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1.1.1

John Wenman Ecological Consuhancy LLP

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

John Wenman Ecological Consultancy was instructed by Hobert Evans to prepare a

Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) for the garage at Land adjoining Woodlands,

Wrck Hill Lane in Finchampstead, Wokingham. The PRAwas commissioned to

accompany a planning application to be submitted to Wokingham Borough Council

seeking consent for the replacement of the existing garage.

1.1-2 A site visit was undertaken on the 3rd June2025 by Conor Watson ACIEEM registered

under NaturalEngland Survey Class Licence CLl8.

1.1.3 The garage's prefabricated concrete asbestos roof and single-skin cladding does not

possess any potential roosting sites for bats. The dense ivy growing across the roof

does not provide any suitable crevices for any opportunistic use by roosting bats.

Therefore, the garage has been classified as negligible suitability (see Appendix I for

potential suitability categories). No further survey to determine the presence or likely

absence of roosting bats (i.e. emergence survey) is deemed ne@ssary-

1.1.4 The development proposals, involving the demolition of the existing garage, are

considered highly unlikely to resuft in the damage and/or destruction of a bat roost or

cause disturbance, injury and/or death of bats. Therefore, a European Protected

Species (EPS) mitigation licence would not be required forthe works to proceed

lawfully.

1.1.5 ln the unlikely event that bats are encountered during the works, works must stop

immediately and a suitably licensed ecologist should be called to site attend to the bat

and provide a&ice on how to proceed.

Ll.6 This report contains information regarding a mobile species so it will likely be valid for

12 months only (CIEEM 2019).

Garage at land adJoining Woodhnds, Flnchampstead - Preliminaty Roost Ass€ssment (B29SE-*.*.---,
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2.1

2,1.1

Proiect Background

John Wenman Ecological Consultancy was instructed by Robert Evans to prepare a

Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) for the garage at Land adjoining Woodlands,

Wick HillLane in Finchampstead, Wokingham.

2.1.2 The PRA was commissioned to accompany a planning application to be submitted to

Wokingham Borough Council seeking consent for the replacement of the existing

garage.

John Wenman Ecological Consullancy LLP

INTRODUCTION

Site Location and Gontext

The Land adjoining Woodlands (refened to hereafter as the site') is located on the

north-western stretch of Wck Hill Lane, accessible via the Nine Mile Ride in

Finchampstead, Wokingham (centralOS grid reference: SU 7996 6481)-

The site is approximately 0.03ha of land adjacent to Woodlands; a residential property

w1h no physical banier demarcating its ownership boundary from the site. Wick Hill

Lane is a wooded residential lane with scattered deciduous woodland (NERC 2006

Section 41 priority habitat), including a small ancient semi'-naturalwoodland called Wx

Hill approximately 330m to the southeast of the site. The wider landscape is

characterised by suburbia, woodland, Iakes and pastoralcountryside.

Report Objectives

The aim of the PRA is to ascertain if there is evidence of the presence of bats and/or

potential for roosting bats to be present, and therefore whether further survey and/or

mitigation would be required for the proposed development activities.

Woodlands, Finchampstead - Prsliminary Ro+st Assessrnent {R2984-F*-.--,

2.2

2.2.1

2.2.2

2.3

2.3.1
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3.1

3.1.1
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LEGISLATIVE AND POLICY BACKGROUND

Relevant Legislation

ln England and Wales, all bat species found in the wild are fully protected under the

Wildlife & Gountryside Act 1981 (as amended) WCA) and Conservation of Habitats and

Species Regulations 2017 (as amended);the regulations are enmmonly referred to as

the Habitat Regulations and hereafter refened to as such. The Habitat Regulations

refer to European Protected Species (EPS) and all species of bats in the United

Kingdom (UK) are EPS. Although the UK left the European Union on the 31$ January

2020 and is therefore no lonoertied to Eurooean leoislation. the Habitat FeoUlaren

have been retained in their cunent format.

