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Summary 

S.1. This report has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP on behalf of Rainier Developments Limited. It 
sets out the findings of a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of a parcel of land at Station Way 
in Crawley (OS Grid Reference TQ 27143 36346). 

S.2. No statutory or non-statutory sites are adjacent to or within the site boundary. Within 2km of the 
site there are three Local Nature Reserves (statutory) and six Local Wildlife Sites (non-statutory). 
Due to the distance from the site it is considered unlikely that these designated sites will be 
affected directly or indirectly by the development. 

S.3.  A Phase I habitat survey and PBRA was conducted on 6th November 2018. The site was found to 
support four structures (two buildings and two electrical units), amenity grassland, dense scrub, 
scattered scrub, scattered trees, ephemeral/short perennial vegetation, poor-semi improved 
grassland and hardstanding. The two buildings (buildings B1 and B2) on site and three trees (16, 
15, 17) were found to have low bat potential, three trees (11, 10, 22) were found to have 
moderate bat potential and one tree (21) was found to have high bat potential. 

S.4. It is recommended that a single emergence survey undertaken by four ecologists on buildings B1 
and B2, this should be undertaken to determine if these roost features house bats. This should be 
conducted between April-October and in line with best practices guidance. 

S.5. Low potential trees may be soft felled and therefore require no further survey. In order to identify if 
the features identified on the high and moderate potential trees support roosting bats, it was 
recommended these are tree climbed by a license bat worker using an endoscope which was 
undertaken on 6th January. If bats/signs of roosting bats are found and the tree is to be 
impacted/lost by the proposed works, a European Protected Species Licence or Bat Low Impact 
Class Licence would be required to facilitate the works. 

S.6. The site may support reptiles, nesting birds and hedgehog. Given the limited extent of habitats of 
value to these species at the site, it is recommended that precautionary mitigation techniques are 
employed for these species. 

S.7. To avoid triggering the legislation in relation to nesting birds any vegetation removal must either be 
performed outside of the nesting season (March to September inclusive) or be subject to a nest 
check immediately prior by a suitably qualified ecologist. 

S.8. There is a risk during construction of damage to retained trees. Therefore, retained trees should be 
protected in line with best practice guidance (BS:5837). 

S.9. In conclusion, with the mitigation and enhancement strategies proposed, to include further survey 
and the incorporation of bat and bird boxes and the inclusion of native and/or nectar rich species in 
the site landscaping, the development would be in conformity with planning policy and legislation. 
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Section 1: Introduction, Context and Purpose 

Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Tyler Grange LLP on behalf of Rainier Developments Limited. It 
sets out the findings of a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of a parcel of land at Station Way 
in Crawley (OS Grid Reference TQ 27143 36346), hereinafter referred to as the 'site'. 

Purpose 

1.2 This 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; 

• Uses available background data and results of field surveys, to describe and evaluate the 
ecological features present within the likely 'zone of influence' (ZoI)1 of the proposed 
development;  

• Describes the actual or potential ecological issues and opportunities that might arise as a 
result of the site’s future development; 

• Where appropriate, makes recommendations for mitigation of adverse effects and ecological 
enhancement, to ensure conformity with policy and legislation listed in Appendix 1; and 

• Where relevant, identifies further work required to inform a future planning application. 

1.3 This assessment and the terminology used are consistent with the 'Guidelines for Ecological 
Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland' (CIEEM, 2018).  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Defined as the area over which ecological features may be subject to significant effects as a result of activities associated with a 
project and associated activities (CIEEM 2016). 
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      Section 2: Methodology 

Data Search 

2.1. The aim of the data search is to collate existing ecological records for the site and adjacent areas.  
Obtaining existing records is an important part of the assessment process as it provides 
information on issues that may not be apparent during a single survey, which by its nature provides 
only a 'snapshot' of the ecology of a given site. 

2.2. The data search has been undertaken for a 10km radius around the site for European statutory 
sites, a 2km radius for national statutory and non-statutory sites and a 1km radius for protected and 
priority2 species records. The search area was extended to 2km for bats. 

2.3. The following organisations and individuals have been contacted and, where relevant, the 
information provided has been incorporated with acknowledgement within this report: 

• The Sussex Biological Records Centre (SXBRC) was consulted for local records of fauna and 
flora within 2km of the site boundary; 

• The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside website3 was accessed for 
information on the location of statutory designated nature conservation sites within a 10km 
and 2km of the site; 

• The Crawley Borough Council website was consulted for details of relevant local planning 
policies and supplementary planning guidance; and 

• The Sussex BAP was consulted for priority habitats and species subject to conservation 
action, to assist with the evaluation of ecological features and to inform site enhancement 
strategies. 
 

Extended Phase I Habitat Survey 

2.4. An ‘extended’ Phase I habitat survey was undertaken on 6th November 2018 by Christian Cairns 
MSc, a student member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 
(CIEEM) and Nathan Jenkinson MSc an experienced field surveyor and Associate member of 
CIEEM. The technique was based upon Phase I survey methodology (JNCC, 2010). This 
'extended' Phase I technique provides an inventory of the habitat types present and dominant 
species.   

2.5. The weather conditions for the survey were dry with 75% cloud cover, 10oC degrees and wind 
speeds of 1 on the Beaufort scale. 

2.6. Using the above method, the site was classified into areas of similar botanical community types 
with a representative sample of those species present at the time of the survey being described. 

2.7. Additionally, incidental records of fauna were also made during the survey and the habitats 
identified were evaluated for their potential to support legally protected and priority species. 

