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Summary
S.1

This bat survey report has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP on behalf of Rainier Developments
Limited. It sets out the findings of a detailed bat emergence surveys, aerial tree climbing inspections
and an endoscope inspection from a Mobile Elevating Work Platform (MEWP) of a parcel of land at
Station Way in Crawley (OS Grid Reference TQ 27143 36346), hereinafter referred to as the 'site'.
The report has been produced to inform a full planning application.

S.2

During the initial ecological preliminary bat roost assessment (PBRA) conducted by Tyler Grange,
buildings B1 and B2 were assessed as possessing low potential to support roosting bats. Trees 15,
16 and 17 were assessed as possessing low potential to support roosting bats, trees 11, 10 and 22
were assessed to have moderate potential and, 21 was assessed to be of high potential.

S.3

Following the PBRA, buildings B1 and B2, both of which were assessed to be of low potential to
support roosting bats; were subject to a further emergence and re-entry survey. No evidence of a bat
roost was identified during the survey.

S.4

Following the PBRA and aerial tree inspection trees 15, 16 and 22 were assessed to be of low
potential to support roosting bats and therefore can be soft felled under best practise guidance. Tree
21 was identified to be of high potential to support roosting bats initially, and was subject to an aerial
tree inspection, an endoscope inspection from a Mobile Elevated Work Platform (MEWP); as it was
not safe to climb during the aerial tree inspection, and emergence and re-entry surveys as it was
downgraded to moderate potential following the endoscope inspection. No evidence of a bats or
bats themselves were found and therefore tree 21 can be removed with no further survey work.
However, as a precaution it is recommended that tree 21 is soft felled with a licensed bat worker
present as a precaution, to undertake a toolbox talk, endoscope the features prior to soft felling and
removed any bats should they be found.

S.5

Development proposals will involve the demolition of buildings B1, B2, B3 and B4, and the removal
of trees 16, 15, 17, 21 and 22. Although no roosts are present, precautionary mitigation in the form
of sensitive lighting design is recommended to ensure that areas used for foraging by bats are not
affected by light spillage. Additionally, habitat enhancements in the form of planting of native flora
and the installation of bat boxes are recommended to ensure conformity with national and local
planning policy.

S.6

It is considered that if the recommendations above are followed, there are no ecological issues that
would affect the principle of development at the site. It is considered that a net-gain in biodiversity at
the site can be achieved through habitat enhancement and creation measures.
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Section 1: Introduction
1.1.

This bat survey report has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP on behalf of Rainier Developments
Limited. It sets out the findings of a detailed bat emergence surveys, aerial tree climbing inspections
and an endoscope inspection from a Mobile Elevating Work Platform (MEWP) of a parcel of land at
Station Way in Crawley (OS Grid Reference TQ 27143 36346), hereinafter referred to as the 'site'.
The report has been produced to inform a full planning application for the demolition of existing
buildings and redevelopment of the site comprising the erection of a part 9, part 11 storey building
containing 152 residential dwellings (Use Class C3), 650sq.m of ground floor commercial floor space
(Use Class A1 / A3 / A4 / B1 / D2) split between 2 to 4 units, hard and soft landscaping including new
publicly accessible public realm, new publicly accessible electric vehicle charging hub, publicly
accessible car club, cycle parking and other associated works.

1.2.

During the preliminary bat roost assessment (PBRA) conducted by Tyler Grange (Report Ref:
11987_R01d) in November 2018, buildings B1 and B2 (see Habitat Features Plan 11987/P01a) were
assessed as possessing low potential to support roosting bats, in-line with best practice guidance
from the Bat Conservation Trust (BCT; Collins, 2016). Potential roost features (PRFs) were present
on building B1 in the form of gaps in the metal awning on the eastern elevation, three gaps within
the metal cladding and a gap in the wooden overhang, gaps along the soffit box and where the soffit
box meets the wall on building B2. Furthermore, trees 15, 16 and 17 were assessed as possessing
low potential to support roosting bats, trees 11, 10 and 22 were assessed to have moderate
potential and, 21 was assessed to be of high potential.