The legalframework underpinned by the WCA and Habitat Regulations makes these

specific actions an offence as follows:

o Deliberately kill, injure, capture or take a wild bat;

o Deliberately, intentionally or recklessly disturb bats; in particular any disturbance

which is likely to impair their ability to survive, to breed or reproduce, to rear or

nurture their young, to hibernate or migrate, or to significantly affect local

djstribution or abundance;

. Damage or destroy a place used by a bat for breeding or resting; and

o lntentionally or recklessly obstruct a@ess to any place used by a bat for shelter

or protection.

Planning Policy

The biodiversity duty imposed through the Environment Act 2021 states that Local

Planning Authorities (LPAs) must consider what action they can take to conserve and

enhance biodiversity in England. Government planning policy, such as the ODPM

Circular 06/2005, requires LPAs to account for the conservation of protected species

when considering and determining planning applications.

The ODPM Circular 06/2005 states that'the prwence of a protuted species is a

material rcnsideration when a planning authority is eonsidertng a development proposal

that, if canied out, would be likely to resuft in harm to the species or its habitat.' This

policy means that in instances where there is a reasonable likelihood of bats being

present and affected by a development, surveys must be undertaken to inform a

mitigation strategy to be agreed prior to granting planning permission.

-Jidgs ar r€nd'aqohlngWoodlan@FirrchampSead -PreHrnimry Roost Acs€6smsnt(R2!Ea-PRA-a)
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3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.4

a
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Mitigation Licensing

The government's statutory nature conseruation body, Natural England, is responsible

for issuing European Protected Species (EPS) mitigation licences that would permit

activities that would othenrvise lead to an infringement of the Habitat Regulations. An

EPS mltiqation licence can be issued if the followino three tests derived irom Reoutas

55 have been satisfied:

(2)(e) - the derogation is for the puryoses ol'preseruing public heafth or public

safety or other imperative reasons of oveniding public interest, including those of

a social or ennomic nature and beneficial @nseouenoes of pimar importance

for the environment.'

(9Xa) -there is'no satisfactory alternative'Io the derogation;and

(gxb) - 'the action authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenanre of the

population of the species mncerned at afavourable unseruation status in theh

naturalrange.'

LPAs have a statutory duty under Regulation 7(3Xe) of the Habitat Regulations to

consider and determine whether these three tests are likely to be satisfied by planning

proposals affecting EPS before granting planning permission. If an EPS mitigation

licence is necessary, a licence can be sought once allthe necessary planning consents

have been granted. Natural England aims to issue a decision on licence applications

within 30 working days of submission.

The Bat Mitigation Class Licence (BMCL) scheme allows ecologists to apply to become

Registered Consultants to use this licence for low conservation status roosts, i.e. roosts

comprising small numbers of seven commonly occurring species. A site registration

form must be compteted as a condirtion of the licence and submitted to Natural England

at least three weeks before the licensable activities are due to start; Natural England

alms to register sites within two weeks of submission.

Basetine survey information supporting EPS mitigation licence applications or BMCL

site registrations must be up-to-date and have been completed within the cunent or

most recent optimal season. A suitably experienced ecologist will be required to

undertake a site walkover/check within three months prior to application/registration

submission to confirm that conditions have not changed since the most recent survey

wdHnab,Firr*Empstoad - Poltminary Roost AssEssrnorit (Rgl64-PRA-a)

a
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Desk Study

A desk-based study for bats was undertaken to collate and review existing information

-= irle slte ano me sunoundns land. The studrr utilised the followino open acoess

resources:

. Google Earth and OS maps - satellite imagery and maps were used to identify

potentialflight paths and foraging habitats;

. MAGIC - examined to locate granted European Protected Species (EPS)

licences; and

o Pre-existing bat reports - any available reports were obtained from the client or

relevant planning portal to provide bac*ground information for the site.

Building lnspection

Suruey Details

A detailed inspection of the exterior and interior of the property was undertaken on the

3ro June 2O25by Conor Watson ACIEEM registered under Natural England Bat Survey

Class Licence CL18 (Registration no.:20251182-CL18-BAT, in accordance with good

practice guidelines (Collins 20231. The equipment used during the inspection

comprised binoculars, a hlgh-power (1 million candlepower) LED torch, a headtorch, an

industrial endoscopic cartera, tadder and PPE (facemask, gloves etc.). The inspection

involved a systematic search of the exterior and interior of the structure during daytight

hours to compile information on potential and actual bat access points; potential and

actual bat roost sites; and any evidence of bat presence.