 

                                                           
2 UK priority species and habitats are those subject to conservation action and referred to as Species of Principal 
Importance (SoPIs) or Habitats of Principal Importance (HoPIs). They are listed at Section 41 [42 in Wales] of the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. Section 40 of the NERC Act states that local planning authorities 
must have regard for the conservation of both SoPIs and HoPIs. 
3 http://www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk/MagicMap.aspx 
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Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment – Buildings & Trees 

2.8. A preliminary bat roost assessment (PBRA) of the buildings and trees present within the site was 
undertaken to assess their potential to support roosting bats. This survey was undertaken 
alongside the ‘extended’ Phase 1 habitat survey. The surveys followed standard methodologies 
(Mitchell-Jones, A.J., 2004; Mitchell-Jones, A.J. and McLeish, A.P., 2004; Collins, 2016) which are 
described below. 

2.9. The PBRA for buildings comprised of an external and internal inspection (where access allowed) of 
all buildings present on-site to assess their potential to support roosting bats. In summary, this 
required the following: 

• A visual inspection of the exterior and interior of the buildings on site was undertaken on the 
6th November 2018, examining features such as brickwork, lead flashing, and tiles for 
evidence of use by bats, including the presence of bat droppings and staining from fur-oil or 
urine; and 

• A number of factors were considered including the presence of features suitable for use by 
crevice dwelling bats, proximity to foraging habitats or cover, and potential for disturbance 
from lighting and other sources. 

2.10. The PBRA for trees comprised a ground level inspection of all trees present on-site to determine 
the potential of each tree to support roosting bats. During this survey, Potential Roost Features 
(PRFs) that may be used by bats, as identified within the BCT Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 
2016), were sought. These included the following: 

• Woodpecker holes, rot holes, knot holes arising from naturally shed branches and man-made 
holes; 

• Hazard beams and other vertical or horizontal cracks and splits (such as frost-cracks) in stems 
or branches; 

• Partially detached platey bark; 
• Cankers;  
• Other hollows or cavities, including butt-rots;  
• Partially detached ivy with stem diameters in excess of 50mm; and  
• Bird, bat or dormouse boxes. 

2.11. Evidence of the presence of bat roosts was also sought. These signs include: 

• Bat droppings in, around or below a PRF; 
• Odour emanating from a PRF; 
• Audible squeaking at dusk or in warm weather; and  
• Visible staining below a PRF. 

2.12. The potential of each building or tree at the site and immediately adjacent to the site to support 
roosting bats has been categorised against the criteria described in Table 2.1. 
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Suitability  Description of Roosting Habitats  

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

Low 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 space, shelter, protection, appropriate conditions and/or 
suitable surrounding habitat to be used on a regular basis or by larger 
numbers of bats (i.e. unlikely to be suitable for maternity or hibernation). 
A tree of sufficient size and age to contain PRFs but with none seen from the 
ground or features seen with only very limited roosting potential. 

Moderate  A structure or 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. 

High  A structure or tree with one or more potential roost sites 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.  

Table 2.1 – Roost Assessment Criteria (adapted from Collins 2016). 

Evaluation  

2.13. The evaluation of habitats and species is defined in accordance with published guidance (CIEEM, 
2018).  The level of importance of specific ecological features is assigned using a geographic 
frame of reference, with international being most important, then national, regional, county, 
borough, local and lastly, within the site boundary only. 

2.14. Evaluation is based on various characteristics that can be used to identify ecological features likely 
to be important in terms of biodiversity. These include site designations (such as SSSIs), or for 
undesignated features, the size, conservation status (locally, nationally or internationally), and the 
quality of the ecological feature. In terms of the latter, quality can refer to habitats (for instance if 
they are particularly diverse, or a good example of a specific habitat type), other features (such as 
wildlife corridors or mosaics of habitats) or species populations or assemblages. 

Limitations 

2.15. The survey was undertaken at a sub-optimal time of year for surveying flora. As such, not all plant 
species present at the site will have been noted during the site walkover. 

2.16. Internal access to the building roof void was limited to those areas where safe access could be 
gained. 

Quality Control 

2.17. All ecologists at Tyler Grange LLP are members of CIEEM and abide by the Institute's Code of 
Professional Conduct. 
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Section 3: Ecological Features and Evaluation 

Context  

3.1. The site is a small parcel of land east of Crawley station and immediately north of the railway 
corridor. The site is primarily composed of hardstanding, buildings and short perennial with 
scattered broadleaved trees. The site is bordered to the south by a railway corridor, to the west by 
Crawley station car park, to the north by a main road and to the east by a developed area under 
commercial use. The site is an active nightclub with associated parking in the east of the site. 

 

Figure 3.1: Aerial of indicative site boundary and surrounding area. 

Protected Sites 

Statutory Sites 

3.2. The site is not within, or adjacent to any statutory site designated for its nature conservation 
importance; however, several such sites exist within the study area.   

3.3. No European designated sites were found within 10 km of the site. 

3.4. Three Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) were identified within 2km of the site:  

• Waterlea Meadows is an LNR located 1.1km east of the site boundary. It is approximately 
3.9ha in size and is designated for its variety of grassland, woodland, scrub and waterbody 
habitats; 

• Tilgate Park is an LNR located 1.7km south-east of the site boundary. It is approximately 
6.9ha in size and is designated for the range of habitats and protected species found there; 
including hazel dormouse Muscardinus avellanarius. Furthermore, the site holds a non-
statutory designation as a Local Wildlife Site (LWS; see below); and  

• Broadfield Park is an LNR located 1.8km south of the site boundary. It is approximately 11.2ha 
in size and is designated for its priority habitats which include wet woodland and unimproved 
grassland.  

 



MOKA Nighclub, Crawley  
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roast Assessment 
 
11987_R01e_16th July 2019_CC_MM  Page 6 

 

3.5. LNRs are notified under Section 21 of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 
by local authorities. They are not necessarily of high ecological importance and are intended for 
public appreciation and enjoyment of wildlife. Therefore, the Local Nature Reserve’s (LNR’s) are of 
considered to be of local ecological importance. 

