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Summary  
 
The following report, commissioned by Teignbridge District Council (TDC), provides a Habitat 
Regulations Screening Assessment for the NA1 Houghton Barton Development Framework Plan. 
 
The Screening Assessment identifies the likely effects arising from the planning proposals for NA1 (e.g. 
their likely effect on the integrity of South Hams SAC in relation to greater horseshoe bats), and makes 
recommendations, where required, for appropriate mitigation measures (commensurate with levels of 
information and certainty available at the Plan Making stage of the planning process). 
 
This Assessment has also considered possible ‘in combination’ effects with the development proposals 
for NA1 and proposals by Devon County Council to improve the A382, also proposals to extend Stover 
Golf Course and with recent development of Hele Park. 
 
On the basis that the proposed mitigation set out in Section 5 of this Assessment is adopted as part of 
the NA1 Development Framework Plan, and subsequently secured through appropriate planning 
mechanisms at such time as individual planning applications are determined, then it is concluded that 
the development of NA1 (as proposed) will not have a ‘likely significant effect’ on the South Hams 
Special Area of Conservation. 
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1. Introduction and Background 
 
1.1    Introduction 
 
1.1.1. The Draft NA1 Houghton Barton Development Framework Plan provides detailed and relevant 

planning guidance relating to the development of land that is allocated through Policy NA1 
Houghton Barton of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013. It does not replace Policy NA1 Houghton 
Barton, which remains in force as part of the statutory adopted Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-
2033. 
 

1.1.2. This document has been commissioned by Teignbridge District Council (TDC). It provides a 
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Assessment of the Draft NA1 Houghton 
Barton Development Framework Plan. As such, it has been carried out to meet the 
requirements of Regulation 102 of the Habitat and Species Regulations 2010.  Local planning 
authorities may only adopt a plan after it has been ascertained through an HRA that the plan 
will not adversely affect the integrity of a European site (e.g. a Special Area of Conservation). 

 
1.1.3. This screening assessment identifies the likely effects arising from those proposals (e.g. their 

likely effect on the integrity of South Hams SAC in relation to greater horseshoe bats), and 
makes recommendations, where required, for appropriate mitigation measures commensurate 
with levels of information and certainty available at this stage of the planning process. 

 
1.2 Background 

 
1.2.1. The NA1 Development Framework Plan, once approved, will set out how proposals for housing, 

employment land, green spaces and the required infrastructure at Houghton Barton should be 
planned, delivered and phased comprehensively and in a sustainable form across the allocation 
as required by Policy NA1. It will be a material consideration in determining planning 
applications, ensuring that the overall allocation requirements, particularly in relation to planning 
and delivery, can be met. However, it does not preclude alternative planning proposals being 
considered provided these are compliant with the policy requirements of the Local Plan and 
which help to deliver a comprehensive scheme for NA1 Houghton Barton. 
 

1.3 Strategic Landscape Approach to Greater Horseshoe Bat Conservation 
 

1.3.1. In undertaking a screening assessment of the NA1 Development Framework Plan, there has 
been a need to consider the conservation of a highly mobile species such as the greater 
horseshoe bat at the landscape scale. Consequently, screening of the area has considered how 
(i) the conservation status of the bats and (ii) the conservation objectives for the South Hams 
SAC can be applied practically at a strategic landscape level for NA1 and the surrounding area. 
To do this, in addition to the requirements for plan and project level Habitat Regulations 
Assessment (HRA), mitigation proposals have also been informed by other relevant statutory 
provisions.  
 

1.3.2. For instance, Regulation 39 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) 
transposes the requirements of Article 10 of the EU Habitats Directive (1992) into English 
legislation. Regulation 39 requires development plan policies to include policies that encourage 
the management of features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild flora and 
fauna. Article 10 states: 

 
“Member States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their land use 
planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to improving the 
ecological coherence of The Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management of 
features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and flora. Such 
features are those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous structure (such as 
rivers with their banks or the traditional systems of marking field boundaries) or their 
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function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods), are essential for the 
migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species”. 
 

1.3.3. In response to the above, the broad principles set out in Box 1 should be applied to the formulation 
of all appropriate greater horseshoe bat mitigation proposals for BT3. 
 
Box 1 Guiding Principles for Greater Horseshoe Mitigation Measures 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3.4. The application of these principles are considered in more detail in Section 5 of this HRA Screening 

Assessment for BT3. 
 
 

2. Methodology 
 
2.1 Desk Study 

 
2.1.1. A preliminary appraisal of habitat and landscape features in and around NA1 Houghton Barton 

was undertaken with reference to relevant Ordnance Survey maps and aerial photographs. 
These were used to identify key topographical features associated within the area as well as 
prominent habitat features capable of supporting greater horseshoe bats, such as hedgerows, 
woodlands, water courses and grazed pasture. 
 

2.1.2. Where available, further information has been gathered from a selection of ecological surveys 
and reports that have been prepared over the last 1-3 years in support of various development 
proposals within the area to the north and east of Newton Abbot. Where available and in the 
public domain, other older records have also been referenced. Detailed reports that have 
included the results from bat surveys have been particularly useful and these have provided 
invaluable information on the occurrence and distribution of greater horseshoe bats in the 
landscape around NA1. Taken together, they present an overview of where and how greater 
horseshoe bats are using the wider landscape in the area.  
 

2.1.3. Map 2 of this report presents a summary of the existing evidence and shows: 
 

 the location of planning applications (shown by a red dot and application reference number) 
where greater horseshoe bats have been recorded; 

 flight lines recorded by various bat surveys (with the source coloured coded and identified in 
the map legend); 

 greater horseshoe bat records provided by Devon Biodiversity Records Centre (DBRC) and 
linked to these records, Table 1 shows the location, roost type and the date and source of 
the records shown on Map 2.  

 
2.1.4. In addition, Aerial Photo 2 shows greater horseshoe bat activity recorded within NA1 by Kestrel 

Wildlife Ltd as part of work undertaken for Devon County Council during 2015 and 2016. 
 
 

 
6. Maintenance of dark and unlit habitat connectivity across the wider landscape; 

7. Provision of adequate foraging habitat; 

8. Provision, where appropriate, of adequate permeability through and between areas of 
built development following existing and new flight paths; 

9. Provision of new bespoke roosts where they will provide ‘stepping stones’ across the 

landscape as well as maintenance of existing roosts. 
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2.2       Site Visits 
 

2.2.1. The following report was informed by walk over surveys undertaken in the NA1 area during 
January 2016 by M. Oxford (FCIEEM, CEcol) and Laurent Duverge (MIEEM) of Kestrel Wildlife 
Ltd.  Access for these visits was obtained from public rights of way or from views obtained from 
adjacent roads. Also, where necessary, access was gained under Teignbridge District Council’s 
powers under Section 324 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, whereby a local 
planning authority may authorise a person to enter any land for the purpose of surveying it in 
connection with the preparation, adoption or approval of a local development document. 
 

2.2.2. The purpose of the walkover surveys was to ground-truth topographic and habitat features 
identified through the desk studies and, in particular, to identify habitat features within the 
landscape that are capable of supporting foraging and commuting greater horseshoe bats. 
Once identified, and in conjunction with the results from existing field surveys, these features 
were used to establish likely flight routes and areas used for foraging within and around NA1. 

 
3.0 Structure of This Screening Assessment  

 
3.1 A Screening Assessment is presented in Sections 5 below for NA1.  The assessment is based on 

the desk studies, bat surveys and walk over surveys described in Section 2 above. The 
assessment provides information on the following: 
 
a. The South Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and greater horseshoe bats; 
b. Key physical characteristics of the NA1 area; 
c. Whether future development of the site has the potential to impact the integrity of the South 

Hams SAC; 
d. Whether it is likely that potential impacts will require Habitat Regulations Assessment 

(HRA); 
e. Whether it is likely that likely impacts can be mitigated effectively. 

 
3.2 In addition, this assessment also considers the potential for ‘in combination’ effects with other 

development proposals that may interact adversely with the proposals for NA1. 
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4. The South Hams SAC and Greater Horseshoe Bats 
 

4.1 Composition and Importance of the South Hams SAC in a European Context  
 

4.1.1 The South Hams SAC has been designated for its population of greater horseshoe bats. This 
species is identified as an Annex II species in the Habitats Directive (1992) because it is one of 
the rarest/most threatened animals in Europe. 
 

4.1.2 The SAC holds the largest population of greater horseshoe bat in the UK, with over 1,000 adult 
bats (approximately 30% of the UK population). It includes both maternity and hibernation 
roosts, and contains the largest known maternity roost in the UK and possibly in Europe.  

 
4.1.3 The SAC comprises five Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) spread across South Devon 

(see Table 1). Map 1 shows the location of the five sites that make up the South Hams SAC as 
well as the SSSI at High Marks Barn. 