ExternalSuruey

Frequently used bat access points and/or roost sites include (but are not limited to)

spaces:

o behind hanging tiles, weatherboarding, soffit boxes and barge boards;

r under lead flashing (particularly around chimneys) and roof tiles/slates; and

r in existing bat boxes.

It is important to note that the two most abundant and widespread bat species, common

pipistrelle (Pipistretlus pipistrellusl and soprano plpistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus),

typically only require gaps measuring 15mm by 20mm to gain ac@ss to a roost inside a

Garage at tand adjoining Woodlands, Finchampstead - Pmliminary Roost Ass€s$nerit (FlzF et-FE---/
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4.2-1

4.2,2

4.2.3
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4.2.4

4-2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

4.2.8
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building.

The extemalsurvey involved a systematic search for evidence of bats including:

r live or dead specimens;

. droppings;

o urine marks;

. fur-oilstaining; and

. squeaking noises.

It should be noted that bats can be present in a building while leaving no visible signs

externally and wet weather has the potential to wash any evidence away. The search

for evidence was focused on (but was not limited to) the ground, windowsills,

windowpanes and walls (including cladding and hanging tiles); particularly in places

near to potential bat access points andlor roost sites.

InternalSuruey

The intemalsurvey comprised a systematic search for evidence of bats on the upper

floors of the building (i.e. checking the exterior from windows) and inside the roof and

eave spaces. Evidence of bats found during an internal inspec{ion can include:

o live or dead specimens;

. droppings;

o urine marks;

r fur-oil staining;

. feeding remains (i.e. moth wings);

. squeaking noises;

. bat-fly(Nycteribiid)pupalcases;and

r odour.

It should be noted that only specimens or droppings can be relied upon in isolation to

confirm the presence of a bat roost.

Frequently used roosting locations within the roof include (but are not limited to):

o the apex of the gable end or dMding walls;

Garage at Land adjdning Woodan*, Flnc*rampstead - P€lirnimry Roost Asessrflont {f,P964-Pfr-.--'
-8-
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r the top of chimney breasts;

r ridge and hip beams;

o mortise and tenon joints;

. behind purlins; and

o between tiles and roof lining

Suruey Limitations and Valid$

4.2.9 There were no significant survey limitations because PRAs can be canied out at any

time of year under any weather conditions and the building was fully accessible.

4.2.10 lt should be noted that it is not always possible to inspect all potential roost sites during

a survey, particularly for bat species which typically roost in hidden crevices. Therefore,

an absence of bat evidence found during a survey does not necessarily equate to

evidence of bat absence in a building.

4.2-11 This report contains information regarding a mobile species so it will likely be valid for

12 months only (GIEEM 2019).

at land adjoining Woodhn6, Finchampstsad - Prelimlnary Ftoost Assessrnent{ff2964-PFn-nGarage
I
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SURVEY RESULTS

Desk Study

The site is located on a wooded residential lane with scattered deciduous woodland

(NERC 2006 Section 41 priority habita$ which constitutes high quality flight paths and

foraging habitat for any bats roosting locally.

.. ..--..--i. ..i=.: aiSYe reen granteo WlIrun me last rU yeals nsne a iaKm

radius of the site are detailed in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Bat mitigation licenes gnnted within a 2km radius (Source: MAGIC).

