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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

RPS was commissioned to carry out an Ecology Bat Roost Appraisal for a proposed development of an 

HVDC converter station on land east of Exeter Airport in Devon, in association with the proposed France-

Alderney-Britain (FAB) Link Interconnector. 

An earlier ecological appraisal made recommendations for additional surveys, including this one, to carry out 

an initial inspection of all trees associated with the development for potential bat roosting features (RPS, 

2015). 

The objectives of the survey were to: 

 inspect all trees present on the proposed converter station site, its boundaries and any known 

access routes and lay-down areas to identify if potential bat roost features were present; 

 based on these inspections, classify the trees inspected according to the good practice 

guidelines for surveys by the Bat Conservation Trust (Collins, 2016);  

 identify and map the locations of all trees or other features identified present within the proposed 

converter station site boundary and temporary working areas; 

 assess the potential for effects on any potential bat roosts present as a result of the proposed 

development; and 

 identify if any further survey work is necessary to fully understand those effects and provide an 

appropriate mitigation strategy for them. 

 

The survey was undertaken in March 2016 and identified three trees with high potential to support bat 

roosting, ten trees with moderate potential and 40 trees and features with low potential.  A number of other 

smaller trees and features were discounted from the survey as having no potential for use by bats. 

Recommendations are made for further surveys to determine whether bats, are present and whether any 

additional mitigation measures would be required in respect of these species, if present.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 RPS was commissioned to carry out an ecology appraisal for a proposed development of an HVDC 

converter station on land east of Exeter Airport in Devon, which would be part of the proposed FAB 

Link Interconnector (RPS, 2015).  

1.2 The ecology appraisal comprised a desk study identifying designated sites and records of protected 

and notable species in search areas around the site and a Phase 1 habitat survey. The appraisal 

identified a number of features with some apparent potential to support roosting bats, particularly 

trees associated with boundary features around the site. It recommended that a further visual 

assessment of these features be carried out at a time when the leaves were off the trees in order to 

improve visibility of the potential features. 

1.3 This Ecology Bat Roost Appraisal Report discusses the results of the above visual survey. 

1.4 The objectives of the survey were to: 

 Inspect all trees present on the proposed site, its boundaries and any known access routes and 

lay-down areas to identify if potential bat roost features were present; 

 Based on these inspections, classify the trees inspected according to the good practice 

guidelines for surveys by the Bat Conservation Trust ( Collins, 2016);  

 Identify and map the locations of all trees or other features identified present within the proposed 

site boundary and temporary working areas; 

 Assess the potential for impacts on any potential bat roosts present as a result of the proposed 

development; and 

 Identify if any further survey work is necessary to fully understand those impacts and provide an 

appropriate mitigation strategy for them. 

 

1.5 This report outlines the methods used (Section 2), presents the results obtained (Section 3), and 

sets out the conclusions reached (Section 4). 
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2 METHODOLOGY 

Preliminary Assessment 

2.1 An assessment of the trees was carried out by Brian Chilcott CEnv. MCIEEM, a Principal Ecologist 

employed by RPS, and experienced in carrying out tree assessments for potential bat roost features.  

This was carried out on Thursday 24th March 2016.  

2.2 All trees were thoroughly inspected from the ground from all sides, where possible, and using 

binoculars and a very high power torch to assist in inspecting cavities in shadow.  Where cavities 

could be reached the ground below them were inspected for any evidence of bat droppings and 

other signs that they may be regularly used by bats (such as discolouration and greasy staining at 

entrances). 

2.3 Each suitable tree was inspected. Only younger trees which did not have any damage or other 

opportunities for cavities which might support bats were not recorded. 

2.4 The survey inspected all trees present on the site and within the proposed access routes and 

possible laydown areas.  Figure 1 shows the locations of the trees identified. In cases where trees 

were very close together (e.g. T11g, see Table 3.1 in following section), two or more trees may have 

been included in a single reference. In this case, both will have been thoroughly inspected. 