1.3.

The purpose of this report is to describe the results of the;
•
•
•

Aerial tree climbing assessment,
Endoscope inspection using a MEWP; and
Dusk/dawn emergence/re-entry surveys,

1.4.

In order to assess the potential impact of the scheme on bats and provide recommendations for
appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures.

1.5.

The findings of the aerial tree inspection were previously detailed in Aerial Tree Inspection Report
11987/R02. However, for continuity, these results are now detailed within this report, which now
supersedes 11987/R02.

Legislation and Conservation Status
1.6.

As European protected species, all UK bats receive legal protection in England under the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (CoHSR) 2017 (as amended) and the Wildlife
and Countryside Act (WCA) 1981 (as amended).

1.7.

All British species of bat are listed on Schedule 2 of the CoHSR 2017 as European Protected Species
(EPS). Regulation 41 (1) makes it an offence to:
•
•
•
•

Deliberately capture or injure a EPS;
Deliberately disturb a EPS;
Deliberately take or destroy the eggs of a EPS; and/or
Damage or destroy a breeding site or resti0ng place of a EPS.

Moka Nightclub, Crawley
Bat Survey Report
11987_R03c_17th July 2019_CC_HM

Page 1

1.8.

All British bats are listed in Schedule 5 of the WCA. Section 9 of the WCA affords protection to
Schedule 5 animals against:
•
•
•
•

Intentional killing, injuring or taking;
Possessing (including parts or derivatives);
Intentional or reckless damage, destruction, or obstruction of any structure or place used for
shelter, or protection; and/or
Selling, offering or exposing for sale (alive or dead, including parts or derivatives).

1.9.

All British bats are also listed at Schedule 6 of the WCA, and as such under Section 11 (1) of the
WCA cannot be killed or taken by certain methods, such as traps and nets, poisons, automatic
weapons, electrical devices, smoke / gases etc.

1.10.

Several British bat species are listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities (NERC) Act 2006, which states that decision-makers such as Local Planning
Authorities must have regard to Species of Principal Importance (SoPI) in all their activities, including
when making decisions on planning applications.

1.11.

The following bat species are SoPIs: barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus, Bechstein’s Myotis
bechsteinii, brown long-eared Plecotus auritus, greater horseshoe Rhinolophus ferrumequinum,
lesser horseshoe R. hipposideros, noctule Nyctalus noctula, and soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus
pygmaeus. These are the species found in England which were identified as requiring action under
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) and which continue to be regarded as conservation
priorities under the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework.

1.12.

The local plan for Crawly Borough Council local planning policy, namely ‘Policy ENV2 Biodiversity’,
states that development within the borough should include enhances for biodiversity where possible.

1.13.

One native bat species, the common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus is listed as priority species on
the Sussex Biodiversity Action Plan, the local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) for the county of
Sussex.
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Section 2: Methodology
2.1.

The surveys followed standard methodologies set out in the Bat Mitigation Guidelines (MitchellJones, A.J., 2004), the Bat Workers Manual (Mitchell-Jones, A.J. and McLeish, A.P., 2004) and Bat
Surveys - Good Practice Guidelines 3rd Edition (Collins, 2016). The methods broadly comprise the
following:
•
•
•
•

Desk Study - acquiring records of bats and/or bat roosts within the local area, detailed in the
previous PEA/PBRA report (11987/R01e);
Aerial Tree Inspection – conducted on all trees identified with bat potential during the initial
PBRA;
Endoscope Inspection – of tree 21 using a MEWP; and
Emergence/Re-Entry Surveys- conducted on building B1 and B2 and tree 21, which possesses
PRFs that are to be affected by development proposals, to assess whether roosting bats are
present.

2.2.