 
Table 1  Component Parts of the South Hams SAC (see also Map 1) 

Site Name and Relevant LPA Description and Reasons for Notification as 
a SSSI 

M
at

er
n

it
y 

H
ib

er
n

at
io

n
 

Berry Head to Sharkham Point SSSI and 
NNR 
Torbay Council 

Roost in caves on sea cliffs 

 

  

Buckfastleigh Caves SSSI 
Dartmoor National Park Authority 
Teignbridge District Council 
Devon County Council 

Roosts in inland cave complex  

 

  

 

Bulkamore Iron Mine SSSI 
South Hams District Council 
Devon County Council 

Roost in large disused mine  

 

 

 

 

Chudleigh Caves and Woods SSSI 
Teignbridge District Council 
Devon County Council 

Roosts in inland cave complex.  

 

 

 

 

 

Haytor and Smallacombe Iron Mines SSSI 
Dartmoor National Park Authority 
Devon County Council 

Roosts in disused mines  

 

  

 

4.1.4 A sixth site has recently (2012) been designated as an SSSI as an important greater horseshoe 
maternity roost, although it is currently not a formal part of the designated SAC.  
 

High Marks Barn SSSI 
South Hams District Council 
Devon County Council 

Large agricultural barn   

 

 

4.1.5 Between them, these six sites support a large proportion of the total greater horseshoe bat 
population across South Devon; and while the High Marks Barn has not been designated as a 
SAC, the colony here is an integral part of the overall SAC population and must therefore be 
included as a consideration in any and all relevant Habitat Regulations Assessments. 
 

4.1.6 The designated roost sites have been identified on the basis of their relative importance for 
hibernation during winter, and/or also summer roosts where whole colonies gather together and 
where females give birth and rear their young.  
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NOTE Buckfastleigh and High Marks Barn are secure sites, owned and managed for the benefit 
of greater horseshoe bats by The Vincent Wildlife Trust.  
 

4.1.7 In addition to the importance of the SAC roosts, greater horseshoe bats are dependent upon 
the wider countryside of South Devon for the majority of their activities, including commuting, 
foraging, roosting, mating and seasonal migration (see Map 1).  

 
4.2 Greater Horseshoe Bats: Ecology, Behaviour and Use of the South Devon Landscape 

 
4.2.1 The greater horseshoe bat is one of Britain’s largest and rarest bats, with a total UK population 

of about 5500 individuals.  It should be noted that their population is not confined to the SAC 
sites and they are able to travel relatively large distances across the landscape and have large 
foraging territories.  
 

4.2.2 Greater horseshoe bats are long-lived (in excess of 30 years) with the bats remaining faithful to 
these important roosting sites, returning year after year for generations (Natural England 2010). 
They feed primarily in and around woodlands, hedges and grazed pasture, especially cattle-
grazed pasture.  Any loss or degradation to such areas can have an impact, especially in areas 
close to the maternity roosts, where the juvenile bats feed.  For instance conversion of pasture to 
amenity grassland would remove the key food source for GH bats of dung-feeding insects’. Also, the 
bats follow a network of ‘traditional’ flyways between roost sites and feeding areas and are 
susceptible to breaks in or removal of the features along which they commute.   

 
4.3 Sustenance Zones  

 
4.3.1 The Sustenance Zones (shown on Map 1) are considered to be of strategic importance for 

maintaining the population of greater horseshoe bats across the South Hams SAC. These zones are 
based on the original work undertaken to produce Natural England’s Guidance (2010) and have 
been identified using the best available scientific knowledge1. 
 

4.3.2 For maternity roosts, the Sustenance Zones have generally been mapped using a 4km radius circle 
centred on each of the component SACs; as such they reflect the strategic importance of the feeding 
habitat around these roosts2. However, the roost at Berry Head is situated on a peninsula 
surrounded on three sides by the sea, so the sustenance zone here has an area approximately 
equal to a 4km radius circle). In addition to the Sustenance Zones around the SAC roosts, because 
of the number of bats it supports, a 4km radius sustenance area has been identified around the non-
SAC roost at High Marks Barn SSSI in the Avon valley (see Map 1).   
 

4.4 Strategic Flyways 
 

4.4.1 Natural England (2010) have identified the Strategic Flyways (shown on Map 1) that are most 
likely to link the key (SAC) roosts and foraging habitats with the contiguous landscape features 
most likely to be used by greater horseshoe bats.   
 

4.4.2 The Flyways identified are closely associated with the main rivers and sheltered valleys of 
South Devon. They have been identified as being 500 metres wide to offer several pathways 
 

                                                        
1 Natural England based their 2010 guidance upon a consolidation of relevant greater horseshoe bat research and  

   information drawn together over the previous year by Marquis & Lord Consultants.  The knowledge gained through that  
   project represents the best understanding, to date, of the dispersal patterns and key habitats of greater horseshoe bats  
   across South Devon. In addition, based on the known distribution of greater horseshoe bats, Marquis & Lord collated  
   spatial information to create a GIS layer that was used to inform the preparation of Map 1. 

2 Ransome RD and Hutson AM (2000) Action plan for the conservation of the greater horseshoe in Europe  

   (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum), Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, Nature and  

   Environment No 109.  http://www.swild.ch/Rhinolophus/PlanII.pdf  
   Also see EN research reports R174 R241 R341 & R532 

http://www.swild.ch/Rhinolophus/PlanII.pdf
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  Map 1 South Ham SAC, Sustenance Zones and Strategic Flyways 
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and provide alternative routes to accommodate variance in the weather; for example, greater 
horseshoe bats will prefer to travel on the leeward side of a hedgerow when conditions are 
adversely windy.   
 

4.4.3 While the network of flyways shown on Map 1 is a current ‘best estimate’ for likely routes 
through the landscape, other equally important routes may be identified in the course of further 
survey work in the future. Where this occurs, these flyways should also be subject to careful 
scrutiny during the consideration of any planning application, especially where their functional 
coherence could be at risk from proposed development. 

 
4.5 Features Required to Maintain the Integrity of the SAC 

 
4.5.1 Under Regulation 61 of the Habitat and Species Regulations (2010) planning authorities3 in 

South Devon cannot lawfully grant planning permission, nor under Regulation 102 can they 
allocate proposals in their Local Plans, unless they have established that such development 
proposals are not likely to have a significant adverse effect upon the integrity of the South Hams 
SAC. The integrity of a European site can be defined4 as:  

 
“the coherence of its ecological structure and function, across its whole area, which 
enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels of populations of 
the species for which it was classified”. 

 
4.5.2 In practical terms, this means understanding the specific requirements necessary to maintain 

the SAC’s integrity and with it the population of greater horseshoe bats at a ‘favourable 
conservation status’ (see Section 4.3). To achieve this, Natural England (2010) state: 

 
i. The area has to be large enough to provide a range of food sources capable of supporting 

the whole bat population; the bats feed at a number of locations through the night and will 
select different feeding areas through the year linked to the seasonal availability of their 
insect prey. 
 

ii. The bats regularly travel through South Devon between their feeding sites and roosts via a 
network of established flyways. They also travel greater distances between the sites 
designated as the South Hams SAC at certain times of the year, for example: in the spring 
and autumn between hibernacula and maternity sites, and in the autumn to mating sites. 

 
iii. To move between their roosts and foraging areas, the bats require linear features in the 

landscape to provide landscape permeability. Compared to most other bat species, the 
echolocation call of the greater horseshoe bat diminishes (attenuates) rapidly in air due to 
its relatively high frequency. This means it cannot ‘see’ a great distance and is one reason 
why it tends to use landscape features to navigate, such as lines of vegetation (e.g. 
hedgerows, woodland edge, vegetated watercourses etc). The greater horseshoe bat will 
tend to fly close to the ground (up to a height of 2m), and mostly beneath vegetation cover. 
Radio tracking studies5 and observations in the field confirm that greater horseshoe bats will 
regularly use the interconnected flyways associated with lines of vegetation. Further 
studies6 have shown that landscapes with broadleaved woodland and watercourses are 
important as they provide habitat continuity. 

 

                                                        
3 The competent authority is most likely to be the planning authority for planning applications, but for other types of  

   consent may be another regulatory body (e.g. the Environment Agency) or infrastructure provider (such as the  
    Highways Authority).  
4 See Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environment  http://www.cieem.net/glossary 
5    Radio tracking studies of greater horseshoe bats have been commissioned by Natural England as described in the 

     following research reports R344, R496 & R573. 
6   A L Walsh & S Harris, (1996), Foraging habitat preferences of vespertilionid bats in Britain. Journal of Applied   

     Ecology, 33, 508   518. 

http://www.cieem.net/glossary
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iv. This species is sensitive to light and will avoid lit areas7. The interruption of a flyway by light 
disturbance, as with physical removal/ obstruction, would force greater horseshoes to find 
an alternative route which is likely to incur an additional energetic burden and will therefore 
be a threat to the viability of the bat colony. In some circumstances, alternatives will not be 
available, leading to isolation and fragmentation of the bat population from key foraging 
areas and/or roosts.  

 
v. There must be a sufficient number and range of different types of roosts throughout the 

landscape to support the population through all stages of the bats’ daily and seasonal life 
cycle. 

 
vi. Roost exits must be shielded from any artificial lighting, and suitable cover should be 

present to provide darkened flyways to assist safe access to and from the wider habitat8. 
 

vii. The feeding and foraging requirements of this species have been well studied in Devon and 
in the UK9. Most feeding activity is concentrated in an area within 4km of the roost (juvenile 
bats will forage within 3km at a stage in their life when they are most susceptible to 
mortality). The most important types of habitat for feeding have been shown to be 
permanent pasture grazed by cattle, broad-leaved woodland, hay meadows and wetland 
features such as stream-lines and wet woodland. Pastures and meadows are particularly 
well used where they are surrounded by well-developed field boundaries. 

 
viii. Depending upon the availability of suitable flyways and feeding opportunities, most urban 

areas will provide limited greater horseshoe bat habitat. This is particularly true of dense 
urban areas with a high incidence of night lighting and lack of unlit green spaces. 

