern 

portion of the site, recorded at least 6 bat species between 15th-19th June 2022. Passes recorded were 

dominated by soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle, with occasional passes by; noctule, brown 

long-eared bat, serotine and Myotis species (considered likely to be Daubenton’s bats due to the 

proximity of the river).  

The highest level of recording was on the eastern static which was placed under a mature tree along 

the edge of the stream leading into the River Stour. The highest level of recording was in Sunday 19th 

of June, with a count of 829 soprano pipistrelles passes and 364 common pipistrelles passes.  

The western static was placed on a mature tree along the western boundary. A low level of foraging 

was recorded constantly across all the 5 nights, with a peak count of 18 soprano pipistrelle on the 16th 

June.  

4.3 BAT ROOST ASSESSMENT OF TREES 

A bat roost assessment of trees was undertaken on 19st July 2022 the details of the survey are shown 

in Table 6: For further information on these trees and their locations see Treecall Consulting Limited 

(2022). 
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Table 6: Bat Roost Assessment of trees 

Tree Number Description 
Bat Roost 
Suitability 

Photograph 

T10g (part) Semi mature field 

maple (Acer 

campestre), apple 

(Malus domestica). 

Cavities present 

low down on trunks 

but obscured by 

scrub and other 

vegetation. 

Low 
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T21g Young elms (Ulmus 

procera) with signs 

of disease. Some 

dead with flaking 

bark but these are 

unsuitable for 

roosting bats due to 

the small remaining 

areas of loose bark 

and lack of other 

suitable features. 

Negligible 

 

T33g (one 

tree 

Crack willow (Salix 

fragilis). 

Semi-mature with 

trunks overhanging 

footpath. 

No suitable 

features for 

roosting bats 

Negligible 
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T105g (one 

tree only) 

Raywood ash 

(Fraxinus 

oxycarpa). 

 

Young specimen 

with no suitable 

features for 

roosting bats. 

Negligible 

 

T106 (part) Crack willow (Salix 

fragilis). 

Multi-stemmed and 

heavily leaning ivy 

covered trunks. Ivy 

not substantial 

enough to support 

roosting bats, 

Negligible 
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T107g (Part) English elm (Ulmus 

procera) and hazel 

(Corylus avelana). 

Young specimens. 

No suitable 

features for 

roosting bats. 

Negligible 

 

 

4.4 SURVEY LIMITATIONS 

The southern portion of the site, east of Taylor Drive, was not possible at the time of the walked 

transect survey due to inaccessibility and overgrown vegetation. This is not considered a significant 

limitation, as this portion of the site is further from the river and likely to have a less diverse 

assemblage of foraging and commuting bats. 

The details of this report will remain valid for a period of two years from the date of the survey, after 

which the validity of this assessment should be reviewed to determine whether further updates are 

necessary. Note that the recommendations within this report should be reviewed (and reassessed if 

necessary) should there be any changes to the red line boundary or development proposals which this 

report was based on. 
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5.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON BATS 

5.1  VALUATION OF BAT POPULATION USING THE SITE   

A combination of common and rarer bat species were recorded across the site, including common 

pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, noctule, serotine, brown long-eared, Myotis sp. and Daubenton’s bat. 

The bats recorded were predominantly within the boundaries of the large meadow in the northern 

portion of the site which were particularly important corridors for activity, as they connect to a network 

of off-site habitat. A cluster of bat recordings were also noted in the woodland separating the large 

meadow and the smaller ‘Throop Island’ grassland, in the north-east of the site. 

The site was found to be of value at a District, Local or Parish Level for foraging and commuting bats 

based on the Wray et al. (2010) method.  This assessment is based on the calculations shown in 

Section 5.1.1. and Section 5.1.2.  

5.1.1 Assessment of Value of Commuting Routes 

Individual bats of rarer species commuting in an area with moderate potential nearby roosts within a 

complex network of mature well-established hedgerows, small fields and rivers / streams: 5 + 5 + 4 + 5 

= 19  indicating a commuting value of District, Local or Parish Level.  