Records of bats within 2km of the site were requested and received from Sussex Biological Records
Centre (SXBRC) on 12th November 2019 and returned on 14th November 2019 respectively.

2.3.

An aerial tree inspection was undertaken on 9th January 2019 by Chris Gaughan FdSc MArborA and
John Moorcroft MSc MCIEEM CEnv, both of whom are experienced tree climbers holding a MP2C
CS 38 Tree Climbing and Aerial Rescue qualification and CL18 level 2 bat licences (License number
2016-26469-CLS-CLS respectively), in order to assess the trees identified as having bat potential
during the PBRA.

2.4.

Tree 21; which holds a high potential to support roosting bats, could not be inspected due to health
and safety concerns. Therefore, an endoscopic inspection, from a MEWP, was undertaken on 7th
May 2019 by Ivi Szaboova an experience bat ecologist who holds a CL18 level 2 bat licence. (License
number 2015-15725-CLS-CLS). Tree 21 was assessed to be of moderate potential to support
roosting bats and was therefore subject to two detailed roost surveys.

2.5.

Buildings B1 and B2 were considered to be of low potential to support roosting bats and as such
were subject to one emergence and re-entry survey in-line with best practice guidelines (Collins,
2016). Tree 21 which was assessed as moderate potential to support roosting bats following the
results of the endoscopic inspection. Surveyors were positioned around the buildings and trees to
provide adequate visual coverage of all suitable features (as indicated on Plan 11987/P02) and were
in position 15 minutes before sunset observing the building until 1.5 hours after sunset and 1.5 hours
before sunrise and 15 minutes after. Lindsay Taylor and Nathan Jenkinson hold a CL17 level 1 bat
license (License numbers 2017-32853-CLS-CLS and 2019-40251-CLS-CLS). Table 2.1 shows the
survey dates and weather conditions at the time of survey.

2.6.

Surveyors used a combination of visual observation and echolocation detection to identify any bats
emerging from or re-entering the buildings and tree. One Batbox Duet detector connected to a digital
Zoom H1 recorder were used throughout the surveys. An Anabat express and Batbox Duet and a
Peersonic were used on one survey visit. The Batbox Duet detector records in both heterodyne and
frequency division formats, the Peersonic records in full spectrum and the Anabat Express records
in Zero Crossing. BatScan ® and Analook software was used to analyse sonograms of any calls
which could not be identified in the field.
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Feature

Survey

Date

Sunset/
Sunrise

Tree

Aerial tree
inspection

/01/19

N/A

Tree 21

Endoscope
inspection

07/05/19

N/A

Tree 21

Re-entry

03/05/19

05.31am

Tree 21

Emergence

22/05/19

20.54pm

B1 (East
and West
aspects)
B1 (South
aspect)
and B2

Emergence

22/05/19

20.54pm

Re-entry

23/05/19

05.00am

Weather Conditions
At start
At end
Sunny and Sunny and
cloudy
cloudy
Sunny and Sunny and
cloudy
cloudy
Dry but
misty

Dry but
misty

Dry and
clear

Dry and
clear

Dry and
clear

Dry and
clear

Dry and
clear

Dry and
clear

Temp. °C
Beg. End

Start
time

8

9

9.47am

11

14

10.35am 12.30pm

10

8

4.00am

14

12

20.46pm 22.24pm

14

12

20.46pm 22.24pm

8

10

3.30am

End
time
16.55pm

05.31am

05.15am

Table 2.1: Date and weather conditions during bat roost surveys

Limitations
2.7.

Bats use a variety of roosts, ranging from maternity, mating or swarming and hibernation roosts
containing a large number of individuals, to mating or night-time feeding roosts containing low
numbers or individual bats. Bats also tend to be nomadic (although are faithful to certain favoured
roosting sites), spending variable lengths of time in a variety of roosts. As a result, even with the
considerable survey effort it is possible that small transient roosts of bats may have been missed,
although these tend to be less important to bats and so should not affect the evaluation and
recommendations made.