 
4.6 The Contribution of Other Satellite Roosts to The Integrity of the SAC 
 
4.6.1 Conservation efforts for greater horseshoe bats have traditionally focused on maternity and 

hibernation sites.  However, it is increasingly apparent that other roosts play a vital role during 
the annual cycle of the species.  For example, on emergence from hibernation, many bats do 
not go directly to maternity sites.  Indeed, there may be a gap of several weeks between the 
majority of bats leaving the known hibernation sites and the date of their arrival in 
corresponding numbers to maternity roosts.  During this period, it is presumed that the animals 
must be using smaller ‘formation’ roosts, and much of pregnancy may occur whilst the 
females occupy such sites10.  Similarly, later in the summer, there are examples of sites being 
used by large numbers of adult female and juvenile bats (post-breeding sites), with the bats 
only arriving after the maternity period.  It is not known whether such sites occur within the 
South Hams SAC, but precedents are known elsewhere (e.g. Iford Manor in NE Somerset 
which is recognised as an integral part of the Bath and Bradford on Avon Greater Horseshoe 
Bat SAC).   
 

4.6.2 Mating sites are critical for the survival of the species and have been shown to be the main 
predictor of adult survival and reproductive success11.  This is because genetic exchange 

                                                        
7  http://www.batsandlighting.co.uk 
8  See English Nature research report R174  
9  R D Ransome and A M Hutson, (2000), Action plan for the conservation of the greater horseshoe in Europe  

     (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum), Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, Nature   
     and Environment No 109. http://www.swild.ch/Rhinolophus/PlanII.pdf   
     Also see EN research reports R174 R241 R341 & R532. 
10 Ransome R & Hutson AM (2000) Action plan for the conservation of the greater horseshoe bat in Europe  

     (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum) (Council of Europe). 
11 Rossiter SJ, Jones G, Ransome RD, & Barratt EM (2001) Outbreeding increases offspring survival in wild greater  

    horseshoe bats (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum). Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological   
    Sciences 268(1471):1055-1061. 

http://www.batsandlighting.co.uk/
http://www.swild.ch/Rhinolophus/PlanII.pdf


P a g e  | 14 

 

Greenbridge Ltd                                                HRA Site Screening Assessment for NA1 Houghton Barton December 2016 
Tel: 01884 260160   Mob: 07887 593078                         Email: michaeloxford@btinternet.com 
 

occurs almost exclusively due to mixing at mating sites12.  These sites are often small, are 
occupied by a territorial male (occasionally two males if the site is subdivided).  The males may 
be present from spring until autumn, and may even stay throughout the winter.  In late summer 
and autumn, groups of related females visit these sites to mate 9&13.   Often, even at this time, 
fewer than 7 bats are usually present at any given time. However, ringing records show that 
over the course of the mating season, large numbers of females can pass through the sites, 
often visiting a series of males (Mathews, pers obs.).  Genetic analysis has shown that females 
are likely to mate with the same male in a series of years.  Whilst one male can mate with 
multiple females whereas others may achieve no reproductive success, it is clear that a 
population of several thousand bats, as found in the South Hams, will require many mating sites 
(each containing a single male) in order to maintain genetic diversity. 
 

4.6.3 In summary, attention must be paid to the protection of ‘satellite’ roosts because each can be 
fundamental to the survival of the population.  They are often harder to identify than hibernation 
or maternity sites for two reasons.  First, they may be used for a shorter period (particularly 
‘formation roosts’), and therefore particular attention must be paid to identifying signs of bats as 
well as the bats themselves.  Secondly, there is a danger that mating sites may be dismissed as 
unimportant because only small numbers of animals are present simultaneously.  It is notable 
that only a handful of mating sites are known in Devon.  Identifying and protecting others is a 
priority if the genetic diversity of the population is to be maintained. These ‘satellite’ roosts may 
be found in caves, buildings and structures scattered across the landscape, and outside of the 
Sustenance Zones and Strategic Flyways.       

       
4.6.4 In addition, there is also growing evidence that horseshoe bats utilise night roosts to rest up, 

groom, eat and digest their prey and to use as a base to be able to extend foraging over a 
longer distance. In a study of lesser horseshoe bats, Knight and Jones (2009) highlight that little 
emphasis has been placed on the conservation importance of night roosts, although they may 
act as refuges close to foraging grounds. They identified that 75% of the bats used night roosts 
away from the maternity roost, typically in buildings. Since these night roosts were significantly 
nearer to core foraging areas than maternity roosts, Knight and Jones recommend that they 
should be considered as an integral part of those core foraging areas. They suggest that 
minimisation of distance to feeding sites may be the primary function of the night roosts, which 
are used for resting and digestion between feeding bouts, with a secondary use for communal 
behaviour14. 

 
4.7 Changes in the Landscape and Potential Impacts on Site Integrity  

 
4.7.1 Taking the above requirements into account, greater horseshoe bats are particularly susceptible 

to the following changes in their habitat that may arise as a result of development: 
 

 Impact on roost sites (including damage, destruction, disturbance and prevention of 
access); 

 Removal, severance, obstruction or disturbance of linear features used for navigation and 
commuting; 

 Change in habitat structure and composition (e.g. loss or change in quality, quantity and 
distribution of foraging habitat); 

 Disturbance from new illumination causing bats to change their use of an area; 

                                                        
12 Rossiter S.J, Jones G, Ransome RD, & Barratt EM (2000) Parentage, reproductive success and breeding behaviour     

     in The greater horseshoe bat (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum). Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B:  
     Biological Sciences 267(1443):545-551. 

13 Rossiter SJ, Ransome RD, Faulkes CG, Le Comber SC, & Jones G (2005) Mate fidelity and intra-lineage polygyny in  

     greater horseshoe bats. Nature 437(7057):408-411. 
14 Rossiter et al. (2002) found that female bats and their daughters often share night roosts, sometimes over several   

     years, and no cases were recorded of non-relatives using the same night roost. Night roosts may therefore be  
     important centres for information transfer among relatives, and Rossiter et al. recommend that this should be  
     considered in conservation. 
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 Physical injury by wind turbines and / or displacement from foraging or commuting habitat 
by wind turbines 

 Barrier effects across the landscape caused by new roads and increased risk of collision 
between bats and vehicles. 

 
4.7.2 These effects are likely to be most significant, but not exclusively, in the Strategic Flyways and 

Sustenance Zones (see Map 1)15.  
 
4.7.3 While there are odd exceptions, greater horseshoe bats are extremely sensitive to increased 

light levels and will typically avoid areas where the lighting is brighter than ‘moonlight’ (typically 
recorded as being between 0.27 and 1lux)16.  Thus house lights, road lights, vehicle lights, 
security lighting and floodlighting may all have an adverse effect.  For instance, one poorly 
positioned light can stop bats using a crucial flyway or an area of feeding habitat.  Unusual 
levels and pitches of noise can also cause disturbance.  

 

                                                        
15 Based on original guidance from Natural England (2010). 
16 Schlyter, Paul (1997–2009). Radiometry and photometry in astronomy. Archived from the original on 2013-12-07 

    and  

    Bunning, Erwin; Moser, Ilse (April 1969). Interference of moonlight with the photogperiodic measurement of time by   
    plants, and their adaptive reactive. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America  
    62 (4): 1018–1022.  
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5. HRA Screening Assessment 
 
5.1 Key Characteristics of NA1 Houghton Barton and Use by Greater Horseshoe Bats 
 
5.1.1. The Houghton Barton area is currently characterised by gently rolling open countryside to the 

north of Newton Abbot.  
 

5.1.2. The highest point is around the former Seale Hayne Agricultural College (now a centre for the 
Dame Hannah Rogers Charity) towards the north-western corner of NA1. From here the land 
drops generally in the direction of Newton Abbot to the south (see Aerial Photo 1).  
 

5.1.3. NA1 lies between the A382 to the east and the A383 to the south-west. A large mineral working 
and associated settlement lagoons lie to the south-east of Houghton Barton and separate it 
from the Local Plan allocation NA2 at Whitehill.  

 
5.1.4. NA1 and NA2 are, in the main, linked by open countryside containing pastures and mature 

hedgerows around the prominent hill known as Darracombe Beacon (see Maps 2 and 3). These 
latter features provide near-optimal foraging and commuting habitat for greater horseshoe bats 
and provide strong habitat connectivity across the landscape between the two allocations. 
 