Non-Statutory (Local) Sites 

3.6. Non-statutory designated sites recognised by West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough 
Council and are known as Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs). Within 2km of the site five Local Wildlife 
Sites were found; for ease of reference these have been tabulated in order of proximity to the site 
and presented in Table 3.1 below: 

Site Name Designatio
n 

Distance and 
Direction from 
Site (km - 
N/S/W/E) 

Description/Summary of Reason for 
Designation 

The Hawth LWS 0.4km – South-
east 

Designated for its species-rich semi-
natural woodland 

Ewhurst 
Wood 

LWS 1.3 km – North-
west 

Designated for the large semi-natural 
woodland  

Tilgate 
Park 

LWS, 
Country 
Park 

1.7 km – South-
east 

Designated for its mosaic of various 
biologically important habitats 

Worth Way LWS 1.7km - East Designated for it range of habitats: 
Semi-natural woodland, neutral 
grassland, scrub, and hedgerows 

Wodlhurstle
a Wood 

LWS 1.8km - West Designated for its semi-natural 
woodland habitats 

      Table 3.1: Non-statutory sites within 2km of the site boundary 

3.7. LWSs are selected on the basis that they meet the criteria for local wildlife sites selection for sites 
of importance at a county level. They are therefore of up to county ecological importance. 

Habitats and Flora 

3.8. The site supports the following habitats: 

• Amenity grassland; 
• Buildings and hardstanding; 
• Dense scrub; 
• Ephemeral/short perennial; 
• Introduced shrub; 
• Poor semi-improved grassland; 
• Scattered scrub; and 
• Scattered broadleaved trees. 

 
3.9. For ease of reference, habitat types have been described alphabetically, below. All the features 

described are shown on the appended Habitat Features Plan (Plan Ref: 11987/P01a). 

Amenity Grassland 

3.10. Within the site there are two areas of amenity grassland; a small strip adjacent to Station Way to 
the north of building B1 and a small section in the east of the site.  

 
3.11. The amenity grassland comprises species typical of this habitat type, namely annual meadow 

grass Poa annua, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolate, common daisy Bellis perennis and 
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dandelion Taraxacum sp. Due to the low number of species present and the intensive management 
of these grassland areas, the areas of amenity grassland are considered to be of negligible 
ecological potential. 

Buildings and Hardstanding 

3.12. The site is primarily composed of hardstanding; tarmac car parking to the south of the site and 
paving around the periphery of buildings B1, B2, B3 and B4. The buildings are of no inherent 
ecological value and are therefore of a negligible ecological importance. 

 
Photograph 3.1: East elevation of building B1 

Dense Scrub 

3.13. A small section of dense scrub forms part of the eastern site boundary. This habitat is composed of 
bramble Rubus fruticosus, dogrose Rosa canina, hazel Corylus avellana and blackthorn Prunus 
spinosa. Due to the variety of native woody species and the limited extent of the scrub, this habitat 
is considered to be of ecological importance within the context of the site only.  

Ephemeral/Short Perennial 

3.14. To the east of building B1 is an area of ephemeral/short perennial vegetation, with scattered 
broadleaved trees present throughout (see below). This habitat comprises loose gravel with 
discrete areas of vegetation populated by young cow parsley Anthriscus sylvestris, herb robert 
Geranium robertianum and yarrow Achillea millefoilium. Due to the limited extent of this area of 
habitat and the low species diversity, this area of habitat is deemed to be of negligible ecological 
importance. 

Introduced Shrub 

3.15. In the north-east of the site there is a small section of introduced shrub, largely comprising 
ornamental non-native flora species. Due to the non-native nature of this planted area, the 
introduced shrub is considered to be of negligible ecological importance.  

Poor Semi-improved Grassland 

3.16. There is a small section of semi-improved grassland in the north-east section of the site, 
considered to be species-poor due to the low species diversity observed during the survey 
(although given the time of year, the survey of this grassland was undertaken at a sub-optimal time 
for flora surveys). Grasses present are Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus, red fescue Festuca rubra, 
perennial rye grass Lolium perenne, cock’s foot Dactylis glomerata and annual meadow grass, with 
forbs present including oxeye daisy Leucanthemum vulgare, ribwort plantain, dandelion, ragwort 
Jacobaea vulgaris, white clover Trifolium repens. Due to the small size of this habitat area and low 
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species diversity of the grassland, the grassland is considered to be of ecological importance 
within the context of the site only.  

Scattered Scrub 

3.17. Scattered scrub is present in the south and east of the site. This habitat is primarily composed of 
bramble and blackthorn, but also dogrose, common ivy Hedera helix, cherry laurel Prunus 
laurocerasus and common nettle Urtica dioica. Due to the extent of this habitat type and its likely 
value to the biodiversity resource at the site, it is deemed to be of ecological importance within 
the context of the site only. 

 
Photograph 3.2: Scattered scrub along the southern site boundary, adjacent to the rail 
corridor 

Scattered Broadleaved Trees 

3.18. Scattered trees are present in the north and east of the site. The trees range in age from mature in 
the east to young planted trees on the northern site boundary. The species composition is primarily 
oak Quercus robur, but also silver birch Betula pendula, ash Fraxinus excelsior, beech Fagus 
sylvatica, field maple Acer campestre, hawthorn Crataegus monogyna and wild cherry Prunus 
avium. Due to the largely native species composition, age and location of the trees within the site 
this habitat is deemed to be of ecological importance within the context of the site only. 

Flora 

3.19. No protected or notable plant species such as those listed under Schedule 8 of the WCA 1981 (as 
amended) were observed during the survey, and given the use of the site as a nightclub with the 
majority of the site being comprised of hard standing and unmanaged habitats, it is considered 
unlikely that any protected or notable plant species are present. As such, protected or notable plant 
species are not considered a feature of the site and are not discussed further in this report. 