2.8.

Bat surveys are subject to numerous variables. The echolocation calls of species such as brown
long-eared bats are of low amplitude and may not always be picked up on bat detectors. Survey
results represent a sample of bat activity for the duration of the survey.

2.9.

Bat calls cannot always be identified to species level, either due to distant contacts or the similarity
between some types of bats. Where this occurs, it is recorded as ‘unidentified bat species’ (Unid) or
will show which genus the bat species is likely to belong to (e.g. Pipistrelle sp. / Myotis sp.).

2.10.

The weather conditions were optimal during all survey visits and therefore do not pose any limitation
to the interpretation of the survey results.
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Section 3: Results
Desk Study
3.1.

A total of 64 bat records pertaining to five species were identified in the search results provided by
SXBRC, along with 8 records of ‘unidentified’ bats, as shown in Table 3.1 below. It should be noted
that the record locations were provided at a 2km resolution, and as such, distances and directions of
these records from the site may not be accurate.

Common Name

Scientific Name

Number
of
records

Nearest record

Most
recent
record

Bechsteins’s bat

Myotis bechsteinii

1

0.1km W

2009

Brown long-eared bat

Plecotus auratus

2

0.3km N

2009

Common pipistrelle

Pipistrellus
pipistrellus

24

0.3km N

2017

Daubenton’s bat

Myotis daubentoniid

4

0.3km N

2009

Unidentified myotis sp.

Myotis sp.

1

1.9km NW

2009

Nathusius’s pipistrelle

Pipistrellus nathusii

1

0.3km N

2009

Natterer’s bat

Myotis nattereri

1

0.3km N

2009

Noctule

Nyctalus noctule

3

1.5km NW

2017

Pipistrelle bat species

Pipistrellus sp.

11

0.6km N

2012

Long-eared sp.

Plecotus sp.

1

1.9km NW

2011

Serotine

Eptesicus serotinus

1

1.5km NW

2017

Soprano pipistrelle

Pipistrellus
pygmaeus

3

1.7km N

2016

Chiroptera sp.

8

1.5km E

2012

Unidentified
species

bat

Table 3.1: Bat species records returned from HERC

Aerial Tree Inspection
3.2.

No bats or signs of bats were found during the aerial tree inspections of the trees identified as having
potential of supporting roosting bats during the PBRA. The findings of these surveys are summarised
in Table 3.2 below.

3.3.

The aerial tree climbing was undertaken on 6th November 2018 with seven of the nine trees identified
as having bat potential being surveyed. Two trees; tree 21 and 15 were not surveyed during this site
visit. Tree 21 was not surveyed due to health and safety concerns and tree 15 could not be surveyed
due to time constraints.
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Tree No.
(As per
Tree Survey
Plan)
16

Bat
potential
prior to
climbing
inspection
Low

15
11

Low
Moderate

17

Low

21

High

10

Moderate

Notes

Climbed, branch tear with rot holes on the west side at 6m, forming several
cavities. All exposed on the top side making them too light and drafty to
provide a suitable PRF.
Extensive ivy cover but no other PRF visible. There could be other features
obscured by ivy but as the ivy would restrict flight access these are unlikely
to be used by bats.
Not climbed, further inspection not necessary
Climbed, all suitable PRF examined with torch and endoscope. No
evidence of roosting found in any. All but one found to have low – negligible
potential roosting potential being either too exposed or wet. One branch
tear at approximately 13m on south side extended inwards 50 cm providing
a moderate to high PRF.
Climbed, various branch tear features on mainly on E and N sides. None
possessed cavities suitable for roosting.
Not climbed, there were no safe anchor points due to extensive rot on the
main stem and fungal infection.