5.1.5. NA1 does not lie directly within a Sustenance Zone for any of the designated South Hams SAC 
roosts (the closest being centred on the Chudleigh caves Site of Special Scientific Interest 
approximately 6km to the north-east of NA1 and therefore well within the flight range for GHBs). 
Nor does NA1 lie directly within any of the SAC Strategic Flyways (see Map 1). 

 
5.1.6. However, NA1 is located within a landscape triangle formed by three Strategic Flyways; these 

run along (a) the River Teign to the east, (b) approximately along the A383 around the western 
side of Newton Abbot, and along the A38 to the north (see Map 1). 

 
5.1.7. Also, NA1 is set in a landscape where the latest evidence17 indicates widespread greater 

horseshoe bat activity (see Map 2). And while the records are dispersed, and the exact 
abundance and distribution of these ‘local’ GHBs is often unclear, it is well established that the 
bats roost, forage and commute widely across this landscape - and notably around and through 
NA1. As such, GHBs in the vicinity of NA1 are likely to form part of the wider population that 
supports the integrity of the colonies centred on the SAC roosts (for further detail refer to 
section 4.6.3 above).  

- 
5.1.8. NA1 is a composite allocation made up of a number of land parcels; these are shown on Aerial 

Photo 2 of this report. Each are identified separately by a capital letter (e.g. ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’ etc) and 
their key characteristics and interest for GHBs are described in turn below. 

 
5.1.9. Area ‘A’ forms the north-eastern corner of NA1 and is comprised of three large agriculturally 

improved grassland fields which lie to the north of and adjacent to Staplehill Road. These three 
fields slope down gently towards an un-named small stream along their northern boundary, with 
two narrow grassland fields on the other side of the stream. EAD Ecological Consultants (2012) 
have recorded that all of these fields were cattle grazed at the time that they undertook their 
Phase I Habitat Surveys in October 2011 and November 201218.  

 

                                                        
17 The latest evidence is based on a series of recent surveys that have or are being undertaken to inform recent and 

imminent planning applications, and upon more historic records associated with planning applications submitted in the 
past 5-10 years (details of these are shown on Map 3). 

18 EAD Ecological Consultants (December 2012) Ecological Deliverability Report. Houghton Barton, Newton Abbot. 

Proposed Local Plan Policy NA1 for Clarence Developments Ltd. 
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5.1.10. The boundary hedges on the four eastern fields appear to be regularly managed with a flail 
mower to maintain a low box cross-section. In contrast, the northern boundary of the large 
western field is marked by a tree-line and mature hedgerow with a small copse at its eastern 
end.  

 
5.1.11. The hedgerows along Staplehill Road are also considered to be important features for 

commuting greater horseshoe bats because they are generally either tall and bushy and/or 
contain lines of mature trees; the only exception is along the northern side of the eastern end of 
Staplehill Road as it approaches Forches Cross and the junction with the A382. Here the hedge 
on the northern side of the road is flailed regularly and not allowed to become tall. However, the 
hedge along the southern side of the road at this point is also tall and bushy and would provide 
a strong feature for commuting bats to follow. 

 
5.1.12. Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have recorded greater horseshoe bats commuting in an 

east-west direction along the stream and hedgerows towards the northern part of Area ‘A’ (see 
Map 2 and Aerial Photo 2).  Kestrel have also recorded greater horseshoe bats commuting 
towards Staplehill Road along hedges coming from the south near the garden centre and 
nurseries. 

 
5.1.13. The un-named stream, through Area ‘A’, flows eastward into a woodland plantation, passing 

first through a small culvert under the A382 (see Figure 1). 
 
5.1.14. Area ‘B’ lies in a triangle between Perry Lane and Staplehill Road. Topography appears to 

influence land use and agricultural practice, where the two gently sloping fields in the north-
eastern part of Area ‘B’ are suited for arable cultivation. Whereas, the rest of the area is more 
steeply sloping and irregular in character and is comprised of permanent semi-improved 
pasture, with tall mature boundary hedges (see EAD 2012 Phase I Maps)19. Such semi-
improved cattle grazed pasture with bushy hedgerows is near optimal foraging habitat for 
greater horseshoe bats.  

 
5.1.15. A small steeply sloping valley, containing the upper stretches of the Blatchford Brook, sweeps 

round from a property known as Greenhill on the north-east edge of Area ‘B’ towards Perry 
Farm on Perry Lane. Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have recorded greater horseshoe bats 
commuting along several hedgerows within this area (see Map 2 and Aerial Photo 2) and have 
identified the small valley through Area ‘B’ as a particularly important local flyway. 

 
5.1.16. Area ‘C’ lies between Perry Lane to the north and the extensive areas of mineral workings and 

settlement lagoons to the south. Much of the area is characterised by small unimproved and 
semi-improved permanent pasture fields and tall bushy hedgerows and trees along most 
boundaries (including around the fields and along Perry Lane). As such, these smaller fields 
provide near optimal foraging and commuting habitat for greater horseshoe bats. In addition, 
there are two large agriculturally improved pasture fields in the middle of Area ‘C’. 

 
5.1.17. The upper stretches of the Blatchford Brook valley (see Aerial Photo 1), that runs through Area 

‘B’, continues through Area ‘C’ and forms the boundary between this area and the mineral 
workings to the south, where the stream turns and flows in a south-easterly direction before 
flowing through a culvert under the A382 at Grid Reference: SX850728. 

 
5.1.18. The southern-most part of Area ‘C’ also includes another small valley (a tributary to the 

Blatchford Brook) that runs westwards down to the narrow hedge-lined Howton Road. Again, 
the fields in this part of Area ‘C’ appears to offer near optimal foraging and commuting habitat 
for greater horseshoe bats. 

 

                                                        
19 EAD Ecological Consultants (December 2012) Ecological Deliverability Report. Houghton Barton, Newton Abbot. 

Proposed Local Plan Policy NA1 for Clarence Developments Ltd. 
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5.1.19. Area ‘C’ also contains a number of residential and agricultural properties - all with access off of 
Perry Lane. Due to the tall trees and hedgerows throughout Area ‘C’, light spill from these 
properties is unlikely to affect significantly any commuting and foraging bats because the tall 
boundary vegetation will provide ample screening and buffering. 

 
5.1.20. Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have recorded greater horseshoe bats flying along the 

boundary between Area ‘C’ and the eastern edge of Area ‘E’ in an approximately east-west 
direction (see Map 3). The direction of movement recorded here would be consistent with, and 
suggest linkage with recordings along the southern boundary of Area ‘F’ (see below). 

 
5.1.21. Area ‘D’ is comprised of two small fields on the northern side of Howton Road. The eastern 

field is relatively flat and has been identified on the EAD Ecological Consultants (2012) Phase I 
Map as semi-improved pasture. The western field has been recorded by EAD as unimproved 
grassland and this dips down towards the small valley described in Area ‘C’ above. Boundary 
hedges along the road and around the fields appear tall and mature, with the exception of the 
northern boundary which is more open in character and adjacent to the mineral workings. 
 

5.1.22. Area ‘E’ is comprised of three large fields; recorded by EAD Ecological Consultants (2012; see 
footnote 19) as one arable to the north of the area and the other two as agriculturally improved 
grassland. The hedges along Perry Lane, and along the northern and western boundaries of 
Area ‘E’ are tall and bushy. However, the boundary hedge along Howton Road and all internal 
hedges are regularly flailed leaving no tall bushy vegetation. 

 
5.1.23. Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have recorded greater horseshoe bats flying along the 

eastern boundary of Area ‘E’ adjacent to Area ‘C’ in an approximately east-west direction (see 
Map 3). Otherwise, very few if any substantial habitat features are present and the area is 
consequently less likely to be attractive to commuting or foraging bats. 
 

5.1.24. Area ‘F’ is comprised of a dozen or so irregularly shaped fields that slope gently from high 
ground in the north-west towards the lower eastern boundary of NA1. Land use is a mixture of 
both arable within the larger eastern fields and pasture and grassland in the smaller northern 
and western fields. Hedges around the arable fields tend to be intensively managed into a box 
cross-section, whereas the hedges around the pasture fields tend to be taller and bushier. One 
field in the south-western corner of Area ‘F’, near the junction of Howton Lane and the A383, 
accommodate permanent sports pitches that are intensively managed for that purpose (e.g. no 
grazing cattle). 

 
5.1.25. A tall hedge along the A383 forms the southern boundary for Area ‘F’. Then, to the east, the 

south-western end of the boundary adjacent to the new Hele Park residential development, is 
comprised of a linear belt of trees and shrubs. The adjacent field, immediately to the north of 
this boundary, has been identified on the EAD Ecological Consultants Phase I Map (2012) as 
semi-improved pasture. Further east along this boundary the hedgerow is much narrower and is 
intensively managed with no tall or bushy vegetation. A small stream also flows eastward along 
this boundary between Hele Park and Area ‘F’. It is a small tributary to the Blatchford Brook, 
which it joins in Area ‘C’. 

