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8. Appendices

Appendix 1. Guidelines for assessing the potential suitability of proposed
development sites for bats.

Suitability

Negligible

Low

Moderate

High

Roosting Habitats

Negligible habitat features on site likely to
be used by roosting bats.

A structure with one or more potential roost
sites that could be used by individual bats
opportunistically, However, these potential
roost sites do not provide enough species,
sheller, protection, appropriate conditions®
and/or suitable surrounding habitat to be
used on a regular basis by larger numbers
of bats (i.e. unlikely to be suitable for
maternity of hibernation?).

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.®

A structure or tree with one of 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).

A structure or tree with one or more
potential roost sites that are obviously
suitable for use by larger roost sires that are
obviously suitable for use by larger numbers
of bats on a more regular basis and
potentially for longer periods of time due to
their size, shelter, protection, conditions®
and surrounding habitat.

Commuting and Foraging Habitats

Negligible habitat features on site likely to
be used by commuting or foraging bats.

Habitat that could be used by small numbers
of commuting bats such as a gappy
hedgerow or unvegetated stream, but
isolated, i.e. not very well connected to the
surrounding landscape by other habitat.

Suitable, but isolated habitats that could be
used by small numbers of foraging bats
such as a lone tree (not in a parkland
situation) or a patch of scrub.

Continuous habitat connected to the wider
landscape that could be used by bats for
commuting such as lines of trees and scrub
or linked back gardens.

Habitat that is connected to the wider
landscape that could be used by bats for
foraging such as trees, scrub, grassland or
water.

Continuous, high-quality habitat that is well
connected to the wider landscape that is
likely to be used regularly by commuting
bats such as river valleys, streams,
hedgerows, lines of trees and woodland
edge.

High-quality habitat that is well connected to
the wider landscape that is likely to be used
regularly by foraging bats such as
broadleaved woodland, tree-lined
watercourses and grazed parkland.

Site is close to and connected to known
roosts.

1 For example, in terms of temperature, humidity, height above ground level, light levels or levels of disturbance.

2 Evidence from the Netherlands shows mass swarming events of common pipistrelle bats in the autumn followed by mass
hibernation in a diverse range of building types in urban environments (Korsten et al., 2015).

3 This system of categorisation aligns with BS 8596:2015 Surveying for bats in trees and woodland (BSI, 2015).
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Photo 9: Tree 4
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Appendix 3: Figures

Figure 2: Static detector locations and transect routes
Figure 3: Bat Transect Survey Results 2018
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Appendix 12.3

Natural Power Bat Report (2019)






























http://www.ecobat.org.uk/



































































Appendix 12.4

Natural Power Ornithology
Report (2019)





































































































































































































































Appendix 12.5

Potential Annex 1
Habitats Quadrat Surveys

























Appendix 12.6

Ecofact
Aquatic Ecology Report
































































































































































Appendix 12.7

Collision Risk Modelling Report
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