Climbed, numerous tear out wounds and associated decay on W side to
peak of crown. Mainstem decayed at point of bifurcation. All PRF inspected
with endoscope, no roosting evidence found. All too exposed to provide
anything more than low potential PRF.
22
Moderate
Climbed. Two tears out wounds 13m up, west, facing visible from ground.
Several more tear out wounds and associated decay not visible from the
ground. All were visually inspected for suitability. None required
examination with endoscope being too exposed to provide anything more
than low potential PRF.
Table 3.2. Summary of tree climbing results

Bat
potential
following
climbing
inspection
Low Negligible

Recommendation if to be
felled

Tree to be
removed or
retained

Soft fell as a precaution

Remove

Low
Moderate /
High

Soft felling
Re-climb spring in active season
or undertake emergence survey

Remove
Retain

Negligible

Fell (soft felling not necessary)

Remove
Remove

Low

Either inspect using a MEWP or
undertake three emergence and
re-entry surveys
Soft felling

Low

Soft felling

Remove

High

Retain
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3.4.

The site habitat features plan was updated to reflect the results of this survey (as shown on plan
11987/P01b).

3.5.

As tree 21 could not be climbed due to health and safety concerns an endoscope inspection by a
licensed bat ecologist from a MEWP was recommended.

Endoscope Inspection
3.6.

As the result of tree 21 being unsafe to climb due to significant rot and fungal growths an alternative
method of inspection was undertaken. An endoscope inspection was undertaken on 7th May 2019 by
suitably qualified ecologist Ivi Szaboova from a MEWP. No signs of bat or bats themselves were
found during the survey. From the results of the endoscope inspection Tree 21 was downgraded
from high potential to moderate potential to support roosting bats and required further survey work
(see below).

Detailed Roost Surveys
Tree 21
3.7.

Following the results of the endoscope inspection two detailed roost surveys, in the form of dusk
emergence and dawn re-entry survey, were undertaken on tree 21. The first detailed roost survey
was a dawn re-entry survey undertaken on 3rd May 2019 by suitability qualified ecologists (SQE’s)
Sara Curtis and Owen Pearson. The second detailed roost survey on was a dusk emergence survey
undertaken by SQE Nathan Jenkinson on 22nd May 2019 who holds a level 1 bat license. The findings
of both surveys can be found in Table 3.3 below.
Tree No.

Date

Type of Survey

Bat Activity

21

03/05/19

Dawn Re-Entry

No re-entry or activity recorded

21

22/05/19

Dusk Emergence

No bats emergence. One common pipistrelle
heard and not seen.

Table 3.3: Survey dates and results for tree 21
3.8.

No evidence of bats using tree 21 for roosting was recorded during the survey. Very little bat activity
was recorded during the surveys. Full survey results are provided in the raw data sheets found in
Appendix 1.

Buildings B1 and B2
3.9.

One set of detailed roost surveys were undertaken on buildings B1 and B2, by SQE’s Lindsay Taylor
and Judy Tung in the form of a dusk emergence survey on 22nd May 2019, covering the north and
east aspects of Building B1; and a dawn re-entry survey on 23rd May 2019 covering building B2 in its
entirety and the south feature of building B1. The findings of both surveys can be found in Table 3.4
below.
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Building No.

Date

Type of Survey

Bat Activity

B1

22/05/19

Dusk Emergence

No bats emergence or activity recorded

B1

23/05/19

Dawn Re-Entry

No bats re-entry or activity recorded

B2

23/05/19

Dawn Re-Entry

No bats re-entry or activity recorded

Table 3.4: Survey dates and results for buildings B1 and B2.
3.10.

No evidence of bats using building B1 or B2 for roosting was recorded during the surveys. No bat
activity was recorded during either survey. Full survey results are provided in the raw data sheets
found in Appendix 2.
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Section 4: Discussion and Recommendations
Site Proposals
4.1.

The proposed development is a multi-storey block of residential apartments with the inclusion of
parking, a roof terrace and a pocket garden. The existing buildings will be demolished and trees 16,
15, 17, 21 and 22 and the scrub present along the east side of building B1 will be removed, in order
to extend the car parking area (see Site Plan CNC01-MCB-XX-SI-DR-A-0110-D5-P12).