5.1.2 Assessment of Value of Foraging Area 

Individual bats of rarer species commuting in an area with moderate potential nearby roosts within a 

mosaic of pasture, woodlands and wetland areas: 5 + 5 + 4 + 5 = 19 indicating a foraging value of 

District, Local or Parish Level. 

5.2 IMPACTS ON FORAGING AND COMMUTING HABITAT 

The current proposals are for the creation of approximately 12 hectares of SANG and associated 

carpark for up to 20 vehicles and infrastructure such as footpath and a carpark.  

An increase in public footfall through the site is not expected to cause disturbance to the nocturnal 

activities of bats. Small sections of hedgerow may require removal to allow for access to the proposed 

new carparks, however this removal has been assessed as having negligible impact to bats (Abbas 

Ecology, 2021). It is expected that the proposed planting/enhancement of the land for SANG, to include 

new hedgerows and woodland copse planting, rotational grazing, and a pond, will improve the sites 

foraging and commuting value.  

The proposed SANG development on site is therefore not expected to adversely affect the existing 

habitat for bats in the area surveyed.  

Recommendations to mitigate the potential development impacts are provided in Section 6.0.  

5.3 IMPACTS ON ROOSTING BATS 

A number of trees may be required to be felled to facility the carpark and footpath network. Of these 

trees only one group (T10g) was found to have suitability for roosting bats (Low).  

It is recommended T10g - assessed as having low potential for roosting bats are soft felled. This is a 

generic term used to describe more cautious felling approaches. Where possible, cross cutting in 

proximity to cavities or hollows should be avoided, and any sections felled containing cavities should 

be lowered carefully using rope and cushioning techniques to reduce the impact of felling limbs which 

may still have bats within cavities. The felled sections should be left on the ground (preferably for up to 
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48 hours) with the openings clear. Split limbs that are under tension may need to be wedged open to 

prevent their closure when pressure is released, to avoid trapping bats. 

The following trees have been assessed as having negligible potential for roosting bats and can be 

removed without the risking of harming roosting bats. 

• T21g 

• T33g (one tree only) 

• T105g (one tree only) 

• T106g (part) 

• T107g (part) 

6.0 MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES  

6.1 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Landscape enhancement is recommended to mitigate for the predicted impacts of the development 

proposals this can be achieved, through the creation of new hedgerows, woodland copse planting, 

rotational grazing, and the creation of a pond. 

6.2 ENHANCEMENT MEASURES 

Whilst enhancement is not a legal requirement, it is encouraged on site as it helps to meet the 

government objectives for planning to protect and enhance biodiversity, in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The following measures are recommended to enhance 

the site for biodiversity and for foraging and commuting bats.  

• Bat boxes installed on suitable trees; and 

• Infill planting of native species (if necessary). 

6.2.1 Bat boxes 
It is recommended that three bat boxes are installed on suitable trees to provide additional roosting for 

local bats.  

The boxes differ in their material construction and design thereby facilitating the needs of a range of 

bat species. This may include boxes such as the Schwegler 2F bat box or similar. 

Maintenance of the bat boxes erected on suitable trees within the site will be conducted annually 

outside of the hibernation season (March – October, inclusive). If found to have fallen the boxes will be 

reinstalled and replaced if damaged. The entrances to the boxes will also be cleared if found to be 

obscured by fallen debris (e.g., branches).  

6.2.2 Native species planting  

Hedgerows or areas of scrub are recommended to be enhanced through infill planting with native tree 

and scrub species to support foraging and commuting bats, as well as an array of other protected 

species including dormice, breeding birds and reptiles.  

Native species planting could include the following. 

• Blackthorn Prunus spinosa 

• Dogwood Cornus sanguinea 

• Guelder rose Viburnum opulus 

• Hazel Corylus avellan 

• Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 

• Holly Ilex aquifolium; and  

• Shrubby Honeysuckle Lonicera nitida  
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7.0 SUMMARY 

The boundary habitats (including the River Stour) and grassland across the site were found to support 
up to seven species of foraging and commuting bats. On this basis the site was found to be at District, 
Local or Parish Level for foraging and commuting bats based on the Wray et al. (2010) method.  