 Fauna 

 Amphibians 

3.20. No records of great crested newt Triturus cristatus were found within 2km of the site within the last 
10 years. Records of other species, namely three of common toad Bufo bufo, two of smooth newt 
Lissotriton vulgaris and four of common frog Rana temporaria were noted. The closest of which 
was a record of a common frog in 2010. 
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3.21. Due to the lack of waterbodies within 500m of the site and the sites location within a largely urban 
area, it is considered unlikely amphibians are present on site and they are therefore not discussed 
further within this report. 

Bats 

3.22. The data search returned records of several bat species within 2km of the site. These are: 

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 auritus 2 0.3km N 2009 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus 

24 0.3km N 2017 

Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii 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 noctula 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 

Unidentified bat 
species Chiroptera sp. 8 1.5km E 2012 

Table 3.2: Bat species records from within 2km, species, number of records, nearest and 
most recent records 

3.23. All bats and their roosts are protected under the WCA 1981 (as amended) and Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) (the ‘Habitat Regulations’). Of these species 
listed above, noctule, soprano pipistrelle, Bechsteins’s bat and brown long-eared bat are also SoPI. 

3.24. An assessment of the site’s suitability to support roosting bats is present in the preliminary bat 
roost assessment in Section 4 of this report. 

3.25. Given the small size of the site and the largely urban nature of the surrounding habitats within the 
wider Crawley area, the site is considered unlikely to be of value to foraging and commuting bats. 
However, the railway corridor to the south may be of some value to foraging and commuting bats, 
given its linear nature and due to the presence of vegetation. 

Birds 

3.26. The data search returned 589 records of bird within 2km of the site boundary. Of those Birds of 
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Conservation Concern (BoCC) criteria4,  red list species including; house sparrow Passer 
domesticus, tree sparrow Passer montanus, starling Sturnus vulgaris, mistle thrush Turdus 
viscivorus, song thrush Turdus philomelos and yellow wagtail Motacilla flava. Amber list records 
included dunnock Prunella modularis common house martin Delichon urbica, tawny owl Strix aluco. 

3.27. Several nests, suspected to be feral pigeon Columba livia domestica, were noted using the 
southern aspect of building B1 to nest, and an old nest was noted in a hawthorn tree within the 
area of scattered trees in the south-east corner of the site. While the site provides opportunities for 
nesting birds, due to the limited extent of the site, it is unlikely that the assemblage of birds 
potentially present at the site is of particular importance.  

Hazel dormouse 

3.28. The data search returned three records of hazel dormouse Muscardinus avellanarius within 2km of 
the site, the closest of which was a record in 2016 located 1.3km from the site boundary. While 
there are hazel dormice in the wider area, the site is not considered to offer suitable connectivity to 
the wider landscape and does not possess suitable habitats. Therefore, it is considered unlikely 
that hazel dormice are present at the site and therefore they are not discussed further in this report.  

Invertebrates 

3.29. The site is not considered to possess habitats that would support protected or notable 
invertebrates, and as such invertebrates are not considered further within this report. 

Reptiles 

3.30. Within 2km of the site records of two reptile species were returned. These were 14 records of slow 
worm Anguis fragilis and three records of grass snake Natrix helvetica. 

3.31. Some of the habitats on site, namely the scrub and grassland, provide potential suitable habits for 
common reptile species. The railway corridor also provides some connectivity to the wider 
landscape and south-facing basking opportunities adjacent to the site. 

 
Western European hedgehog 

3.32. Thirty-six records of western European hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus were returned within 2km 
of the site. Due to the presence of scrubby habitats at the site and the connectivity provided by the 
railway corridor, it is considered that the site may be utilised by foraging and dispersing hedgehog.  

Other species 

3.33. No records of European otter Lutra lutra, Eurasian badger meles meles, water vole Arvicola 
amphibius and white-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes were returned in the data search. 
There is no suitable habitat on site to support these species therefore they are not considered 
further within this report. 

                                                           
4 The Bird Species of Conservation Concern (BoCC) categorises bird species into the following classifications: 
* Red List species are bird species of high conservation concern, such as those whose population or range is rapidly declining, recently 
or historically, and those of global conservation concern. 
* Amber List species are bird species of medium conservation concern, such as those whose population is in moderate decline, rare 
breeders, internationally important and localised species, and those of unfavourable conservation status in Europe. 
* Green List species are bird species in the least critical group of conservation concern, such as those that occur regularly in the UK but 
do not qualify under any of the above criteria. 
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Invasive Species 

3.34. Invasive species are those listed under Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. With 
regard to invasive plant species (listed under Part II of Schedule 9), it is an offence to plant or 
otherwise cause to grow in the wild any plant which is included in Part II of Schedule 9. No invasive 
species were noted during the extended phase 1 habitat survey and as such no invasive species 
are likely to be present at the site (please see Limitations section with respect to flora).  
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Section 4: Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment 

Building Assessment 
  
4.1.  The site possesses four buildings. Buildings B3 and B4 are electrical generators and do not 

possess any PRFs. As such, buildings B3 and B4 are not considered further within this report. 

4.2. B1 is the largest building within the site and is an active nightclub; it is four stories in height with a 
tin roof. The building possesses a loft void and is constructed of breeze blocks. The building is clad 
in coregulated metal with bird netting noted on the west and north faces. 

4.3. Building B1 possessed several isolated roost features on the exterior of the building, namely:  

• a small gap on the metal awning on the eastern elevation, where the metal fixture has pulled 
away leaving access to small a cavity space; and 

• Three gaps were also noted where the metal cladding has been pulled away, creating small 
access points. These are noted on the south elevation of the building under the wooden 
overhang, and on the west elevation. 

4.4. During the external inspection, the identified features were assessed for signs of use by bats such 
as staining from fur oils and concentrations of droppings beneath the potential roost features, with 
no signs observed. 