 
5.1.26. Greater horseshoe bats have been recorded by Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) flying along 

the hedges that lie beside the track between Howton Road to Mead Farm; this activity has been 
observed in an approximately east-west direction through the middle of Area ‘F’.  The bats have 
also been recorded flying from the direction of Seale Hayne into the northern part of Area ‘F’, 
again towards Mead Farm (see Map 3). While no roosting bats have been recorded at the farm, 
the pasture to the north and south-west are likely to offer suitable foraging habitat and may 
explain the local movements recorded.  

 
5.1.27. While, the arable fields within Area ‘F’ offer little attractive habitat for greater horseshoe bats, 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have recorded these bats flying along the boundary features 

between Area ‘F’ and Hele Park, again in an approximately east-west direction (see Map 3) 
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from the A383 to and from Areas ‘E’ and ‘C’. These results are also consistent with results 
recorded along this boundary by the Baker Ecological Consultants (2011) as part of their work 
to inform the planning application at Hele Park. 

 
5.1.28. Area ‘G’ is bounded on the southern, western and northern sides by Howton Road and 

relatively low intensively managed hedgerows. In contrast, a tall tree line and busy hedgerow 
forms the boundary on the eastern side, adjacent to Area ‘B’. Area  ‘G’ is comprised of one 
large and one small arable field, which together offer very limited suitable habitat for greater 
horseshoe bats. 

 
5.1.29. Area ‘H’ covers the extended campus of existing buildings associated with the former Seale 

Hayne agricultural college.  The college campus also contains extensive areas of landscaping 
with mature trees and shrubs. The buildings are of mixed age and character and, along with the 
mature trees, provide a variety of suitable roosting opportunities for a number of bat species.  
Kestrel Wildlife Consultants (2015) have undertaken internal inspections and/or emergence 
surveys for many of the buildings.  One GHB bat night roost was confirmed in the old 
summerhouse on the south-eastern corner of the Seale Hayne campus. Kestrel also report that 
the 2010 survey by Andrews Ecology identified two GHB night roosts in a quadrangle of old 
farm buildings on the southern edge of the campus. Unfortunately, these buildings were not 
accessible during the Kestrel 2015 survey because they were fenced off for health and safety 
reasons.  Figure 1 of this document shows Kestrel’s conclusions in relation to actual or potential 
greater horseshoe roosts at Seale Hayne.   
 

5.1.30. Kestrel (July 2015) also considered the likely use of houses, barns and other buildings around 
Seale Hayne and considered that 4 barns could potentially be suitable for GHBs. Three of the 
barns are within 2-300 metres of the Seale Hayne campus to the south and west. Unfortunately, 
none were visited during the survey as all are in private ownership.  However, all of them 
appear to have large roof voids with clear access points that would allow GHBs to fly freely into 
the barns; as such Kestrel (July 2015) state that they should therefore be considered as having 
the potential to support a small maternity colony of greater horseshoe bats. 

 
5.1.31. Area ‘I’ forms a parcel of land on the western side of NA1 and lies to the south-west of Seale 

Hayne. The southern part of Area ‘I’ is part of a large arable field, and the northern half of this 
area is formed from four rectangular fields orientated in an east-west direction, where land use 
appears to be predominantly agriculturally improved pasture (EAD Ecological Consultants 
2012). A row of terraced and semi-detached residential properties also lie along the eastern 
edge of Area ‘I’ beside Howton Lane. Kestrel Wildlife (2015) have recorded no greater 
horseshoe bat activity within this area. 

 
 
5.2 Use of NA1 by Greater Horseshoe Bats  
 
5.2.1. Overall NA1 provides a very mixed landscape for greater horseshoe bats, with some areas 

providing near-optimal foraging and commuting habitat (e.g. permanent grazed pasture with tall 
busy hedgerows), whereas other areas are relatively inhospitable (e.g. large arable fields with 
either boundary fences or intensively managed hedges). 
 

5.2.2. However, based on bat survey results in and around NA1, it is clear that greater horseshoe bats 
move throughout this landscape as regular visitors. 

 
5.2.3. There are also records for at least a dozen known greater horseshoe roosts20 in the landscape 

within just a few kilometres of NA1, and therefore well within daily commuting and foraging 

                                                        
20 The locations of the roosts have been identified through desk studies undertaken to inform this HRA Screening 

Assessment. Not all of the records are in the public domain but have none-the-less been made available to Teignbridge 
District Council e.g. from Devon Bat Group and Devon Biodiversity Records Centre. Other records have been obtained 
by the Council as part of submissions accompanying planning applications. 
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distance. In addition, NA1 is within approximately 6km of the maternity roost at the Chudliegh 
Caves Component of the South Hams SAC and is about the same distance from the winter 
hibernation roosts at Haytor and Smallacombe Mines Component of the SAC on the edge of 
Dartmoor. Again both of these important SAC roosts are within easy travelling distance of NA1 
for horseshoe bats. 

 
5.2.4. Horseshoe bats have also been recorded roosting in buildings at and around Seale Hayne (see 

description for Area ‘H’ above) with further buildings identified as having good potential as 
roosts – some even as possible breeding sites. 

 
5.2.5. Aerial Photo 2 of this report shows both recorded and ‘likely’ flight routes for greater horseshoe 

bats through and near NA1. In some instances, the likely routes simply join gaps in existing 
survey results (see Map 3), whereas other routes are predicted based on the interpretation of 
existing data and examination of nearby suitable landscape features that are capable of 
supporting commuting horseshoe bats. 
 

5.2.6. What emerges from this evidence is a picture of widespread use of the landscape in and around 
NA1 by greater horseshoe bats.  

 
5.2.7. While the numbers at any one-survey location may be relatively low, compared to other 

common species (e.g. common pipistrelle), it must be born in mind that greater horseshoe bats 
are afforded special protection under Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive (1992) because of 
their rarity. They are also notoriously difficult to detect because of the rapid attenuation of their 
echolocation calls that effectively means that they need to pass close to any survey recorder in 
order to be identified. It therefore follows that they are more difficult to detect than many other 
species and that their numbers are very likely to be low and dispersed across a wide landscape 
– as shown on Maps 2 and 3. 

 
5.2.8. In order to maintain their current range and distribution in the landscape, and to maintain 

population levels at favourable conservation status (see Appendix B.1 and B.2), it is important 
that existing habitat connectivity across the landscape is retained, and wherever possible 
enhanced (as is consistent with paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework). 

 
 

5.3  Does Future Development of NA1 Houghton Barton Have the Potential to Impact the 
Integrity of the South Hams SAC? 

 
5.3.1. A number of landscape features, likely to be of importance to GHBs, offer suitable (or even 

optimal) foraging and commuting habitat for greater horseshoe bats (Aerial Photo 2). These 
include: 
 
 The long thin fields along the northern edge of Area ‘A’; 

 The grazed fields, small valley and water course in the western half of Area ‘B’; 

 The small grazed fields, water course mature trees and hedgerows through Area ‘C’; 

 The hedgerows along Perry Lane between Areas ‘B’ and ‘C’; 

 The hedgerow along the eastern boundary of Area ‘C’ adjacent to the garden centre; 

 The orchard in the north-west corner of Area ‘B’; 

 The western field in Area ‘D’; 

 The track to the east of Mead Farm in Area ‘F’; 

 Hedges to the north of Mead Farm in Area ‘F’; 

 The boundary hedgerow along the southern edge of Area ‘F’ adjacent to Hele Park; 

 The linear stretch following the route of the watercourse in the western half of Area ‘F’;  
 

5.3.2. In addition, at least three buildings at Seale Hayne have been identified as having roosting 
greater horseshoe bats, and a further 3-4 buildings (barns) within 300 metres of Seale Hayne 
have been identified as having high potential to support roosting horseshoes. Also, while no 
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greater horseshoe bats have been recorded at Mead Farm, the characteristics of the old farm 
buildings do offer potential for roosting bats, and commuting activity has been detected along 
the track to the east. 
 

5.3.3. In light of the recorded activity across the wider landscape, and the known presence of 
numerous roosts in the surrounding area, development in inappropriate locations and/or of an 
inappropriate design have the potential to adversely affect GHBs and thereby be likely to impact 
on the integrity of the of the South Hams SAC.  Likely (i.e. potential) impacts that may arise 
from development proposals for NA1 are set out in Table 1 below. 

 
 
5.4 Is it Likely That Potential Impacts Will Require Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)? 
 
5.4.1. Consistent with the precautionary principle, and where proposed development is likely to lead to 

some or all of the impacts described in Table 1, an HRA Screening Assessment is required to 
determine whether there is a ‘likely significant effect’ on the SAC.  
 

5.4.2. It will only be possible to avoid a full Appropriate Assessment if detailed mitigation measures 
are incorporated fully into the development proposals that clearly demonstrate that there will be 
no likely significant adverse effect on the integrity of the South Hams SAC. An effective means 
of demonstrating that detailed measures are an integral part of any planning application is 
through the use of Bespoke GHB Mitigation Plans (see Appendix C of this document). 
 

