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Executive Summary

e This bat roost assessment report has been prepared in order to support a planning application
for the proposed extension works at 11 Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford.

e A preliminary roost assessment survey was undertaken on the 2" February 2024.

e The preliminary roost assessment confirmed the presence of moderate suitability roosting
features on the house including multiple gaps under the roof tiles and ridge tiles. No evidence
of activity was recorded internally during the survey.

e In order to confirm the presence/absence of further roosting bats, characterise bat roosts,
assess the extent that they may be affected by the proposed works and develop a proportionate
and appropriate mitigation strategy, further survey work in accordance with Natural England
standing advice and the Bat Conservation Trust's (BCT) Bat Surveys for Professional
Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (4th edition) was undertaken for the house. The
recommended survey effort for structures with moderate roost suitability is two
presence/absence surveys.

¢ Two presence/absence emergence surveys were undertaken during May 2024.
¢ No bats were recorded roosting on site during the survey.

e As such, there is considered to be no reasonable likelihood that bats will be present and
affected by the proposed works.

e No further survey work is required.

¢ Provided the recommendations set out in section 5 are followed, the planning authority can be
confident that the development would accord with relevant planning policy, legislation and
caselaw.

11 Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford June 2024




PHILLIPS

Bat Roost Assessment

ECOLOGY

Contents
1. Introduction ........... e aEEeeaEeieesseeessseeessseeessEeeiessEeiesssEeiesEeiiessEEiiesEEEieEsEEieseEEieesEEEieisEEEeiiaSELaiiaSEiessELieaneiainneiaas 4
1.1 REPOM PUIPOSE ...ttt ettt et bt e et e e e h e e et e e et e e e bt e sae e st e e sae e et e e ebeeebeesaneeeeens 4
1.2 DeSCriPtioN Of PrOPOSAL.......couiiiiieiii ettt ettt a ettt b e e bt sae e st e e et e et e et e e et e e san e e 4
1.3 Report context ..
14 SUIMVEBY @B ...ttt ettt h e a e e oo h et e e et et e e et e oo b e e e ee e e a et e et e et e e e e bt e eb e e e et e e sue e et e e be e e b e e nae e et e st e et e e eaeas
1.5 LIMIEATIONS ...ttt ettt h ettt e e bt et e et e e bt sae e st e e ae e e bt e b e e e e e e e aee s 4
1.6 REIEVANT OCUMEBNES ...ttt e a ettt e et sae e et esae e et e e sbeeebeesaneeeeeas 4
2. Survey Methodology..........c.cucu.... e aEeieEEeiesEeeeiaEeiesEseeeEEEesessEEisesEEEeseEEieEsEEEiSESEEEASEEENSSEESISSEEELMSsREENRsERRLResRREes 5
21 Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment MethodolOgy ............cocuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e 5
211 SUMVEBYOIS ...ttt ettt b e a e bt s et e et e oo et e e bt e e he e oo he e e et e ettt ea bt e eh e e e et e e sae e et e e et e e e b e e sae e et e e saneeteeeanas 5
212 SUMVEBY @B ... ittt ettt e e a ettt e bt e e bt e b e e e a et oo he e e et e et e e e e bt e ea e e e et e e sae e et e e ebe e e e e sae e et e sae e e teeeanas 5
21.3 SUIVEY ALE ...ttt b e et e eh e et et e e bt e e b e e e at e e s ae e et e e b e e b e sh e e et e st e et e e eenas
21.4 Survey description

215 Survey equipment

2.1.6 WeEALhEr CONAITIONS ...ttt b ettt e st e s bt e e bt e s b e e et e esae e e teesaeeeabeesaeeenes 5
21.7 AsSESSMENt METNOAOIOGY ...ttt st ettt et e et ettt eesae e e e e siee e 6
21 Emergence Survey MethodOlOgy ..........coui ittt sttt e 6
2.21 SUMVEYOI/S ...ttt ettt a ettt e et e bt e e he e oo he e e et e e bt e e e bt e eh e e e ab e e sae e et e e e be e e b e e sat e et e e sateeteeeanas 6
222 SUMVEBY @IE@ ... ettt ettt h ettt e e bt e b e e ea et oo ae e s et e et e e e e bt e eh e e e as e e sat e et e e ebe e e b e e she e et e e st e e teeeanas 6
2.2.3 SUMVEY AEE ...ttt ettt b e e et e oo h et e et et e e bt e e bt e e et e e sae e et e e e b e e e b e nh e e et e st e et e e eanas 6
224 SUNVEY AESCIIPLON. ...ttt ettt et e e bt e e b e e e st e e s ae e et e e ste e e b e e sbeeeeteesaeeeeeeeenas 7
225 SUNVEY IMIAHIONS ...ttt ettt st e et s b e e esae e et e e s e et e e eanas 7
2.2.6 SUMVEY EQUIPIMIENT ...ttt ettt b e e et e e e ae e e et e b e e e e bt e ea e e e ae e e sae e et e e sbeeeabeesaeeeateesaneeteenanas 7