 
Photograph 4.1: Gap on the metal awning on the eastern aspect 
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Photograph 4.2: Gap in metal cladding into cavity between cladding and breeze blocks 

 
Photograph 4.3: Gaps in metal cladding on western elevation 
 

4.5. The interior of the building used as a nightclub is actively used and whilst a thorough inspection 
was undertaken of these areas (and no bats or sign of roosting bats were observed), the building is 
well maintained and given its current use, these areas are considered highly unlikely to be utilised 
by roosting bats.  

4.6. An internal inspection of two accessible areas of the loft void (in the south-east and west of the 
building’s roof) was undertaken. The loft void is large and spans the entirety of the building, 
however due to health and safety concerns (the structural integrity of the boards making up the 
floor of the loft void varied considerably) only these two isolated areas were surveyed. 
Furthermore, another access point was noted however it was too high for surveyors to reach safely 
so was not inspected (see Photograph 4.6 below).  

4.7. The areas of accessible loft space showed it be a large area with several partition walls of breeze 
blocks or board separating out sections of the building. Several vents and electrical fixtures were 
noted. No signs of bats or entry points were noted during this internal inspection, and the building 
was noted to generally be in a good state of repair. 
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Photograph 4.4: South west loft void, with a partition wall separating this area form the main 
loft space 

 
Photograph 4.5: The west loft void 

 
Photograph 4.6: An entry point to the southern loft void, which was too high to access 

4.8. Building B1 is assessed as possessing a number of external PRFs that may be used as transitional 
roost spaces by opportunistic roosting bats. Considering limited nature and extent of these features 
and the lack of signs of active use of the features by bats, building B1 is considered to have low 
potential for roosting bats (Collins, 2016). 

4.9. Building B2 is located to the south of building B1 and is a small rectangular out building in which 
the gap between the roof and soffits has been sealed with expanding foam. The building is 
suspected to be of breezeblock construction with concrete render. Several isolated PRFs were 
identified including small soffit gaps and gaps between the building walls and soffit box. Access to 
the interior of the building was not possible due to the door being locked. 



MOKA Nighclub, Crawley  
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roast Assessment 
 
11987_R01e_16th July 2019_CC_MM  Page 15 

 

 
Photograph 4.7: East elevation of building B2 with expanding foam noted in gap between 
roof and soffit 

 
Photograph 4.8: Gaps in soffit box and between soffit box and wall on west elevation 

 
Photograph 4.9: Gap around door on west elevation of building B2 
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4.10. Building B2 is assessed as possessing a number PRFs that may be used as transitional roost 
spaces by opportunistic roosting bats, and considering these features in conjunction with the lack 
of signs of active use of the features by bats, building B2 is considered to have low potential too 
support roosting bats (Collins, 2016). 

Tree Assessment 

4.11.  Within the site there are seven trees were identified with bat roost potential. For ease of reference 
these have been tabulated in Table 4.1 below, with numbering of trees consistent with that used in 
the arboricultural report prepared by Marlow Consulting Limited in July 2019: 

 
Tree 
ID Species Feature Bat roost 

potential Image 

16 Oak 

5% loose bark, 
80% ivy cover 
possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

Low 

 

15 Field Maple 

5% loose bark, 
80% ivy cover 
possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

Low 
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11 Oak 

West facing 
natural hole 
5m, slightly 
upward facing 

Moderate 

 

17 Oak 

Small feature 
on north limb 
10% loose 
bark, 30% ivy 
cover possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

Low 

 

21 Ash 

3 woodpecker 
holes on south-
west limb, 1 
natural hole on 
same limb but 
further down, 
possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

High 
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10 Oak 

10% loose 
bark, large 
areas of loose 
bark possibly 
for roosting, 
downward 
facing, 1 dead 
limb with loose 
bark, 30% ivy 
cover possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

Moderate 

 

22 Oak 

2 cracks/splits 
13m up, west 
facing, 30% ivy 
cover possibly 
obscuring a 
feature 

Moderate 

 

Table 4.1: Assessment of trees found with bat potential 

4.12.  In conclusion, seven of the trees at the site seven were found to possess potential PRFs and are 
therefore considered to have the potential to support roosting bats. 
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Section 5: Considerations in Respect of 
Future Development 

Proposed Development 

5.1 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 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). 

5.2 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. 

Potential Impacts, Mitigation and Enhancement 

5.3 Both the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000 and the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act 2006 give the importance of conserving biodiversity a statutory basis, 
requiring government departments (which includes Local Planning Authorities) to have regard for 
biodiversity in carrying out their obligations (which includes determination of planning applications) 
and to take positive steps to further the conservation of listed species and habitats. These articles 
of legislation require the local planning authority to take measures to protect species or habitats 
from the adverse effects of development, where appropriate, by using planning conditions or 
obligations. Planning authorities should refuse permission where harm to the species or their 
habitats would result, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development clearly outweigh the 
harm. 

5.4 The potential consequences with respect to development of the site are set out below, with 
reference to relevant legislation and planning policy, which is summarised in Appendix 1. 

Protected Sites 

5.5 No direct impacts on the LNRs or LWSs are expected as a result of the proposed development due 
to their distance from the site and the lack of any tangible impact pathways. The sites are also 
managed for the public (where accessible), with each site including footpaths and open green 
space areas for public use. 

Habitats and Flora 

5.6 The proposed development will result in the loss of buildings B1, B2, B4 and B4, hardstanding, 
amenity grassland, ephemeral, short perennial, poor-semi-improved grassland, scrub, and some 
scattered trees. 

5.7 As outlined above, the proposed re-development of the site will result in some of the existing tree 
stock being retained. As such, any retained trees should be protected in line with best practice 
guidance (BS:5837). 