5.4.3. In order to meet the requirements of the HRA process, decisions by Teignbridge District 
Council, over future planning applications for development within NA1 Houghton Barton, will 
need to be informed by: 
 

 Adequate bat surveys (consistent with the 2nd Edition of the South Hams SAC Planning 
Guidance 201721 and in accordance with Clause 6.2 of BS42020:2013); 
 
NOTE: Comprehensive surveys should cover all existing buildings and likely flight routes to 
such buildings and should provide sufficient seasonal coverage to detect/identify possible 
mating roosts and activity. 
 

 Accompanying ecological impact assessments (EcIAs), and; 
 

 A Bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Plan for NA1 (concentrating on measures 
required in sensitive locations e.g. at bat road crossing points, such as through culverts 
where the design and alignment of the culvert may be critical and supported by appropriate 
landform and habitat establishment on either side). 

 
NOTE: The provision of a Bespoke Mitigation Plan to support planning applications is a requirement under 
a number of TDC Local Plan Policies22. Such detailed information will enable the planning authority to 
undertake final ‘project level’ HRA to ensure that all necessary mitigation is an integral part of the proposed 
development. 

 

                                                        
21 South Hams SAC Steering Group (due early 2017) South Hams SAC Greater horseshoe bat consultation zone 

planning guidance and advice notes. 
22 Provision of Bespoke GHB Mitigation Plans in support of planning applications are an explicit  requirement in Local 

Plan Policies NA1, NA2, NA3, KS1, KS3, KK1, BT1, BT2A, BT2C, BT3, BT4, CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4.  
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Table 1  Likely Impacts and their Implications for the SAC Conservation Objectives 
 

Likely Impacts Arising from Development Implications for SAC 
Conservation Objectives 

(see Appendix B) 

Loss of habitat connectivity through removal of or damage to linear 

habitat (e.g. trees and hedgerows resulting in the loss of key areas of 
commuting habitat used by greater horseshoe bats. 

Reduction in the extent and 
distribution of the habitats used by 
relevant qualifying species. 

Disturbance from human activities along commuting routes where 

development is located too close to commuting habitat causing an 
adverse effect (primarily) from new sources of artificial light – either 
from within the new houses or from external lighting e.g. vehicles and 
street lighting. 
 
Decline in habitat quality and/or connectivity around satellite roosts 

leading to their eventual abandonment; 
 
Disturbance from construction activities along commuting routes 

where increased noise and light may have an adverse effect in adjacent 
habitats. 
 
Loss of potential foraging habitats leading to the bats having to 

travel further to find suitable prey. 
 

Change in habitats used by 
relevant qualifying species, such 
that the structure and/or function 
of those habitats is compromised 
(not maintained). 

 

 

Loss of potential ‘satellite’ (mating) roosts leading to a reduction in 

mating and breeding success of the local population, with consequent 
effect on the viability of maternity roosts. 

New, wider and busier roads in the landscape leading to increased 

risk of bat mortality through vehicle collisions. 

Reduction in the population of the 
relevant qualifying species. 

 

Increased length of commuting routes leading to the bats having to 

travel further to navigate through the landscape to the north of Newton 
Abbot and with consequent greater expenditure of energy to do so. 

Restriction on the bats’ ability to disperse and move to and from 

roosts and foraging areas either side of the A382. Such movement may 
occur on a regular daily basis, or on a more infrequent seasonal basis; 
such as in the: 

 
i. late summer and early autumn when males and females are 

seeking each other out to mate, and; 
 

ii. early spring and late autumn when the bats may be using routes 
through NA1 in order to migrate to and from their hibernation roosts 
used through the winter. 

Change in the distribution of the 
relevant qualifying species across 
the South Hams SAC  

 

 
 

5.5  Is it Likely That Impacts Can Be Mitigated Effectively? 
 
5.5.1. The following recommendations for mitigation should be read in conjunction with the South 

Hams SAC Mitigation Strategy For The Heart of Teignbridge And Bovey Tracy: Mitigating ‘In 
Combination’ Effects by Protecting Landscape Connectivity Through Development ‘Pinch 
Points’ (Greenbridge Ltd; 2016). This Strategy has been commissioned by TDC to identify key 
measures that should be considered at the landscape scale to ensure that habitat connectivity 
and permeability is not lost as a result of new development. The recommendations for 
necessary mitigation measures within NA1 have been prepared in the light of the issues raised 
in the Strategy and are intended to ensure that future development consciously seeks to 
maintain a landscape that is hospitable to greater horseshoe bats. 
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5.5.2. Mitigation measures for GHBs should support the SAC Conservation Objectives set by Natural 
England and also promote Favourable Conservation Status for this species (see Appendix B). 
As such, mitigation measures for NA1 should aim to: 

 
Facilitate ease of movement and conserve energy expenditure by greater horseshoe 
bats by providing optimal daily and seasonal commuting routes through the existing and 
proposed new built up areas and by retaining and enhancing foraging and roosting 
opportunities. 

 
5.3.4. In order to achieve the above aim, and to provide the certainty necessary to satisfy the 

requirements of the HRA process, the following mitigation principles must be incorporated into 
the development framework plan for NA1. This mitigation must then be secured and 
implemented in full at such time as development applications are brought forward. Such 
mitigation should be a combination of identifying and recognising: 

 

 key design constraints required to avoid or minimise23 adverse effects, and; 

 habitat mitigation/enhancement opportunities to provide overall net gains24 for GHBs 
specifically and for wider biodiversity in general. 

 
5.5.3. Design Constraints should: 

 
i. Maintain and optimise existing and also provide new bat commuting and foraging habitat 

through and around NA1 to achieve overall connectivity in accordance with the proposed 
flyways shown on Aerial Photo 2; 
 

ii. Achieve no net loss of key areas of grassland foraging habitat within NA1 and seek offsite 
mitigation, where appropriate, for the unavoidable loss of areas of grazed pasture within 
NA1; 

 
iii. Achieve no overall net loss of existing hedgerows and trees within NA1; 

 
iv. Avoid light spill in bat flyways and foraging areas i.e. achieve light levels less than 0.5 lux; 

 
v. Ensure the new road network in NA1 does not sever key habitat connectivity. Effective 

mitigation must therefore be achieved through a combination of careful siting of ’hop-overs 
and/or underpasses25’, sensitive ground shaping (e.g. earth bunds, banks and cuttings), 
sensitive lighting design, sympathetic landscape design, vehicle speed restrictions and 
vehicle ‘calming’ measures - in order to avoid and reduce risk of vehicle collision with bats 
and to avoid disturbance caused from artificial light spill into flight routes26; 

 
vi. Ensure that any public footpath / cycleway through the bat corridors are either unlit or are lit 

through a very carefully designed scheme that minimises light spill in sensitive locations, 
while at the same time providing a safe and an adequately lit route for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

                                                        
23 Adverse effects should be ‘minimised’ to the point where either alone or in combination with other effects they do not 

have an adverse effect on the integrity of the South Hams SAC. 
 
24 The achievement of a net gain for biodiversity is consistent with the objectives set out in paragraph 118 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 
 
25 As appropriate and necessary to provide safe passage for bats where other mitigation measures are inadequate. 

 
26 All mitigation aimed at providing safe road crossings for bats must follow the precautionary principle and be informed 

by latest research, such as Highways Agency (2011), Berthunissen and Altringham (2015) and Grace-Fensome and 
Mathews (2016). 
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vii. Ensure that the provision of public realm open space in bat corridors – while being 
potentially multifunctional - is designed and maintained to provide adequate optimal habitat 
for commuting and foraging greater horseshoe bats. 
 

viii. Submit a Bespoke Bat Mitigation Plan (see Appendix C) with any applications for 
development, including for the new road passing through the development, in accordance 
with the guidelines set out in this HRA Screening report. The Plan(s) should be based on up 
to date bat surveys and take into consideration how to address any in combination effects 
identified during the course of detailed impact assessment. 

 
Habitat Mitigation/Enhancement Opportunities should where appropriate: 

 
ix. Undertake tree planting to create new orchards and areas of woodland in order to provide 

more diverse foraging habitat for GHBs (see Map 1); 
 

x. Mitigate (both on and offsite site where necessary) for the loss of hedgerow (flyways) and 
foraging habitat (pasture); 
 

xi. Undertake habitat creation/enhancement (in partnership with landowners) to provide new 
tree lines and hedgerows in the surrounding landscape to strengthen bat commuting habitat 
in the wider landscape (see Map 1); 

 
xii. Provide landscape buffers between bat flyways/foraging habitat (shown on Aerial Photo 2) 

and the new built development – these buffers are required as additional to the actual 
habitat features and should ideally be 10-15 metres wide27; 

 
xiii. Create three new bespoke bat roost(s) to support and improve the number and distribution 

of satellite roosts (see Sections 1.3.3 and 4.6 of this report); these to be in appropriate 
locations either within the green infrastructure in NA1 or within the surrounding landscape;  

 
xiv. Provide long-term habitat management for GHBs, for each development, through a 

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP), secured through a planning condition 
and/or obligations; 

 
xv. Implement development through the means of a prior-approved Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP), secured through a planning condition; 
 

xvi. Undertake appropriate and proportionate ecological monitoring of the LEMP to establish the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures and to provide early warning of any 
necessary contingency or remedial measures required to meet original objectives; 

 
5.5.4. The provision of such measures would be consistent with the four principles set out in section 

1.3.3 of this Screening Assessment and repeated in Section 6.2.8 below. 
 