Distance

0n)

Species on the

Licence

ticensdte
Pedod

Lic€nseblelvorls

2015 Destruction ol

resting plaee

-200N20144890-EPS-MlT-2 Brown longcarcd bat

'Damage ol rcsting

place

€20wBrownlong-eaed bat

Gommon pipistrelle

20'17-201222014-3970.EPS-MIT-1

2019-2029 Damage of

br.eedingsite &

resting place

-810SBrown long+ared bat

Gsrnrnon pipistrelle

Soprano pip*strelle

2019-5s174-EPS-MlT

Destruction of

resting place

-820NWCommon pipistrelle 2016-20202015-S568-EPS-Mlr-1

-1010s2020 Damage of .resting

place

2019-44291 -EPS.MIT Common pipisirelle

SoEano pipristrelle

Destruction of

resting place

-1265EBrown long€ared bat 2020-2025202045340-EPS-MIT

Destruction of

restingplaoe

-1470WCommon pipistrelle 2016-202'l201 5-'l 8339-EPS-Mlr-1

2015-18339-EPS-M|T

-12017-2014 Destruction ol

resting place

2017-31789-EPS-M|T Soprano pipistrelle

2018 Destruction of

rasting place

-1665EBrown long-eared bat2018-9386+-EPS-MlT

of

resting place

-1840SNathusius' pipistrelle n19-n24201940646-EPS-M|T

-1940SESrown long+ared bat

Common fiipistrelle

Soprano pipistrelle

2018'-2s2f, Destructimof

breeding site &

resting place

201€-37292€PS.Mlr

Releence ol
Granted Licence

5.1.3 A Bat Emergence Survey report was prepared by GS Ecologtt for the property at

Woodlands in 2023 to support a householder application (Planning ref.: 230611). The

bat survey identified a total of five bat roosts comprising three soprano pipistrelle

(Pipistrellus pygmaeusl and two common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistellus) day roosts;

.Garage at land adjoinlrq Woodlands, Flncharnpstead - Pr€limlnaty floost Assessment (ff2964-PRA -a)

-10-
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--'-'-r_

have been obtained for works that have been carried out.

5.2 Building lnspection

Overuiew

5.2.1 The findings from the external and intemal inspections canied out for the garage are

described with photographs, as follows:

External Suruey

5.2.2 The garage was a dilapidated Nissen hut with a prefabricated concrete asbestos roof,

timber double doors and single-skin cladding (Photographs 14).

1. Site 2. Frontof g4nge wwt-

Photograph 3. garage gataqe

5.2.3 The concrete asbestos roof provided no potential roosting sites for bats, but there were

holes that led directly inside the garage (Photograph 5). There was dense ivy (Hedera

helrx) growing over the roof which did not provide any suitable crevices for any

opportunistic use by roosting bats.

The single-skin cladding at the front and rear ends of the garage offered no potential

roosting opportunities to bats. The double doors were open at the time of survey and

Ga6go at tand adjoining Woodlards, Firrcham@ad - Pelierinery Aoost+ssesrned {R29e0-PBA-a}

5.2.4

- 11 -
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there was a large hole above the door frame that led directly inside the garage

(Photograph 6).

Fnotograpn 5. uoncrete asbestos rfi FKre
elevation).

Pnotugrapn 6- I-arge no,e above (bor Irane (fiorft
eleuationl-

5.2.5 No evidence of bat presence was identified during the external inspection.

Intemal Suruey

5.2.6 The inside of the garage was one open space that had previously been used for

storage (Photograph 7). The floor was bare ground and the ceiling was the underside

of the concrete asbestos roof (Photograph 8). The garage interior featured no suitable

roosting sites for bats.

5.2.7 No evidence of bat presence was identified during the internalinspection.

Garage at tand adjoinirg Woodhndq FinchamF'tsad - Pleliminaty Rooet Assmment {R296a-PRA-a}
12
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6.1

6.1.1
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DtscusstoN

Assessment of Roost Suitability

The site is located on a wooded residential lane with scattered deciduous woodland

(NERC 2006 Section 41 priority habitat) which constitutes high quality flight paths and

foraging habitat for any bats roosting locally. Eleven bat mitigation licences have been

granted within a 2km radius covering four species - brown long-eared bat (Plwfus

auritus\, common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), Nathusius' pipistrelle (Pipistrellus

nathusii) and soprano pipistrellus (Pipistellus pygmaeusl - and at least two breeding

sites. The adjacent property, Woodlands, had five bat roosts in 2023 consisting of

common pipistrelle (P. pipistrellus) and soprano pipistrelle (P. pygmaeus).