5.8 Loss of habitats of negligible ecological importance does not trigger a requirement for mitigation. In 
order to minimise loss of biodiversity any landscaping proposals should include use of native 
species and/or nectar rich species. 

5.9 In line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Appendix 1), where trees, scrub and 
grassland are to be lost, it is recommended that planting of native tree species is undertaken, 
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where possible, within the proposed development. Species-rich wildflower grassland should be 
included within landscape proposals to mitigate for the loss of the poor semi-improved grassland 
habitats, as should native woody species to mitigate for the loss of scrub habitats. 

Fauna 

Bats  

5.10 In England and Wales, bats and their roost are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act (1981) (as amended). 

5.11 As stated in Section 4, buildings B1 and B2 were determined to have low potential to support 
roosting bats. These buildings require further survey to determine if bats are present. In line with 
best practice guidance, one survey is required for each of the buildings in between May-August. 
This would be undertaken by four surveyors in order to survey all the identified PRF’s and would be 
conducted following best practise guidance. 

 
5.12 Seven trees were identified on site with potential to support roosting bats. 

• 16, 15 and 17 were all determine to have low potential and can be soft felled and removed 
without further survey work. Soft felling should be done under best practise guidance; and 

• 11, 10 and 22 were determined to have moderate potential and 21 was determined to have 
high potential. In lieu of further emergence/re-entry surveys, it is recommended that these 
trees are climbed, and an endoscope used by a licensed ecologist to determine if these 
features are suitable for and/or are being used/show signs of past use by bats. 

5.13 The site maybe be used by commuting and opportunistic foraging bats. The railway corridor along 
the south of the site boundary provides opportunity for commuting bats. Lighting at the site during 
the construction and operation phases of the development should be sympathetic to bats that may 
be utilising the trees boundaries of the site for commuting and foraging activity. Any lighting for the 
proposed development should be designed to minimise disturbance to bats (e.g. through the use of 
timers, provision of low-level bollard lighting, use of hoods or cowls on lights, and provision of 
warm-white LED lighting – Collins, 2016; Institute of Lighting Professionals and BCT, 2018). 

5.14 Furthermore, there is an opportunity to enhance the site for bats. This may be achieved through the 
provision of bat boxes on both retained trees and buildings within the site (see Appendix 2 for 
details) and by further planting along the northern boundary adjacent to the railway corridor. 

Birds  

5.15 In England and Wales, birds and their nest are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
(1981) (as amended). 

The site has the potential to support nesting birds within the vegetation and buildings present. As 
such any vegetation clearance occurring during breeding bird season between (March - August); a 
pre-works check of the proposed removed vegetation should be undertaken Ecological Clerk of 
Works (ECoW) to determine if any nesting birds are present. Should any active nests be 
discovered contain either eggs or chicks the nest must be retained and buffered until an ECoW has 
confirmed the chick have fledged. 

5.16 Furthermore, the habitat on site provides an opportunity for a biodiversity gain through the 
provision of bird boxes within the building design and on retained trees. 
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Reptiles 

5.17 In England and Wales, bats and their roost are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act (1981) (as amended). 

5.18 Common reptiles are afforded some protection under the WCA 1981 (as amended). All common 
reptile species (slow worm, grass snake, common lizard Zootoca vivipara and adder Vipera berus) 
are SoPI. 

5.19 As the amount of suitable habitat on site is limited in extent, habitat manipulation should be 
undertaken within the active season for reptiles (which is between mid-March and October 
inclusive) to prevent them being killed or injured during construction. It is partly dependent on 
weather conditions, as described below. Habitat manipulation should be directional, moving 
from north to south, thus displacing the reptiles in the direction of suitable habitat to the south and 
east, along the railway corridor and allowing them to disperse to other areas of more suitable 
habitat within this corridor.  

5.20 In the first instance, the area of scrub (if it is to be removed) should be reduced to 200mm in height. 
Vegetation will be cleared using hand tools (such as strimmers and brushcutters or hand-held 
shears). This should be completed under the supervision of an ecologist. Any hedgerows and trees 
affected should be felled using hand tools, and tree stumps/ root systems left in-situ until after mid-
March to avoid impacting hibernating reptiles.  

5.21 Following the completion of the first phase, the vegetation should then be cut back to ground level 
at least one week after completion of the first phase. A destructive search of the area can then be 
carried out under the supervision of an ecologist to ensure that any remaining reptiles are 
removed from the area, placed in a container and moved to an area of retained suitable habitat or 
the offsite area of suitable habitat to the north and east.   

5.22 No ground works should be undertaken in the area until the habitat manipulation exercise is 
complete. The vegetation in the construction footprint should then be regularly strimmed to ensure 
that the sward is kept below 150mm and remains unsuitable for reptiles during development 
works.   

5.23 The timings of the works should also take into consideration the recommendations previously 
with respect to breeding birds and hedgehogs, which recommends that any clearance of vegetation 
suitable for breeding birds should be undertaken outside of the bird nesting season i.e. between 
September and February inclusive. The habitats on the site that are suitable for breeding birds are 
scattered trees, dense scrub and scattered scrub. The clearance of these habitats should not 
impact hibernating reptiles if carried out between February and mid-March, providing the 
recommendations set out above are followed. 

Western European Hedgehog 

5.24 In the UK, western European hedgehog are listed as a SoPI under the NERC Act (2006). As such, 
western European hedgehog require due consideration as part of the planning process. 

 
5.25 No obvious refugia habitats for hedgehog (such as compost heaps and litter piles) were observed 

during the site visit, and as such no soft removal of potential refugia areas is recommended. 
However, sensitive clearance of vegetation would minimise the potential for harm to hedgehogs.  