New habitats included within landscaping proposals are recommended to help mitigate for the 

predicted impacts of the development proposals: 

Further enhancement measures will benefit the bat species using the site and help to meet the 

government objectives for planning to protect and enhance biodiversity. These include: 

• Bat boxes on mature trees. 

• Planting of native species.  
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FIGURES 

 
Figure 1 – Site Location Plan 

Figure 2 – Transect Route, Automated Detector Locations and  

Figure 3 – Bat Transect Map June 2022 
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APPENDIX A – REPORT CONDITIONS 

 

This Report has been prepared using reasonable skill and care for the sole benefit of BCP Council 

(“the Client”) for the proposed uses stated in the report by Tetra Tech Environment Planning Transport 

Limited (“Tetra Tech”). Tetra Tech exclude all liability for any other uses and to any other party. The 

report must not be relied on or reproduced in whole or in part by any other party without the copyright 

holder’s permission. 

No liability is accepted or warranty given for; unconfirmed data, third party documents and information 

supplied to Tetra Tech or for the performance, reliability, standing etc of any products, services, 

organisations or companies referred to in this report. Tetra Tech does not purport to provide specialist 

legal, tax or accounting advice. 

The report refers, within the limitations stated, to the environment of the site in the context of the 

surrounding area at the time of the inspections'. Environmental conditions can vary and no warranty is 

given as to the possibility of changes in the environment of the site and surrounding area at differing 

times. No investigative method can eliminate the possibility of obtaining partially imprecise, incomplete 

or not fully representative information. Any monitoring or survey work undertaken as part of the 

commission will have been subject to limitations, including for example timescale, seasonal and 

weather-related conditions. Actual environmental conditions are typically more complex and variable 

than the investigative, predictive and modelling approaches indicate in practice, and the output of such 

approaches cannot be relied upon as a comprehensive or accurate indicator of future conditions. The 

“shelf life” of the Report will be determined by a number of factors including; its original purpose, the 

Client’s instructions, passage of time, advances in technology and techniques, changes in legislation 

etc. and therefore may require future re-assessment.   

The whole of the report must be read as other sections of the report may contain information which 

puts into context the findings in any executive summary. 

The performance of environmental protection measures and of buildings and other structures in 

relation to acoustics, vibration, noise mitigation and other environmental issues is influenced to a large 

extent by the degree to which the relevant environmental considerations are incorporated into the final 

design and specifications and the quality of workmanship and compliance with the specifications on 

site during construction. Tetra Tech accept no liability for issues with performance arising from such 

factors. 
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APPENDIX B – AUTOMATED BAT DETECTOR SURVEY RESULTS 

Table 7 Eastern Static June Results 

Date Species Number of Passes 

15.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  93 

Soprano pipistrelle  184 

Noctule  93 

16.06.2022  Common pipistrelle  15 

Soprano pipistrelle  38 

Noctule  25 

Serotine 15 

Brown long-eared 1 

Myotis species  11 

17.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  9 

Soprano pipistrelle  33 

Noctule  28 

Serotine 29 

Brown long-eared 2 

Myotis species  3 

18.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  146 

Soprano pipistrelle  165 

Noctule  8 

Serotine 27 

Brown long-eared 1 

Myotis species  38 

19.06.2022 

 

Common pipistrelle  364 

Soprano pipistrelle  829 

Noctule  30 

Serotine 143 

Brown long-eared 1 

Myotis species  85 

 

 

Table 8 Western Static June Results 

Date Species Number of Passes 
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15.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  1 

Soprano pipistrelle  1 

Noctule  2 

Serotine 3 

Myotis species  3 

16.06.2022  Common pipistrelle  2 

Soprano pipistrelle  18 

Noctule  4 

Serotine 5 

Myotis species  6 

17.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  5 

Soprano pipistrelle  10 

Noctule  4 

Serotine 4 

Myotis species  4 

Brown long-eared 1 

18.06.2022 Common pipistrelle  1 

Soprano Pipistrelle  11 

Noctule  1 

Serotine 7 

Myotis species  2 

19.06.2022 Serotine 1 

Myotis species  1 

Soprano Pipistrelle 4 

 

 