NOTE: The proposed location of road crossing points for greater horseshoe bats is shown on Map 5. 

 

                                                        
27 As an example, a bat flyway that is 15m wide would have an addional buffer of 10m on either side of it making a total 

width of 35m. 
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6. Consideration of ‘In combination’ Effects 
 

6.1. Statutory Requirements 
 

6.1.1. When undertaking HRA, the underlying purpose of Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive must be 
considered. This is to ensure that a plan or project is authorised only to the extent that it will not, 
either ‘alone’ or ‘in combination’ with other plans or projects, adversely affect the integrity of a 
European site. The following sections consider the likely significant effects of NA1 in relation to 
‘in combination’ effects generated by other plans and projects that may affect the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC. 
 

6.2. New Large-scale Development: Torquay to Bovey Tracy - In Combination Effects  
 

6.2.1. In order to inform the assessment of potential ‘in combination’ effects, TDC has commissioned 
the preparation of the South Hams SAC Mitigation Strategy For The Heart of Teignbridge And 
Bovey Tracy: Mitigating ‘In Combination’ Effects by Protecting Landscape Connectivity Through 
Development ‘Pinch Points’ (Greenbridge Ltd; 2016). 
 

6.2.2. Map 4 in this document is taken from the above Strategy and shows an overview of new and 
proposed development between Edginswell at the northern edge of Torquay up to the northern 
tip of Bovey Tracey. Development proposals include the local plan allocations at: 
 
A. Houghton Barton NA1 
B. Whitehill NA2 
C. Wolborough NA3 
D. Sands Copse KS1 
E. Land at Abbrook KS3 
F. Land off Torquay Road and Embury Close KK1 
G. Dean Park BT1 
H. North of Indigo House BT2A 
I. Old Newton Road BT2C 
J. Challabrook BT3 
K. Land off Le Molay Littry Way BT4 

 
The map also shows recently consented developments at: 

 
L Land at Rocklands, Chudleigh 
M Land West of Oldway, Chudleigh 
N Coburg Fields, Chudleigh 
O Hele Park, south of NA1 
P Ilford Park near to the Drum Bridges junction on the A38; 
Q Land south of Newcross, Kingsteignton; 
 
In addition, the map also shows new and proposed road developments for: 

 

 South Devon Link Road south of Newton Abbot (opened in 2016); 

 Diversion of the B3193 Clay Pits Way (opened in 2014); 

 The line of the proposed A382 road improvement scheme north of Newton Abbot; 

 The line of the proposed A382/A383 link road through NA1 Houghton Barton; 

 The line of the proposed A381/A380 link road through NA3 Wolborough. 
 

6.2.3. The map also shows the extent of major mineral working units in the Bovey Basin (Devon 
County Council’s Devon Minerals Plan – Habitats Regulations Assessment Draft; August 2015). 
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6.2.4. The ‘in combination’ effects arising out of the DCC Minerals Local Plan and TDC Local Plan 
allocations raise a number of important issues that should be considered actively under the 
‘Duty to Cooperate’ between the two authorities28. 
 

6.2.5. When viewed at the scale shown on Map 4, what becomes apparent, coupled with the extent of 
existing built up areas, is the presence of an almost unbroken line of development (of one form 
or another), which together add up to extensive potential barriers in the landscape for greater 
horseshoe bats, stretching all the way from Torbay to Dartmoor. 
 

6.2.6 These recent and proposed projects therefore constitute a significant cumulative change in the 
landscape and one that, without adequate mitigation, could result in significant additional 
barriers for greater horseshoe bats to negotiate when moving through this landscape.  

 
6.2.7 As and where the landscape becomes less hospitable for greater horseshoe bats, necessary 

changes in flight routes, caused by the loss of existing foraging and commuting routes, may 
lead to the adoption of new routes that involve longer distances and require greater 
expenditures of energy with diminished access to suitable foraging areas.  

 
6.2.8 The viability of some routes may be lost entirely, or the risks associated with others (e.g. road 

crossings) may result in reduced permeability and dispersal across the landscape and/or 
increased mortality.  

 
6.2.9 Ultimately, the risk is that the sub-population at the Chudleigh SAC roost in the east becomes 

significantly more isolated from the greater horseshoe population across the wider SAC area to 
the south and west. If this occurs it could represent an adverse change in the distribution and 
abundance of greater horseshoes across South Devon. Such effects would be: 

 

 in conflict with the Conservation Objectives (see Annex B.1 of this HRA) for the South Hams 
SAC as set out by Natural England, and; 
 

 be likely to have an adverse effect on the Favourable Conservation Status (see Annex B.2 
of this HRA) of greater horseshoe bats in South Devon. 

 
6.2.10 To mitigate for these potential effects, it will be necessary to build sufficient ‘resilience’ into the 

landscape for greater horseshoe bats to ensure that ample opportunities remain in the future for 
them to be able to adapt to a changing local environment (as is the case now). This 
necessitates a ‘precautionary approach’29 to both master-planning, through the Development 
Framework Plan, and through the design and implementation of future individual planning 
applications. A precautionary approach is justified because our understanding of greater 
horseshoe bat ecology and behaviour is still incomplete and we cannot predict exactly how they 
will respond locally to changes in their environment.  
 

6.2.11 Consequently, the best that can be achieved is to provide options within the landscape for the 
bats, based on best available knowledge of their use of the landscape, and to then provide and 
maintain additional features over and above the bare minimum suggested by existing survey 
data which are limited because they do not provide a complete picture of their activity. Provision 
of such measures will enable the bats to select what suits them, rather than humans attempting 

                                                        
28 The duty to cooperate (created in the Localism Act 2011) places a legal duty on local planning authorities to engage 

constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to maximise the effectiveness of strategic cross boundary matters. 
29 The Precautionary Principle/Approach is one of the key elements for policy decisions concerning environmental 

protection and management. It is applied in circumstances where there are reasonable grounds for concern that an 
activity is, or could, cause harm but where there is scientific uncertainty about the probability of the risk and the degree of 
harm. The Precautionary Principles has been endorsed internationally: Rio Earth Summit (1992) Agenda 21 Principle 15 
and by the European Commission (2000) Communication on the use of the Precautionary Principle.  
See http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=2519 

 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=2519
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to predict and plan everything for them and to ‘shoe horn’ them into what suits us; which is 
highly likely to be unsuccessful.  
 

6.2.12 Such additional mitigation measures should not be considered as unnecessary (or even as 
simple enhancements) because in reality they are more than this; they should be viewed as 
measures required to help ‘future proof’ proposed mitigation and are necessary in the absence 
of scientific certainty that such a full set of measures are not required. Otherwise, if we secure 
only the ‘minimum mitigation’ that is apparently required today, this does not necessarily 
provide sufficient options for the bats and nor does it offer long-term resilience. Minimal 
mitigation measures may be effective for a number of years, but when further change occurs, 
as inevitably it will, the bats will start to run out of alternatives. In other words, future changes in 
the landscape that we cannot currently anticipate will over time have an increasingly adverse 
effect on the bats. Worse still, if a minimal approach to mitigation is applied, and those 
measures aren’t effective, then the bats will almost immediately have fewer options available to 
adapt. The evidence for this is compelling, because the well-established historical and ongoing 
decline in biodiversity is a result of many accumulating small-scale losses i.e. the consequence 
of multiple ‘in combination’ effects over time. 
 

6.2.13 One means of applying a precautionary approach to reduce ‘in combination’ effects on greater 
horseshoe bats is through adoption of the requirements set out in Articles 3 and 10 of the 
Habitats Directive (1992), and by Regulation 39 of the Habitat and Species Regulations (2010) 
(More detail on these statutory provisions are provided in Appendix A of this document). In 
practice, this means that all proposed new development should adhere to the principles set out 
in Section 1.3.3 of this HRA and should thereby ensure: 
 

 The maintenance of dark and unlit habitat connectivity across the wider landscape; 

 The provision of adequate foraging habitat; 

 The provision, where appropriate, of adequate permeability through and between areas of 
built development following existing and new flight paths; 

 The provision of new bespoke roosts where they will provide ‘stepping stones’ 30 across the 
landscape as well as maintenance of existing roosts. 

 
6.2.14 Obviously the aim should be to be to apply these principles to each development scheme in 

such a way as to ensure that they do not lead to any residual effects after initial mitigation that 
could still ‘in combination’ with other development result in an overall significant adverse effect. 
 

6.2.15 In relation to greater horseshoe bats, a practical way of testing whether a development has left 
any residual effects is to consider whether - after initial scheme mitigation - there will still be: 

 
i. some loss (quality or quantity) of suitable foraging habitat e.g. cattle grazed pasture; 
ii. new artificial light in the locality that could still affect the bats adversely; 
iii. restriction or severance of flight corridors across the landscape that have not been fully 

reconnected and/or where no alternatives have been provided for elsewhere; 
iv. lack of adequate permeable routes through the development that prevent the bats from  

accessing previously used habitat (i.e. without significant increases in energy 
expenditure); 

v. some residual impacts that are of relatively limited duration, such as: 

 might be described as ‘temporary’ effects during construction (e.g. over months); 

 short term effects experienced until new planting becomes established and 
functional (e.g. <5yrs). 