5.26 The site should implement precautionary mitigation measures sympathetic to hedgehog during the 
operational phase of the proposed development, through measures to maintain connectivity and 
reduce mortality such as the raising of fence panels and the inclusion of hedgehog boxes within 
areas of retained green infrastructure. 
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Ecological Design Principles and Enhancement Opportunities 

5.27 Considering the relevant policies, as summarised above, there is the opportunity to enhance the 
biodiversity of the site by adopting design principles informed by conservation strategies, notable 
the Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services (hereafter referred 
to as Biodiversity 2020) and the NPPF. Such opportunities include: 

• Sensitive lighting along the rail corridor to the south of the site to avoid to disturbance of 
commuting bats along these linear features; 

• Planting of nectar-rich native vegetation in order to increase feeding opportunities for 
invertebrates and bats; 

• Planting of native flora in retained or newly created habitats; including scattered scrub and 
trees, tall ruderal and marginal vegetation, particularly planting of native trees adjacent to the 
rail corridor to the south of the site. Thus, providing new opportunities for fauna; 

• Replacement of any trees to be lost, through soft landscaping and replacement planting; 
• Integration of hedgehog boxes into suitable pre-existing or newly created habitat to facilitate 

and encourage hedgehog use of the site, and the raising of fence panels; and 
• Addition of bird and bat boxes (see Appendix 2) across the site to improve nesting roosting 

opportunities. 

5.28 These enhancements would be in line with Policy ENV23: Biodiversity of Crawley Borough Local 
Plan 2015-2030 and providing a net biodiversity gain to the site. 

Further Work to Inform a Future Planning Application 

5.29 To inform future development designs and mitigation strategies, and in accordance with ODPM 
Circular 06/05 and BS 42020:2013 ‘Biodiversity – Code of practice for planning and development’, 
it will be necessary to undertake surveys to confirm whether legally protected and/or priority 
species would be affected by proposed development of the site. These surveys are summarised 
below: 

• Bat emergence surveys: A single emergence/re-entry survey should be undertaken between 
May-August by four surveyors to cover all roost features identified on buildings B1 and B2, in 
order to determine if these features are being used by roosting bats; 
 

• Tree climbing: In order to further assess the potential of the moderate and high potential 
trees, tree climbing was recommended and undertaken in January 2019; see Tyler Grange 
report; 11987_R03a_Bat Survey Report_CC_HB_090719; 
 
 
 

• Nesting Birds (pre-works check): If building demolition or vegetation/tree removal is to occur 
between March-August, a pre-works check by an ECoW should be undertaken to determine 
whether active birds’ nests are present. If nest(s) are present, no nests, eggs or young should 
be destroyed and an appropriate buffer must be instated until the chicks have been confirmed 
as fledged by an ECoW; and 

• Reptiles (precautionary staged vegetation removal): If scrub removal occurs on site, this 
should be a phased strim as outlined in the method described above. 
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Section 6: Conclusions 

6.1 With the implementation of the mitigation and enhancement strategy described above, the 
proposed development would be in conformity with relevant planning policy and legislation (see 
Appendix 1).  

6.2 It is considered that if the recommendations above in Section 5 are followed then there are no 
ecological issues that would affect the principle of development proposed and that the allocation 
and future development of the site would be in conformity with relevant legislation and planning 
policy that seeks to protect and enhance ecological features. It is considered that a net gain in 
biodiversity at the site can be achieved through habitat enhancement and creation measures, as  
outlined above.
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Appendix 1:  Legislation and Planning 
Policy 
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Appendix 1:  Legislation and Planning 
Policy 

A1.1. This section summarises the legislation and national, regional and local planning policies, as 
well as other reference documents, relevant to the baseline ecology results. 

Legislation 

A1.2. Specific habitats and species receive legal protection in the UK under various pieces of 
legislation, including: 

• The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
• The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
• The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 
• The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
• The Hedgerows Regulations 1997 
• The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

A1.3. The European Council Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora 
and Fauna, 1992, often referred to as the 'Habitats Directive', provides for the protection of 
key habitats and species considered of European importance.  Annexes II and IV of the 
Directive list all species considered of community interest.  The legal framework to protect 
the species covered by the Habitats Directive has been enacted under UK law through The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

A1.4. In Britain, the WCA 1981 (as amended) is the primary legislation protecting habitats and 
species. SSSIs, representing the best examples of our natural heritage, are notified under 
the WCA 1981 (as amended) by reason of their flora, fauna, geology or other features.  All 
breeding birds, their nests, eggs and young are protected under the Act, which makes it 
illegal to knowingly destroy or disturb the nest site during nesting season.  Schedules 1, 5 
and 8 afford protection to individual birds, other animals and plants. 

A1.5. The CRoW Act 2000 strengthens the species enforcement provisions of the WCA 1981 (as 
amended) and makes it an offence to 'recklessly' disturb a protected animal whilst it is using 
a place of rest or shelter or breeding/nest site. 

Planning Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019 

A1.6.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in February 2019 and sets 
out the Government's planning policies for England and how these should be applied. It 
replaces the first National Planning Policy Framework published in March 2012. 

A1.7. Paragraph 11 states that: 

“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development.” 
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A1.8. Section 15 of the NPPF (paragraphs 170 to 177) considers the conservation and 
enhancement of the natural environment. 

A1.9. Paragraph 170 states that planning and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local 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; and 

c)  minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing 
coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures”. 

A1.10. Paragraph 171 states that plans should distinguish between the hierarchy of international, 
national and locally designated sites; allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value; take a strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and 
green infrastructure; and plan for the enhancement of natural capital at a catchment or 
landscape scale across local authority boundaries. 

A1.11.  Paragraph 174 states that in order to protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, 
plans should: 

a) “Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological 
networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of 
importance for biodiversity; wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them; and 
areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat management, 
enhancement, restoration or creation; and 

b)  promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological 
networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue 
opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.” 