lmpact Assessment and Rec-ommended Actions

The development proposals, involving the demolition of the existing garage, are

considered highly unlikely to result in the damage and/or destruction of a bat roost or

cause disturbance, injury and/or death of bats. Therefore, a European Protected

Species (EPS) mitigation licence would not be required for the works to proceed

lawfully.

ln the unlikely event that bats are encountered during the works, works must stop

immediately and a suitably licensed ecologist should be called to site attend to the bat

and provide advice on how to proceed; works should not continue untilfurther written

advice has been received. At this stage, an EPS mitigation licence may be required to

permit the works to recommence lawfully.

at l-and adjoining Wodancb, FirchampsEad - Pre$mlnaty tu6t flig;dBSElffint:(f,t2964-?ii..--,

6.1.2 The garage's prefabricated concrete asbestos roof and single-skin cladding does not

possess any potential roosting sites for bats. The dense ivy (Hedera helrx) growing

across the roof does not provide any suitable crevices for any opportunistic use by

roosting bats. Therefore, the garage has been classified as negligible suitability (see

Appendix 1 for potential suitability categories).

6,1.3 Based on the above assessment, no further survey to determine the presence or likely

absence of roosting bats (i.e. emergence survey) is deemed necessary.

6.2

6.2-1

6,2.2

Garage
-13-
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APPENDIX 1 -POTENTIALSUITABILIW CATEGORIES FOR ROOSTING BATS

The categories detailed in Table 2 below are derived from the 'Bat Surueys for

ProfessionalEcologists: Good Practice Guidelines (4 edition)' (Collins 2023) and

provide guidance for assessing the potential suitability of buildings (and other

structures) for roosting bats. These categories are applied using professional

judgement and inespective of whether the presence of a bat roost has been confirmed

during a survev. as additional bat roosts coulcl be oresent wnrcn nave not v€E#

discovered.

Table 2- Cabgoriesfor ptential aitability of buidings (aN other strudures) for roosting bats.

Galegory JusfficationPotential Sritability

None A buildirg {or stacture) lhd..has no features lkely to be used by any

roosling baF at any tirne ot the year {i€. a conpleb deer,rce dcracks,

crevices or voids lhal.cruld .provide suitable shefter).

Negligible A building (or strucfure) that has ns obvious features likely to be used by

roosling bats, but.in this €ase a small ele,menl of uncertainv r€rnains as

bafs lJrill @;iondly use small and appqrer.tfly :urautla& feqlurcs.

This catelory may also tre used where a bat oould fllbntially toostdue to

one altribule, but it is considered unlikely due to anolher attdbute (e.g- a

feature thal is subject lo consiant iilumination frorn artificial lighting)-

A building (or structure) trat has one or more potenlial roost sites suitable

for opportunistic use by individual bats al any time of theyear- However,

th6e potential roost sites for bats do not provide sufficient space, ,shelter,

'prgtgclign, cordilions and/q sutr.ounding,sui@ lnUtat to !e used

regularly or by large nurnbers (i.e. unlikely to be suilaHe b-.r a'matemity

colony and not a classichibemation site)-

Low

A buildirg (or structure) that has one or more polenlial roost sites srriHble

for regular use by indvidual bats, or small non-breeding grcups, due to

sufficient space" shetter,.protec'tion, conditions and sunounding habitat.

Hornever, these potential rcost sites forbats,are unlikely to slpporla roosl

of high wraerrralion statuswith regards te thelypedt@slonty {i.e.

matemity colonies and classic hibernation sites).

Moderale

High A building (or structurq that has one or morepotential roosl sites suitable

for use by large numbers of bats more regulady and for longer periods of

time due to suffreienl space, shelter, grotectkm, condililsns and sunotrding

habnd. These ffdental rooSt sites forbals aracapatfe of supporting h;igh

conservation status rooste (i.e. matemfty colon'e and classic hibemation

sites).