227 WeEALhEr CONAItIONS ...ttt ettt et e st e s bt e e bt e s b e e et e esae e s teesaneesbeesaneenee 7

3. Survey results ..., e e —————— e —————— 7
3.1 Preliminary Bat ROOSt ASSESSMENT ...........oiiiii ettt sttt e e sane e 7
3.1.1 Building description relevant to bats and their roOStS ..o 7

3.1.2 SHEE GIOUNAS ...ttt ettt b e e et e oo h et e et e et e e bt e e h e e e as e e s ae e et e e sbe e e bt e sae e et e e st e e teeeanas 8

3.2 EMEIGENCE SUIVEYS ...ttt ettt bt et e e e bt e et e e bt e et e sae e et e esae e et e e ebeeebeesaneeeeens 9
3.2.1 Visit 1 — 15" May 2024 — EMEIGENCE SUMVEY .......c.c.oiiiiieieieietieeeeeeeeeeieseteseeeeee et sesesess s s s s sesesesensssesesesnes 9

3.2.2 Visit 2 — 7™ June 2024 — EMEIGENCE SUINVEY .......ououiuiiiiiieietetetiieeeeeeteiesetesesssssessssesesesesessse s et s seseseseanssesesssnas 9

3.3 [ (g =T gl o] (0] (Tox (=T =] o=t 1= SRR 9

4. Discussion and Assessment of IMPAcCES ... ——————— 10
41 Bat roost assessment and potential IMPACES ...........cociiiiiiii s 10
4.2 Relevant 1egislation @nd POIICY ..ottt 10

5. RECOMMENUALIONS ... e e s ae s b e SR e R R R e s ae s be e R as s b e s be e R e aanaian 12
5.1 Requirement for FUrtNEr SUIVEYS ........c.oo ettt 12
5.1.1 2= (OSSPSR 12

5.1.2 Bre@ding DIFAS .......oeei et ettt ettt e 12

5.2 Mitigation strategy ... .12
5.2.1 Bats......ccce.ee .12

5.2.2 Bre@ding DIFAS ...ttt ettt e e 13

5.3 =g g E=TaTeT=Y o g 1= o1 (TSRS 13

6. Conclusion............. N 14
7. References............. N 14
Appendix 1 — Proposal plans for house TBC ... s n e s 15

11 Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford June 2024




PHILLIPS

ECOLOGY

Appendix 2 - Emergence Survey NVAs Screenshots 16

Bat Roost Assessment

11 Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford June 2024




Bat Roost Assessment PHILLIPS

ECOLOGY

1. Introduction
1.1 Report purpose

This report presents the findings of the bat roost assessment undertaken of the house at 11
Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford (central grid reference: SU 43950 19838).

1.2 Description of proposal

The current proposal is for the demolition of the existing flat roofed extensions followed by the
construction of a two-storey extension on the western and southern elevations/ roof faces on
the house.

1.3 Report context

Aaron Roberts (the applicant) has prepared a planning application for the proposed works at
11 Oakmount Avenue, Chandler’s Ford. Phillips Ecology have been instructed by the Applicant
to undertake an ecological assessment to support this application is to be submitted to
Eastleigh Borough Council.

14 Survey area

The survey area comprised the existing house, and its immediate surrounds. The survey
extended to all areas of the house for completeness this included the proposed zone of impact
of the western and southern elevations and roof faces and the existing extensions.

15 Limitations
No limitations were encountered throughout the duration of the survey’s completion.
1.6 Relevant documents

The relevant proposal plan used to inform this assessment is presented in Appendix 1.
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2.Survey Methodology
2.1 Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment Methodology

2.1.1 Surveyors
The survey was carried out by Connor Hill of Phillips Ecology.

2.1.2  Survey area

The survey area comprised the house at 11 Oakmount Avenue, and its immediate
surrounds which will be modified by the proposed extension works. The survey area
extended to all areas of the building that will be modified by the proposed works in such
a way that bats or their roosts could be impacted (directly or indirectly). Therefore, the
survey particularly focused on the building’s western and southern elevations/roof faces
in addition to the roof void and existing flat roofed extensions.