2.5 Additionally one “clump” of trees was given a single reference (T49g). This consisted of a group of 

ten oaks clustered around a pond in a location which would not be affected by the development 

footprint.   

2.6 In the case of T11g, both of the trees were thoroughly inspected and recorded.  In the case of T49g, 

the trees were inspected but from a distance, due to the presence of the pond, which restricted close 

access.  This approach was acceptable in this case, as the trees were not considered to be at risk of 

damage or disturbance as a result of the proposals.  

2.7 A list of all trees recorded during the survey is provided in section 3.  Those with potential bat roost 

features (PRFs) have been categorised as high, moderate and low potential, as indicated in the BCT 

guidelines.  

Survey Confidence 

2.8 Confidence in the results of this survey are high.  Timing of the survey complies with the best period 

identified by the BCT guidelines. Conditions for survey were good and the surveyor is experienced in 

this type of assessment.  Access to the trees was good, with most being on roadside or field 

boundary hedges, allowing good access to all sides for inspection.  The number of trees inspected in 

a day falls within the guidance for trees with moderate potential for PRFs. 
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3 RESULTS 

Trees and Features Inspected 

3.1 Table 3.1 below shows the results of the survey.  Figure 1 shows the locations of the trees/features 

identified. 

Table 3.1 – Trees/Features inspected 

Orig No No. Spp Height 
(Approx. m)

PRF? Description Cat. 

T53 T1 Oak 9 No Small youngish oak light 

ivy. 

None 

T1 T2 Oak 12 No No cracks, fissures or holes 

visible. 

Low 

T2 T3 Oak 10 No Some light ivy covering. Low 

T49 T4 Oak 10 Yes Dead oak half fallen into 

T5. Some rot holes present 

(150 mm dia.) ca 8 m from 

ground. Also 20 mm crack 

on main stem. 

Moderate-

High 

T50 T5 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T51 T6 Oak 11 No Moderate ivy covering. 

Some dead branches, but 

no PRFs visible. 

Low 

T52 T7 Oak 10 No Moderate ivy covering. 

Some dead branches, but 

no PRFs visible. 

Low 

T43 T8 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T44 T9 Oak 12 Yes Small rot hole (75 mm dia) 

on south side ca. 6 m from 

ground. 

Moderate 

T45 T10 Oak 12 No Some cut limbs but no 

cavities noted. 

Low 

T46g T11g Oaks 12 No 2 trees. Younger oaks with 

no damage likely to form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T47 T12 Oak 9 No Oak with all major limbs 

removed. No PRFs visible. 

Low 

T3 T13 Oak 11 No No cracks, fissures or holes 

visible. 

Low 

T48 T14 Oak 11 No Moderate ivy. No PRFs 

visible. 

Low 

T4 T15 Oak 10 No Moderate ivy. No PRFs Low 
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Orig No No. Spp Height 
(Approx. m)

PRF? Description Cat. 

visible. 

T5 T16 Oak 10 Yes Broken top oak with light ivy 

covering. No PRFs visible 

in dead top – this area 

probably too exposed for 

roosting.  Narrow crack 

(25 mm wide) runs from 5-

6 m above ground offering 

some limited potential. 

Moderate 

T6 T17 Oak 11 No Moderate ivy. No PRFs 

visible. 

Low 

T7 T18 Oak 10 No Light ivy. Some damaged 

limbs but no cavities noted, 

exposure limits potential. 

Low 

T18 T19 Oak 12 Yes One large (150 mm) rot 

hole 10 m from ground. 

Moderate 

T19 T20 Oak 12 Yes Heavy ivy cover. One small 

rot hole (30 mm dia) 9 m 

from ground on north side 

of main trunk. 

Moderate 

T21 T21 Oak 12 Yes One large rot-hole (120 mm 

dia) on north side of main 

trunk 5 m off ground. 

Moderate 

T22 T22 Oak 10 Yes Broken at top. Small cracks 

(up to 40 mm wide) in north 

side of main trunk 8 m 

above ground.  Appear 

shallow and unlikely to be 

particularly good as PRFs. 