A1.12.  When determining planning applications, Paragraph 175 states that local planning 
authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the following 
principles: 

a)  “if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, 
or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused; 

b)  development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is 
likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other 
developments), should not normally be permitted. The only exception is where the 
benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its likely 
impact on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest, and any 
broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest; 

c)  development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 
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ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 
wholly exceptional reasons58 and a suitable compensation strategy exists; and 

d)  development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 
supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure measurable net 
gains for biodiversity.” 

A1.13.  As stated in paragraph 176 the following should be given the same protection as habitats 
sites: 

a)  “potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation; 

b)  listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and 

c)  sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats 
sites, potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and 
listed or proposed Ramsar sites.” 

A1.14. Paragraph 177 states that, “the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not 
apply where the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either 
alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate assessment 
has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the 
habitats site.” 

Local Planning Policy 

Crawley Borough Local Plan 

A1.15. The Crawly Brough Local Plan 2015-2030. The relevant policy relating to ecology and nature 
conservation is Policy ENV2: Biodiversity, which relates to protected sites and the 
enhancement of biodiversity. The policy states: 

‘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.  
 
Habitat and species surveys and associated reports will be required to accompany planning 
applications which may affect the areas listed below or sites showing likely ecological value 
based on past ecological surveys. 
 
Hierarchy of Biodiversity Sites  
To ensure a net gain in biodiversity, the following areas will be conserved and enhanced 
where possible and the council will support their designation and management:  
 

1. Nationally designated sites:  
• Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)  

 
SSSI will receive the highest level of protection for habitat conservation value in line with 
national legislation, policy and guidance. 
 

2. National Planning Policy Framework Sites  
• Ancient Woodland, and aged or veteran trees 
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Planning permission will not be granted for development that results in the loss or 
deterioration of ancient woodland and aged or veteran trees unless the need for, and 
benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss. A buffer zone between 
development and ancient woodland will be required in line with Natural England Standing 
Advice. 
  
3. Locally designated sites, and habitats and species outside designated sites: 
 

• Local Nature Reserves  
• Sites of Nature Conservation Importance  
• Nature Improvement Areas 
• Habitats of Principle Importance identified in S41 of the Natural Environment and Rural                                      
 Communities Act 2006 or Biodiversity Action Plans 
• Biodiversity Opportunity Areas  
• Where Protected Species are present 
• Where Species of Principal Importance are present, as identified in S41 of the Natural 
 Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

 
Proposals which would result in significant harm to biodiversity will be refused unless: 
 

i. this can be avoided by locating on an alternative site with less harmful impact; or 
ii. the harm can be adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for.’ 

 
Biodiversity Action Plans 

A1.16. The UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework succeeded the UK BAP partnership in 2011 and 
covers the period 2011 to 2020. However, the lists of Priority Species and Habitats agreed 
under the UKBAP still form the basis of much biodiversity work in the UK. The current 
strategy for England is 'Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England's wildlife and ecosystem 
services' published under the UK Post-2010 UK Biodiversity Framework. Although the UK 
BAP has been succeeded, Species Action Plans (SAPs) developed for the UK BAP remain 
valuable resources for background information on priority species under the UK Post-2010 
Biodiversity Framework.  

A1.17. Priority Species and Habitats identified under the UKBAP are also referred to as Species 
and Habitats of Principal Importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales within Sections 41 (England) and 42 (Wales) of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act 2006. The commitment to preserving, restoring or enhancing 
biodiversity is further emphasised for England and Wales in Section 40 of the NERC Act 
2006. 

Sussex Biodiversity Action Plan 

A1.18. The Sussex BAP species and habitats are summarised below and are available on the 
Sussex Biodiversity Partnership website5. 

Habitats 
 
• Lowland farmland 
• Wetlands 
• Coastal 

                                                           
5 https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk 
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• Woodland 
• Marine 
• Urban 

 
Species 
 
• Barn Owl 
• Black Poplar 
• Brown Hare  
• Brown-banded Carder Bee 
• Duke of Burgundy 
• European Otter 
• Fen Raft Spider  
• Field Cricket  
• Glow-worm 
• Great Crested Newt 
• Marsh Mallow Moth 
• Pipistrelle 
• Skylark 
• Song Thrush 
• Stag Beetle 
• Swollen Spire Snail 
• Water Vole 

https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/55/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/54/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/53/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/52/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/49/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/47/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/46/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/45/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/44/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/43/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/39/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/38/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/35/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/34/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/27/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/25/
https://www.biodiversitysussex.org.uk/file_download/22/
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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 1FF; see Figure A4.1) could be installed 
on retained trees or buildings prior to the removal of trees and buildings (namely building B1 
and B2) to ensure adequate roosting features remain for bats which use the site. These 
boxes offer suitable roosting conditions for a range of crevice dwelling bat species such as 
common pipistrelle pipistrellus pipistrellus and soprano pipistrelle pipistrellus pygmaeus 
which were returned in data records by SxBRC. 

 
Figure A4.1: Schwegler 1FF Bat Box (image from http://www.schwegler-natur.de/) 

A2.2 Integrated bat boxes (such as the Ibstock Enclosed Bat Box Type C or Schewegler Bat Tube 
1FR; see A4.2 and A4.3 below) could also be incorporated into the design of the new 
residential building, which also offers roosting space for a range of crevice dwelling bat 
species.  

 
Figure A4.2: Ibstock Enclosed Bat Box Type C (image from www.nhbs.com) 

http://www.nhbs.com/
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Figure 4.3: Sweglar Bat Tube 1FR (image from: http://www.schwegler-natur.de/) 

A2.3 The bat boxes to be installed according to best practice guidance 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. 

A2.4 As temperature is known to be an important factor influencing the success of artificial roost 
boxes, the boxes are to be sited on the southern, south-eastern, and south-western aspects 
of trees to receive maximum amounts of sunlight and warmth. 
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