2.1.3  Survey date

The survey was carried out during the daytime on the 2" February 2024.

2.1.4  Survey description

The survey did not depart from the Bat Conservation Trust's (BCT) Bat Surveys for
Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (4th edition) which states that “A
preliminary roost inspection survey is a detailed inspection of the exterior and interior of a
structure to look for features that bats could use for entry/exit and roosting and to search
for signs of bats”.

The external features of the structure which will be modified by the proposed works in
such a way that bats or their roosts could be impacted (directly or indirectly) if present,
were systematically inspected in detail to compile information on potential and actual bat
access points and roosting places such as lifted or broken roof materials, loose brickwork
and open eaves. This included a thorough search for evidence of bat activity such as bat
droppings, urine splashes and fur staining.

The interior of the building was inspected in order to identify potential or actual access
points and roosting places and to record any evidence of bat activity or bats themselves.

2.1.5  Survey equipment
Survey equipment comprised:
e High-powered torch
e Camera e Binoculars

2.1.6 Weather conditions

Weather during the survey can be described as: dry, 100% cloud cover, still and 9°C. The
weather conditions did not hinder the ecologist’s ability to carry out the survey effectively.
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2.1.7  Assessment methodology

The suitability of the building for supporting bat roosts will be assessed against the
guidelines within Table 1 which have been adapted from the BCT Good Practice
Guidelines.

Table 1 Suitability assessment guidelines

Suitability Description of Roosting Habitats

Negligible | Structure has no reasonable likelihood of supporting roosting bats i.e. no suitable
roosting features present.

Low A structure which could be used opportunistically by individual bats i.e. one or
more potential roost sites which do not provide sufficient space, shelter,
protection, appropriate conditions (e.g. temperature, light, humidity) and/or
suitable surrounding habitat to be used on a regular basis or by larger numbers
of bats.

Moderate | A structure which could be used by bats but is not likely to support a roost of high
conservation status (e.g. maternity roost). This structure would support features
which exhibit suitable size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat
for roosting bats.

High A structure which is obviously suitable for supporting larger numbers of bats, on
a regular basis and for longer periods of time.

2.1 Emergence Survey Methodology

2.2.1  Surveyor/s

The surveys were carried out by Laura Baynes, Frankie Hammond-Hart, Hetty Wakeford
and Sasha Woodham-Shulman, experienced bat surveyors.

2.2.2 Survey area
The survey area comprised the southern and western elevations. This enabled survey
coverage of all suitable access/egress and roosting features which were recorded during
the preliminary bat roost assessment and will be affected by the proposal.

2.2.3 Survey date

The date and timings of the emergence surveys are presented in Table 2. The emergence
surveys commenced 15 minutes prior to sunset and continued for at least 1 hour 30
minutes after sunset.
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Table 2 survey date and timings

Survey type Date Start Finish Sunset/sunrise
Emergence 15/05/2024 20:34 22:19 20:49
Emergence 07/06/2024 21:01 22:46 21:16

2.2.4  Survey description

The emergence surveys were undertaken in accordance Bat Conservation Trust's (BCT)
Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (4th edition). Two
surveyors with Night Vision Aids (NVAs) were positioned in order to provide sufficient
coverage of all potential access/egress points when stationary. All re-entries and general
activity were recorded during the course of each survey. Recordings were later analysed
using Sonobat bat call analysis software to confirm species identification.

2.2.5 Survey limitations

No limitations were encountered during the course of the surveys.

2.2.6  Survey equipment

Survey equipment comprised:
o Wildlife Acoustics EMT 2 Pros e Sony AX53 video recorders
¢ Infra-red illuminators

2.2.7 Weather conditions
Weather conditions during the survey are provided in Table 3:

Table 3 re-entry weather conditions

Survey Date Precipitation = Temperature Wind Cloud Cover

Start Finish  Start Finish Start Finish Start Finish

Emergence | 15/05/2024 NIl Nil 16.0°C 12.0°C BF1 BFO 0% 0%

Emergence | 07/06/2024  Nil Nil 16.0°C  14.0°C BF3 BF2 100% 100%
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3.Survey results
3.1 Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment

3.1.1  Building description relevant to bats and their roosts

The building comprises a two-storey brick-built house which rises to a pitched and hipped
design roof clad with concrete interlocking roof, ridge and hip tiles (Figure 1). The house
is oriented north to south. The eaves extend beyond their wall plates and are enclosed
with uPVC fascia and under boards with adjoining guttering. A total of three single-storey
flat roofed extensions protrude from the house. One from the western elevation and two
from the southern elevation (Figures 2 and 3). The windows and doors are set in uPVC
frames which are tight fitting to the surrounding brickwork.