Moderate 

T23 T23 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T24 T24 Oak 12 Yes Very small rot hole (25-

30 mm dia) in branch on 

north side ca. 10 m above 

ground. 

Moderate 

T26 T25 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T27 T26 Oak 12 Yes Two bark-damaged/rot hole 

areas (150 mm dia) ca 8 m 

above ground on north 

side. 

Moderate 

T28 T27 Oak 12 Yes Two small shallow rot holes Low 
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Orig No No. Spp Height 
(Approx. m)

PRF? Description Cat. 

(50-60 mm dia) in dead 

limb ca 8 m off ground.  

Further inspection showed 

them to be too shallow to 

be useful PRFs. 

T29 T28 Oak 12 Yes Two substantial rot holes 

(100 mm dia) on limbs ca 

8 m above ground.  Holes 

look deep and have good 

potential. 

High 

T30 T29 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T8 T30 Oak 12 Yes Three rot holes (40-50 mm 

dia) on west side of main 

trunk between 8-10 m 

above ground level.  Also 

four shallow rot holes 

(75 mm dia) in east side of 

main trunk at similar 

heights. 

High 

T9 T31 Oak 11 Yes One large rot hole (120mm 

dia) on west side of tree ca 

8m above ground.  Also on 

east side, frost-cracked 

limb with limited potential 

and a large cavity (120 mm 

dia) at 11 m above ground 

level on the main trunk. 

High 

T10 T32 Oak 11 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T11 T33 Oak 11 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T12 T34 Oak 12 Yes One small (75 mm dia) on 

east facing limb at ca 10 m 

above ground level. 

Inspection with torch 

suggests it is very shallow. 

low 

T20 T35 Oak 11 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T13 T36 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T25 T37 Oak 11 Yes Forked oak light ivy cover.  

Large cavity (500 mm dia) 

at ca 2 m above ground 

level on north side.  Very 

Low 



 

  

10 rpsgroup.com/uk 

Orig No No. Spp Height 
(Approx. m)

PRF? Description Cat. 

exposed to elements so 

limited value as PRF. 

T42 T38 Oak 11 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T14 T39 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Some 

dead branches but no 

PRFs noted. 

Low 

T15 T40 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T16 T41 Oak 11 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T17 T42 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T39 T43 Oak 8 Yes Dense ivy covered stump. 

No physical damage to tree 

stump visible, but some 

potential for bats to summer 

roost behind ivy. 

Moderate 

T40 T44 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Some 

dead limbs, but no PRFs 

visible. 

Low 

T41 T45 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T33 T46 Oak 11 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T32 T47 Oak 12 No Light ivy covering. Low 

T31 T48 Oak 10 No Multi-stemmed tree with 

light ivy covering. 

Low 

T34 T49g Oaks 10-12 No Group of 10 oaks around 

pond restricting visibility 

slightly.  No PRFs noted, 

group is unlikely to be 

affected by development. 

Low 

T35 T50 Oak 10 No Light ivy covering Low 

T36 T51 Oak 9 No Dead oak. No PRFs visible. Low 

T37 T52 Oak 12 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

T38 T53 Oak 11 No Solid tree with no signs of 

damage which could form 

PRFs. 

Low 

 Pillbox 1 N/A 2 m No WW2 defensive pillbox 

brick and concrete 

construction. No evidence 

Low 
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Orig No No. Spp Height 
(Approx. m)

PRF? Description Cat. 

of droppings and no 

cavities visible inside.  Door 

and windows open. 

3.2 Of the 54 trees, features and groups inspected closely, ten had PRFs with moderate potential to 

support roosting bats and three had high potential.  The locations are shown in Figure 1. 

3.3 Although beyond the scope of this report, it is noted that no features likely to be of use by barn owls 

for roosting or nesting were identified in any of the trees inspected. 
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4 POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED 

DEVELOPMENT 

Converter Station Site  

4.1 The survey found that trees T28, T30 and T31 supported features with high potential to be of value 

for roosting bats. T28 lies on the hedge to the other side of Long Lane to the proposed converter 

station site boundary, close to its south eastern corner.  T30 and T31 lie on the hedge forming the 

western boundary to the proposed converter station site.  In addition trees, T19, T20, T21, T22, T24 

and T26 had moderate potential to support bat roosting.  These lie on either side of Long Lane, 

which forms the southern boundary to the proposed converter station site. 