4.2.

The development is expected to result in the loss of all habitats on site with the exception of some of
the boundary scrub habitats and scattered broadleaved trees within the east section of the site.

4.3.

Potential impacts of the development on bat populations are described below alongside
recommendations for mitigation and ecological enhancements.

Potential Impacts
4.4.

Buildings B1, B2, B3 and B4 and trees 15, 16, 17, 21, and 22 will require removal as part of future
development proposals and as such will be directly impacted by the proposed development.

4.5.

No bats were recorded roosting within building B1 and B2 as such they are not subject to legal
protection with respect to bats and no mitigation is required.

4.6.

Trees 15, 16 and 22 were found to have low potential to support roosting bats following the tree
climbing surveys and therefore, can be soft felled under best practise guidance without a license.

4.7.

Tree 21, following the aerial tree inspection, endoscope inspection and; emergence and re-entry
surveys, was found to not house a bat roost. No bats were recorded emerging or re-entering tree 21
and no signs of bats or bats themselves are recorded, therefore tree 21 can be removed with no
further survey work. However, due to the high suitability of the features present within tree 21 and
the nomadic nature of bat roosts, it is recommended that a licensed bat worker (LBW) is present
during soft felling as a precaution. The LBW would complete a toolbox talk with workers on site before
soft felling to inform them of what to do if a bat is found and to make them aware of the legal protection
bats hold. Before soft felling the limbs with the potential bat features the LBW will also inspect the
feature with an endoscope to ensure no bats are the LBW should to potentially remove any bats; if
found, thus preventing any delays to the project.

4.8.

Should any bats be found during soft felling, all works in the area should cease, and the ecologist
should liaise with Natural England to establish a way forward.

4.9.

Before soft felling is undertaken a replacement roost (see Appendix 2 for specifications) should be
erected as a precaution, to house any bats potential found during soft felling, as per best practise
guidance.

4.10.

Tree 17 was deemed to be of negligible potential to support roosting bats following the aerial tree
inspection and as such can be removed without further survey.
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4.11.

Trees 10 and 11, following the aerial tree climbing assessments, were found to be of low and
moderate/high potential respectively. No further survey works are required providing these trees
are to be retained and they are suitably buffered from direct and indirect impacts, and sensitive
working methods and lighting are employed during the construction and operational phases of the
development.

4.12.

Habitats within and adjacent to the residential area are illuminated at night from the north by street
lighting and by the lighting present on the east aspect of building B1. Bats currently using the site are
likely to be habituated to the current levels of lighting, but any new lighting scheme could have an
adverse impact on commuting routes and foraging habitat for bats.

Mitigation
4.13.

To mitigate any potential impacts resulting from changes in artificial lighting at the site, any lighting
scheme should be designed to maintain dark, unlit corridors by avoiding the illumination of retained
bat foraging and commuting habitats (as below), particularly those that aren’t already subject to
illumination. Sensitive lighting will help to encourage use by bats.

4.14.

The areas of habitat where sensitive lighting should be employed are as follows;
•
•

The south area of the site abutting the railway corridor; and
Retained area of habitats containing trees 10 and 11 along the eastern boundary.

4.15.

Newly created habitat features such as areas of native species planting which would provide habitat
for foraging and commuting bats and the addition of bat boxes will provide more roosting
opportunities. These features should also be subject to sensitive lighting.

4.16.

Sensitive lighting measures may include low bollard lighting, use of hoods and cowls on lamps and
use of low-pressure sodium or, where glass glazing is preferred, use of high pressure sodium instead
of metal halide lamps (Collins, 2016; BCT and Institute of Lighting Engineers, 2009).

Enhancements
4.17.