Internally, the house supports a single roof void. The roof is lined with heavy-duty bitumen
lining and fibreglass insulation is present on the floor which is boarded (Figure 4). The
space is used for storage and is frequently disturbed with light cobwebbing present along
the ridge beam.

£ 55y SSRGS\
Figure 2 — southern elevation with two
extensions

'
Figure 3 — western elevation with single Figure 4 — interior roof void of the hosue
extension
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An account of suitable access/egress features and recorded evidence of bat activity is
given in table 2.

Table 4 — The house recorded features and activity

Suitability Evidence

Exterior | The following suitable access/egress No evidence of roosting activity was
and roosting features were recorded recorded externally during the survey.
externally during the survey:

- Gaps under the interlocking roof tiles
(Figures 5 and 6).

- Missing mortar under the ridge/hip tiles
has created crevices.

Interior | The following suitable access/egress No evidence of roosting activity was
and roosting features were recorded recorded internally during the survey.
internally during the survey:

- Some section of hanging felt lining.

- A central ridge beam suitable for
roosting bats.

Figure 5 — lifted roof tiles on western roof face Figure 6 — lifted roof tiles

3.1.2  Site grounds

The immediate surrounds of the building comprise, hardstanding, managed lawn
ornamental planting, scattered trees and shed outbuildings. Beyond this, Chandler’s Ford
comprises a mosaic of residential properties with associated gardens, woodland to the
north which follows the present railway line, parkland, commercial development and
services. In this context, the habitats within the footprint of the proposal are considered
unexceptional for foraging and commuting bats, however, given their location within a
landscape which is suitable for commuting and foraging bats, it is likely that bats will
commute and forage through the site.
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3.2 Emergence Surveys

3.2.1  Visit 1— 15" May 2024 — Emergence Survey

During the course of the emergence survey carried out on the15th May 2024, no bats
were recorded emerging from the survey area. The first recorded bat comprised a
common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus bat which was recorded in the fistance at 21:21.
A single common pipistrelle was recorded foraging in the distance again at 21:23, 21:35,
21:36, 21:45, 22:07 and 22:11. No further activity was recorded during the course of the
survey.

3.2.2  Visit 2— 7" June 2024 — Emergence Survey

During the course of the emergence survey carried out on the 7" June 2024, no bats were
recorded emerging from the survey area. The first recorded bat comprised a common
pipistrelle bat which was recorded foraging in the distance at 22:24. A single common
pipistrelle was recorded foraging in the distance again at 22:35. No further activity was
recorded during the course of the survey.

3.3 Other protected species

During the course of the survey, no evidence of nesting activity was recorded.
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4. Discussion and Assessment of Impacts
4.1 Bat roost assessment and potential impacts

The preliminary roost assessment confirmed that the property supports moderate roost
suitability i.e. a structure which could be used by bats but is not likely to support a roost
of high conservation status (e.g. maternity roost). This assessment was based on the
nature of the identified roost features on the building including the gaps under the roof
and ridge tiles.

On the basis that the house was considered to support moderate suitability for roosting
bats, there was considered to be a reasonable likelihood that bats would be present and
affected by the proposed extension works which will impact the features detailed in Table
4.

However, no bats were recorded emerging from this feature during the emergence
surveys carried out during May and June 2024.

As such, there is considered to be no reasonable likelihood that bats will be present and
affected by the proposed works.

The application site supports a small number of foraging common pipistrelle bats.
Increasing lighting could impact this behaviour which would indirectly impact roosts.

4.2 Relevant legislation and policy

Circular 06/2005 identifies that applicants should not be required to provide information
on protected species unless there is a reasonable likelihood that they will be present and
affected by the proposed development. The site is considered to support habitats with
suitability and potential for protected species and these may be affected by the proposed
development. Therefore, the proposal triggers ‘reasonable likelihood’ under the Circular.

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017 (commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations) may
apply should protected species be confirmed on site.

In the case that a European protected species is found to be present and impacted by the
proposal, the local planning authority will be required to engage with the Habitat
Regulations. Permission will be granted unless:

a) the development is likely to result in a breach of the Habitat Regulations, and

b) is unlikely to be granted an EPS licence from Natural England to allow the development
to proceed under a derogation from the law (under licence).

When considering whether Natural England would not be unlikely to grant a licence for
the identified impact, the local planning authority must consider the three tests which are
set out in the Habitat Regulations:
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1. the consented operation must be for ‘preserving public health or public safety or
other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the
environment’; (Regulation 53(2)I)

2. there must be ‘no satisfactory alternative’ (Regulation 53(9)(a)); and

3. the action authorised ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population
of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range’
(Regulation 53(9)(b)).