Garage at land adjoining Woodlards, Firrctrampited - Preliminary Rooit-Assessmert {F29AI-PRA-a)
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APPENDIX 2 - DEFIN]TION OF BAT ROOST TVPES

The potential suitability of a building in conjunction with any evidence of bat presence is

used to provide an initial assessment of likely roost type and importance. The types of

roost considered are based on the following Natural England definitions:

e Dav roost - a summer resting place used by individual bats, or small non-

breeding groups, during the day;

. Nlght J-_o..g_q! - a resting place used by individual bats on occasion, or by a whole

colony regularly, during the night;

. Feedinq oerch - a resting place used by individual bats, or a few individuals,

primarily for short periods of feeding during the night;

o Transition?l rogs! - a place used by a few individual bats, or occasionally small

groups, for a short period of time upon waking from hibernation or in the period

prior to hibemation;

. Mg!rui$logg!- a place used by small to large groups of female bats to give birth

and raise their young to independence;

. HibernationJoos! - a place used by individual bats, or in groups, during winter

where there is a constant cooltemperature and high humidity; and

o Satellite rgost - a place used by a few individuals to small groups of breeding

female bats found in close proximity to the main nursery colony throughout the

breeding season.

The importance of a bat roost is underpinned by the conservation status of the

suspected species (i.e. the distribution/rarity of a species in a specific geographic

Iocation) and the type of roost (i.e. not all roosts have the same levelof importance in

supporting the local bat population). Further roost characterisation surveys may be

required to fully determine the importance of a confirmed roost to allow for a robust

impact assessment.

-i.iagpa{ tald,aqoir{rgirYmikr*;Findenl|M - ftetufnarynct*ssssnent@g64lPR -4-16-



APPENDIX 3 - FUFTHER SURVEY RATIONALE

ln cases where no evidence of use by bats is found during a building inspection but the

possibility of their presenoe cannot be ruled out, further presence/likely absence survey

is likely to be required if the development proposals will impact potential roost sites.

Emergence surveys are canied out to establish the presence or likely absence of

roosting bats in buildings (and other structures) and these are designed in accordance

with the 'Bat Surueys for Professional Ecologists: God Practice Guidelines (4' edition)'

(Collins 2023) detailed in Table 3 below.

"T&le 3 RwmnenM furIIrcr swvey for atablbhingpreene/likeU #ene of roreIi4g bd,s in

buildings (and other studures).
qrirCbility

ln cases where the PRA and/or further survey establishes the presence of roosting bats

in a building (or structure), this will likely trigger the need for roost characterisation to

collect sufficient information to inform the impact assessment and mitigation strategy.

The roost characterisation comprises information collected during the PRA, emergence

surveys and by other methods, such as DNA analysis of bat droppings, and ultimately

aims to determine the bat species roosting;the number of batsthe roosts support; the

roost access points;the locations of the roosts and the types of roost present. This

information is crucialwhen applying for planning permission and/or a European

Protected Species mitigation licence.

Car46alald adiciningw@dbndt, *ry: Rsfininary Roost Assessment (m96a-PRA-a)

Furfirer Survery

None .No,fu rlhersuweys are,rquired-

No {urther suiveys are r€quired.Negligible

l-ow A mininrum of ore dusk emergence survey visit sttould be undertaken 
'in

the pefiod olMayto Alrgust.

However, if all areas (ncludirq cracks, crevices and voids) can be

thoroughly inspected and no evidence ol use by bab is found, then

smergen@ surveys may not be required. ln easeswhere ac€mplele

inspection cannot be canied oul, prcfessional iu@grnent ard

proportionality should be applied when assessing lhe impacts of the

development proposals.

Moderate A minirnum of lwo dusk gnergen@,suwey rtisits-shqutd @ llndcftgbnin
the period of May to Septernber, with at'least ore of the surveys between

May and August; the survey visits should be spaced at leasithree weeks

apart.

High A rninirnum of .three.separate dus*ereqencesurvey visfts should.be

under'taken in the period of May to Se$ember {irrc,lttsive}, with at leasl lwo

oflhe surveysbetween May and Augusl; the survey visits should be

spaced at leasl three weeks apart,