4.2 The proposed development plan (as shown in Figure 1) shows that hedges are to be retained and 

additional planting to buffer areas inside the hedges all around the converter station. The permanent 

access to the site will avoid the need to remove any of the trees.  The cable route entrance to the 

site has sufficient flexibility that this, too can be sited to avoid the need to remove any of the trees 

with bat roosting potential. 

4.3 The construction phase could potentially lead to increased levels of lighting and noise disturbance to 

the trees, but given their current locations adjacent to the existing road and close to the industrial 

units at Harrier Court and the Exeter Airport compound, levels of disturbance are not likely to be 

significantly greater than already encountered, assuming appropriate mitigation measures are 

implemented (such as ensuring any construction lighting is suitably screened to avoid the sensitive 

trees, minimising night-time working and providing noise-barriers around particularly noisy 

construction operations). 

Additional Temporary Laydown Area and Compound 

4.4 The additional temporary laydown area and compound comprises an arable field and shares its 

eastern field boundary with the western boundary of the field that will contain the converter station. 

4.5 T43 lies to the western end of the hedgerow forming the northern boundary of the lay-down area.  

This tree is a dense ivy-covered stump with moderate potential for bat roosting.  The remainder of 

the trees adjacent to the lay-down area were all of lower potential for bat roosting.  Use of the lay-

down area is unlikely to result in physical damage to any of the trees, but as with the converter 

station above, there is some potential for increased levels of lighting and noise disturbance during 

the construction period.  This could be avoided by measures to provide light and sound screening to 

the hedgerows, particularly along the northern boundary. 

Potential Access Routes 

Long Lane 

4.6 Long Lane was bordered on both sides by species-poor hedges and mature trees occurred in 

places. T28, a tree with high potential to support bat roosting occurs on the southern hedge near the 
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eastern corner of the site (i.e. across the road from the site boundary).  It is therefore unlikely to be in 

a position to be affected in use of the lane as a proposed access route. 

4.7 Trees T4, T9, T16, T19, T20, T21, T22, T24 and T26 also occur alongside Long Lane.  These are all 

trees with moderate potential for bat roosting.   

4.8 Unless these trees require removal to allow the passage of particularly large loads, the use of Long 

Lane for construction access is unlikely to represent a significant increase in disturbance over the 

general current use of the road, which includes regular Goods Vehicles and heavy agricultural traffic. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Recommendations are made below for measures to ensure that trees identified as being of 

moderate or high potential for bat roosting are not adversely affected by the proposed development 

within the survey area.   

5.2 If these measures can be achieved, it is unlikely that any impacts to bats potentially using the trees 

for roosting would occur, and no further survey work would be required to establish if a roost is 

present (in which case licensing would be required). 

5.3 Where these measures cannot be achieved, or where a tree with moderate or high potential for bat 

roosting would need to be damaged or removed, a proposed strategy for that eventuality is 

suggested. 

Recommendations for Measures to Prevent Impacts on Bats Potentially Using 

the Trees 

Additional Access Points Through Hedgerows 

5.4 Mature trees were identified within a number of the hedgerows in the survey area, including along 

the boundary between the converter station site and Long Lane and between the converter station 

site and the temporary laydown area / compound.  There may be a need to create access entrances 

through these hedgerows during construction, which could potentially affect these trees.  Where 

possible, all access locations requiring creation of new gaps in hedgerows should be sited to avoid 

all of the mature trees, and should take into account that they should be sufficiently far from the trees 

to avoid damage to their roots.  This can generally be achieved by siting any works outside the 

extent of the tree’s canopy, which will roughly cover the same extent as its root network. 