Case-law (Morge vs. Hampshire County Council) has clarified that planning authorities
are able to grant permission for developments that would cause a breach of the
Regulations is likely (i.e. in the case of this proposal, destruction of a bat roost), provided
that sufficient information is provided to give the planning authority assurance that the
relevant EPSM licence is not unlikely to be grant—d - i.e. planning authorities also have a
duty to assess planning applications against these tests.
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5.Recommendations

5.1 Requirement for further surveys

Where there is a reasonable likelihood that a protected species will be present and
impacted by the proposed development, planning authorities require further surveys to
properly assess development proposals against relevant planning policy. An assessment
into the requirement for further surveys is presented below, however in summary, all
further surveys considered necessary have been undertaken.

It is important that planning decisions are informed by current ecological survey data. Due
to this, there is a limited time frame that phase 1 and phase 2 surveys are valid before
becoming outdated. This time frame can vary depending on any changes in project
circumstances or plans but it is generally considered that phase 1 ecological surveys are
valid for a period of 18 months (CIEEM, 2019). Projects that take place over longer periods
than 18 months might be required to carry out further ecological surveys to ensure
planning authorities have the necessary up-to-date information to make well informed,
evidence-based decisions.

5.1.1 Bats
In order to provide robust confirmation of the status of bat roosts at the site and the extent
that they may be affected by the proposed development as required by Circular 06/2005,
further survey work in accordance with Natural England standing advice and the BCT
Good Practice Guidelines was required for the property.

In accordance with these guidelines, further survey effort took the form of two
presence/absence surveys undertaken during the bat active season. No further surveys
in respect of roosting bats are considered necessary.

The affected areas of habitat are not of significant value as a foraging or commuting
resource. Therefore, further survey is considered unnecessary for understanding impacts
on foraging and commuting bats beyond the presence/absence surveys, subject to the
proposed sensitive lighting scheme set out below.

5.1.2 Breeding birds

Subject to the precautionary mitigation measures set out in Section 5.2.2, no further
surveys are considered necessary.

5.2 Mitigation strategy

5.2.1 Bats
In order to limit any effects on foraging and commuting bats, external lighting should be
limited to only that which is absolutely necessary for safety purposes, both during the
construction phase and once the proposals are complete. The following lighting measures
are required:

e Construction works between March and October should be undertaken during
daylight hours only to avoid disturbance to bats that may forage and commute
through or near the site.

12
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e Lighting to the house should be as low brightness as possible, kept at a low level
and directed away from all structures and boundaries. Lighting on sensors should
not be so sensitive that foraging bats trigger them.

All lighting must follow the Bat Conservation Trusts and Institute of Lighting Professionals
guidance on bats and artificial lighting (BCT, 2023).

5.2.2 Breeding birds

Care should be taken that the development does not disturb breeding birds. The bird
nesting season is taken to be March to August inclusive. Any removal of suitable nest
habitat will either need to be undertaken outside of this period or else checked to ensure
that no nesting birds are present. If occupied nests are present, then the nest must not be
removed and works around the nest can only recommence once the nest becomes
unoccupied of its own accord.

53 Enhancements

The delivery of biodiversity enhancement on development sites is promoted by the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Section 40 of the Natural Environment and
Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.

Where opportunities exist it is best practice to provide enhancement features which
encourage greater biodiversity within development sites in accordance with the NPPF and
the Local Planning Authority’s responsibilities under the NERC Act.

Options for enhancing biodiversity within the site which are proportionate to the scale of
the development include:
e The provision of new bat roosting opportunities in the form two bat boxes. These

should be installed as high as possible, at least 3m above ground on either the
new extensions or the remaining house elevations.

e The provision of bird nesting opportunities in the form of two open fronted boxes
installed at least 2m above ground.
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6. Conclusion

The preliminary roost assessment confirmed that the property provides moderate
suitability for bat roosting.

Given the moderate suitability assessment, further survey work was required in order to
confirm presencel/likely absence and status of any roosts present. In accordance with
Natural England standing advice and BCT Good Practice Guidelines, two
presence/absence surveys were undertaken during May and June 2024. This has
confirmed that the property does not support roosting bats. As such, no mitigation is
considered necessary.

Precautionary measures have been provided for breeding birds, but only in the event they
are nesting within the building.

Enhancement measures have been recommended for bats and breeding birds.
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Appendix 2 — Emergence Survey NVAs Screenshots
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