It is considered that, where possible, the design should aim to deliver enhancements for bat species
in the locality, in line with chapter 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework1 (NPPF) and of the
Crawley Borough Council local planning policy, namely ‘Policy ENV2 Biodiversity’ and Sussex BAP
targets.

4.18.

Policy ENV2 Biodiversity of the Crawley Borough Council Local Plan states that;
‘All development proposals will be expected to incorporate features to encourage biodiversity where
appropriate, and where possible enhance existing features of nature conservation value within and
around the development.’

4.19.

There will also be no requirement to apply for a European Protected Species Mitigation License
(EPSML) to enable the development to proceed. In the unlikely event that bats are discovered during
any aspect of the demolition process, then works must cease immediately and advice must be sought
from a licensed bat ecologist.

1

Department for Communities and Local Government. (2012). National Planning Policy Framework. [online] Available at: <
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2> [Accessed 22 August 2017]
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4.20.

Enhancements for common pipistrelle and other bat species could be achieved through:
•

The provision of artificial bat boxes to enhance roosting opportunities within the site (see
Appendix 2 for recommended bat boxes). These boxes should be installed in suitable locations
on retained mature trees and/or proposed buildings, depending on the design and functional
requirements of new buildings, the installation of integrated bat bricks may also be possible; and

•

The landscape proposals should include the creation of new habitats using native species (or
those with known benefit to wildlife) with the aim of enhancing the extent and quality of foraging
and commuting habitat on site for bats. Suitable habitats include hedgerows, wildflower planting
and native tree planting.
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Section 5: Conclusion
5.1.

The results of the emergence and re-entry surveys on buildings B1 and B2 indicate that it is unlikely
a bat roost is present therefore, buildings B1 and B2 can be demolished

5.2.

The results of the aerial tree inspection on trees 15, 16, 17, 11, 21 and 22; plus, the endoscoping
inspection, and emergence and re-entry survey on tree 21, indicate that, trees 15, 16, 17, 11, 21 and
22 can be removed without breaching relevant legislation or requiring an EPSML.

5.3.

It is recommended that trees 15, 16, 21 and 22 are soft felled with a licensed bat worker present. As
a precaution a LBW should be present on site to complete a toolbox talk, complete an endoscope
inspection of the potential features on tree 21; prior to works, and to set up exclusion zones and
remove any bats should they be found.

5.4.

No further works are required on trees 10 and 11 as long as they are protected from potential
disturbance and (sound, light, pollutants) during both the construction and operational phases of the
development.

5.5.

In the unlikely event that a bat roost is discovered during demolition or tree removal all works on the
particular tree should cease and the ecologist will lease with Natural England on a way forward.

5.6.

A sensitive lighting strategy should be employed at the site during and post-construction, aiming to
avoid illumination of the rail corridor to the south of the site and the retained habitats located with the
east section of the site, and also avoiding areas of newly created habitat.

5.7.

It is considered that there are no ecological issues that would affect the principle of development at
the site. If the suggested mitigation and enhancement measures are followed, any development
proposed at the site should be in conformity with relevant legislation, the NPPF and local planning
policy (ENV2 Biodiversity of the Crawley Borough Council Local Plan; see paragraph 4.19) that seeks
to protect and enhance ecological features. It is also considered that a net gain in biodiversity at the
site can be achieved through appropriate habitat enhancement and creation measures.
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Appendix 1: Raw Bat Survey Data
See Plan 11987/P02 for surveyor locations.
Species Code Key
Pipistrelle
Ppi – 45
Pipistrelle
Ppy - 55
Pipistrelle
Pip – Unid.
Pipistrelle

Unid –
Unidentified bat

Myotis
My – Myotis sp

Nyctalus
Other
Nn – Noctule (25) LHS – Lesser Horseshoe
(110)
Mbe – Bechstein’s (50)
Ni – Leisler’s (25) GHS - Greater Horseshoe
(82)
Mbr – Whiskered/Brandt’s
Bb – Barbastelle (32)
(45)
Md – Daubenton’s (45-50)
Pa – Brown Long-Eared
(35)
Mn – Natterer’s (50)
Ep – Serotine (25-30)
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T21 Visit 1
Surveyor: Sara Curtis
Date: 03/05/19
Survey: Dawn
Tree : T21
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox Duet and Zoom
Sunset time: 05:31