Lighting 

5.5 The trees could also be subject to increased levels of artificial lighting if lighting is required during the 

construction of the development.  Artificial lighting is unlikely to be an issue during the operation of 

the converter station as no lighting would be used during normal operation when the site would be 

unmanned.  Low level, directional lighting would be required during maintenance visits only and 

would be designed to ensure no light spill onto the adjoining hedgerows. 

5.6 Construction lighting should therefore be arranged to avoid light-spill onto hedgerows and particularly 

those areas with trees of moderate or high potential for bat roosting.  If possible, works should be 

regularly inspected by an Environmental Clerk of Works with suitable ecological experienced, who 

should comment on and agree the lighting plan (and ideally inspect and agree it on-site), prior to its 

use. 

5.7 Night works should preferably be avoided or restricted to shorter periods if possible. 

Noise 

5.8 Particularly noisy construction operations should be carried out away from the trees identified as of 

moderate or high potential for bat roosting.  If this is not possible, then measures to provide 

screening to reduce noise levels to surrounding areas (and particularly the locations of any such 
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trees) should be put in place.  Again, plans for and on-site locations of such measures should be 

inspected and agreed by an Environmental Clerk of Works with suitable ecological experience, prior 

to use. 

Additional Survey and Licensing 

5.9 Should it not be possible to comply with the above recommendations and trees with moderate or 

high potential for bat roosting have to be damaged, removed or will be unavoidably subjected to 

significant prolonged noise or light disturbance, it will be necessary to carry out additional survey 

work on all such trees to identify if bats are using the tree or not.   

5.10 Such survey could take the form of additional detailed inspection by a suitably qualified bat surveyor 

trained in rope-access to trees, in order to reach and inspect all PRFs using naked eye and 

instruments such as endoscopes.  Where uncertainties still exist (for example, if not all PRFs can be 

safely accessed), it may be necessary to carry out a further suite of dusk and dawn surveys to see if 

bats exit or enter the tree.  These should follow the guidance given in the BCT bat survey good 

practice guidance (Collins, 2016), and is likely to require a number of repeat visits during the period 

May-September. 

5.11 If the presence of a bat roost is identified and measures are still required which would result in 

damage destruction or significant disturbance to it, it would be necessary to obtain a licence from 

Natural England under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2012.  Such an 

application would require clear survey data adequately describing the status of the roost, species 

using it and its importance, and would require a detailed mitigation strategy which showed how 

impacts on the roost would be mitigated and compensated for.  Viability of this mitigation plan would 

need to be demonstrated, along with details of agreements and other mechanisms which might be 

necessary to achieve it.   

5.12 A licence application would further require a “reasoned statement” explaining why the development 

activity was required and how it passed the three tests set out in the legislation (i.e. that there were 

no feasible less damaging alternatives to the action, that there were “imperative reasons of 

overriding public interest” for the development, and that the action would not be detrimental to the 

maintenance of the population of the species at a favourable status in their natural range). 

Conclusions 

5.13 If it is possible to ensure the measures identified in paragraphs 5.1-5.8 above, there are unlikely to 

be any significant impacts on potential bat roosts and these precautionary measures alone would be 

sufficient. 

5.14 The current proposals have confirmed that the above points are achievable and have been 

incorporated into the proposed development.  It is therefore unlikely that there will be any impacts on 

bat roosts. 

5.15 Where it is unexpectedly not possible to avoid impacts such as damage removal or significant 

disturbance to any of the trees identified as of moderate or high potential for bat roosting, then it will 

be necessary to implement further survey work to establish whether bats utilise the tree in question 

or not.  If it is shown that they do, and no alternative to the proposed damaging or disturbing activity, 

then it will be necessary to develop an appropriate mitigation strategy and obtain a licence from 

Natural England.   
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5.16 The requirement to obtain a licence may prolong the period before actions which would affect any 

tree containing a roost could be undertaken.  In addition to the time required for the survey work, 

licensing from Natural England may take a minimum of 30 working days or longer if they require 

further information.  There may also be seasonal constraints to mitigation works which might be 

required. 
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FIGURE 1 

 
Proposed Development Site Plan and Tree/Feature Locations 
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