Start time: 04:00

End time: 05:31

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

100

100

Wind (Beaufort Scale) :

2

1

Precipitation

Dry but misty

Dry but misty

Temperature (°C):

10

8

Notes: No Re-entry. No activity.
Surveyor: Owen Pearson
Date: 03/05/19
Survey: Dawn
Tree : T21
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox Duet and Zoom
Sunset time: 05:31

Start time: 04:00

End time: 05:31

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

100

100

Wind (Beaufort Scale):

2

1

Precipitation:

0

0

Temperature (°C):

10

8

Notes: No re-entry. Low levels of activity.
T21 Visit 2
Surveyor: Nathan Jenkinson
Date: 22/05/19
Survey: Dusk
Tree: T21
Visit: 2
Equipment used: Anabat Express (Mario) and Peersonic
Sunset time: 20.54

Start time: 20.46

End time: 22.24

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

0

0

Wind (Beaufort Scale):

0~

0

Precipitation:

0

0

Temperature (°C):

14

12

Notes: No emergence. Low activity, one common pipistrelle.
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Building 1 Visit 1
Surveyor: Judy Tung
Date: 22/05/19
Survey: Dusk
Building: 1
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox duet and Zoom
Sunset time: 20:54

Start time: 20:46

End time: 22:24

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

0

0

Wind (Beaufort Scale):

0

0

Precipitation:

0

0

Temperature (°C):

14

12

Notes: No emergence. No activity.

Surveyor: Lindsay Taylor
Date: 22/05/19
Survey: Dusk
Building: 1
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox Duet and Zoom
Sunset time: 20:54

Start time: 20:46

End time: 22:24

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

0

0

Wind (Beaufort Scale):
Precipitation:

0
0

0
0

Temperature (°C):

14

12

Notes: No emergence. Low levels of activity including pipistrelle.
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Building 1 Visit 2, Building 2 Visit 1
Surveyor: Judy Tung
Date: 23/05/19
Survey: Dawn
Building: 2
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox Duet and Zoom
Sunrise time: 05:00

Start time: 3:30

End time: 05:15

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

66

66

Wind (Beaufort Scale):

0

0

Precipitation:

0

0

Temperature (°C):

8

10

Notes: No re-entry. No activity.
Surveyor: Lindsay Taylor
Date: 23/05/19
Survey: Dawn
Building: 1 and 2
Visit: 1
Equipment used: Batbox Duet and Zoom
Sunrise time: 05:00

Start time: 03:34

End time: 05:15

Weather

At start:

At end:

Cloud cover (%):

70

70

Wind (Beaufort Scale):

0

0

Precipitation:

0

0

Temperature (°C):

8

10

Notes: No re-entry. No activity.
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Appendix 2: Bat Box Specifications
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Appendix 2: Bat Box Specifications
A2.1.

General purpose bat boxes (such as the Schwegler 2F or 2FF bat boxes) could be installed on
retained trees prior to the demolition of the buildings and removal of trees to ensure adequate
roosting features remain for bats which use the site. These boxes offer suitable roosting conditions
for crevice dwelling bat species such as common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus.

Figure A2.1: Schwegler 2F Bat Tube (image from http://www.schwegler-natur.de/)
A2.2.

The bat boxes to be installed on trees are to be installed as high as possible (at least 4m high),
positioned with an unobstructed approach and no lighting should be directed towards them.

A2.3.

As temperature is known to be an important factor influencing the success of artificial roost boxes
(BCT, 2016 the boxes are to be sited on the south, west and east aspects of trees or buildings to
receive maximum amounts of sunlight and warmth.
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