 
NOTE: Even impacts of limited duration may have permanent or longer terms adverse effects, such as activity 
that interrupts mating behaviour with subsequent knock on effects for breeding success, and thereby 
replenishment of local populations. 

                                                        
30 For more information on ‘stepping stones’ see Appendix A. 
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6.2.16 The following sections consider potential ‘in combination’ effects between NA1 and other 
relevant developments in the Heart of Teignbridge – as identified in section 6.2.1 above. 
Relevant applications are considered to be those that lie to the north of Newton Abbot and 
south of the A38, where the ‘in combination’ effects of various development have the potential 
to limit the distribution and abundance of greater horseshoe bats in this area. 
 

6.3. Potential ‘In Combination’ Effects from the A382 Road Improvements and NA1 
 
Implication of the A382 Proposals for Greater Horseshoe Bats 
 

6.3.1. Devon Highways Authority is currently preparing a scheme to achieve significant improvements 
to the A382 from the Drum Bridges junction on the A38 to Jetty Marshes on the northern edge 
of Newton Abbot. The detail of these proposals has recently been submitted as a planning 
application to Devon County Council with an accompanying Environmental Statement (ES). 
Planning Reference Number: DCC/3851/2016. 
 

6.3.2. Of all the development proposals under consideration through this HRA, the A382 scheme has 
the greatest potential for ‘in combination’ effects with NA1 arising through residual impacts 
remaining after initial scheme mitigation has been implemented. This is because both are large 
scale projects with the potential to affect extensive areas of the greater horseshoe bat territory. 
 

6.3.3. The findings of research published in 2016 by Exeter University are particularly relevant to an 
assessment of likely effects arising from the A382 proposals. The findings of the research are 
summarized in Appendix D of this HRA, with the two key points being that roads may: 

 
- act as a barrier to bat movement, and; 
- cause bat mortality through collisions with road vehicles. 

 
6.3.4. It is likely that the majority of female greater horseshoe bats encountered in the landscape 

between Newton Abbot and the A38 will be roosting at the SAC roost (e.g. Chudleigh). It is 
likely that a large proportion of the satellite roosts recorded in the landscape north of Newton 
Abbot, and west of the existing A382, are each likely to be occupied by one or just a few male 
bats. The A382 lies between the two groups and changes in the width of the road, and/or 
volumes of traffic, has the potential to have an adverse effect on the ability of male and females 
to meet and mate. 
 

6.3.5. A wider busier A382 may also further restrict opportunities for male bats (to the west of the 
road) to migrate in the autumn/spring to and from the caves at Chudleigh if they are using them 
to hibernate during the winter months. If this increased barrier to movement reduces contact 
between male and females, then this has the potential to have an adverse effect on the 
breeding success of the maternity colony at Chudleigh and hence on the integrity of the SAC.  
The Exeter Research (2016) also concludes that the presence of casualties from rare species 
on roads, such as horseshoe bats, is of particular concern, as relatively low levels of additional 
mortality could potentially have an impact on the long-term sustainability of local populations. 

 
6.3.6. As such, if left unmitigated, it is likely that the risks posed by the A382 scheme would represent, 

‘alone’, a significant effect on greater horseshoe bats moving across the landscape north of 
Newton Abbot.   

 
6.3.7. Where a plan or project is likely to generate a likely significant effect ‘alone’, then these effects 

must be addressed before consideration is given to how the proposal might cause an effect in 
combination’ with other plans or projects.   
 

6.3.8. Devon County Council is currently considering the application for the A382 widening and 
carrying out HRA for the proposed scheme. 
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6.3.9. In the future, if and when the A382 road scheme has received planning consent, it will be 
necessary for TDC to consider, through individual project-based HRA, the likelihood of any ‘in 
combination’ effects between the road31 and future planning applications brought forward to 
implement development at NA1.  
 
Information Still Required to Undertake HRA of the A382 Proposals 
 

6.3.10. The EU Guidance relating to European protected species32 notes that in accordance with the 
precautionary principle, there should be a high degree of confidence in the effectiveness of 
proposed mitigation measures and that there must be a high degree of certainty that the 
measures will work (EU Guidance page 48; section 76).  

 
6.3.11. Also, the Article 12 guidance states that there should be an even higher degree of certainty that 

the measures will work as intended where rarer species and those with unfavourable 
conservation status are involved i.e. greater horseshoe bats listed on Annex II of the Habitats 
Directive. This obligation becomes an even greater requirement where species associated with 
a SAC are concerned, when a significant adverse effect might affect the integrity of the 
European site. 

 
6.3.12. The initial ecological information submitted with the planning application for the A382 road 

proposals has been identified as inadequate (as defined by BS42020 Clause 6.2) and as a 
consequence further information has been requested by DCC planning authority. Consequently, 
at this time TDC does not have access to any final assessment by DCC of any likely impacts on 
greater horseshoe bats from the road scheme, and nor does it know whether the proposed 
mitigation will be adequate to avoid any likely significant effects on the SAC. This makes it very 
difficult to undertake the necessary ‘in combination’ assessment of the A382 road scheme and 
the proposals for NA1 as set out in the Development Framework Plan. 

 
6.3.13. It has been acknowledged through the courts that an absolute guarantee that there will be no 

adverse effect on site integrity is not possible. However, case law has established that: 
 

“The best that can be achieved is for the competent authority to identify the potential 
risks, so far as they may be reasonably foreseeable, in light of such information as can 
reasonably be obtained, and then put in place a legally enforceable framework with the 
aim of preventing the risks from materialising”33.  

 
6.3.14. While TDC is not the competent authority for determination of the A382 scheme, the Council 

must have sufficient certainty that it can undertake HRA of other planning applications for which 
it is the competent authority with confidence that permission can be granted without the risk of  
‘in combination’ effects that it has not been able to take into account. 
 

6.3.15. At this stage, prior to the submission of further ecological information and determination of the 
application by DCC, TDC is unable to undertake an assessment of the proposals for NA1 ‘in 
combination’ with the A382 road scheme. However, in light of potential risks currently identified, 
it is important that future decision-making is informed by all necessary information that can 
reasonably be obtained. Consequently, information to inform a decision over the A382 road 
proposal (i.e. by DCC), and then subsequently decisions (i.e. by TDC) over other applications 
that might give rise to ‘in combination’ effects with the road scheme, must provide both LPAs 

                                                        
31 Mitigation necessary to address effects that are significant alone, may still result in residual effects that ‘alone’ would 

be insignificant, but ‘in combination’ with the development planned for NA1 would be significant taken together.  
32 Guidance document on the strict protection of animal species of Community interest under the Habitats Directive 

92/43/EEC http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/species/guidance/pdf/guidance_en.pdf 

 
33 WWF-UK Ltd and RSPB v Secretary of State for Scotland et al [1999] 1 C.M.L.R. 1021 [1999] Env LR 632, Court of 
Session, Edinburgh, 28th October 1998 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/conservation/species/guidance/pdf/guidance_en.pdf
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with necessary certainty over and confidence in the ecological information used to inform their 
respective decision-making (see Appendix E). 

 
6.3.16. In the absence of the above information, it is not possible at this time, in this HRA Screening 

Assessment for TDC, to identify and assess any likely residual effects that might arise from the 
A382 scheme that could then ‘in combination’ with NA1 result in an adverse effect on the SAC. 
 

6.3.17. However, as a part of the HRA to inform their determination of the application, it will be 
necessary for DCC to undertake such an ‘in combination’ assessment of the A382 with the 
proposals for NA1 (as far as they are set out currently in the Development Framework Plan).  
 

6.4. Potential In Combination Effects from Hele Park and NA1 
 

6.4.1. The Hele Park development has been built on a former golf course. As such, the area provided 
very little opportunity for foraging greater horseshoe bats. However, ecological surveys34 
conducted to inform the planning application did establish that the bats were commuting in an 
east-west direction along the hedgerow and small watercourse that marks the boundary with 
NA1. 
 

6.4.2. As part of the planning consent for Hele Park, it was agreed that a buffer strip was to be left 
along the hedgerow to provide and maintain this flight route for bats.  

 
6.4.3. There is a proposed road link (Buttercup Way) between Hele Park and NA1 (shown on Map 4) 

and this has the potential to interrupt the flight corridor running along the boundary. A culvert is 
planned to carry the watercourse and this should be designed in accordance with the design 
constraints presented in paragraph 5.5.3 above to enable bats to also pass safely under the 
road. The position of the culvert is shown on Map 5 and the design requirements for the culvert 
have been incorporated into the Development Framework Plan. There are therefore no likely ‘in 
combination’ effects between Hele Park and NA1. 
 

6.5. Potential In Combination Effects from Stover Golf Course and NA1 
 

6.5.1. Planning permission has been granted for Stover Golf Course to extend part of the course 
towards the south (see Planning Reference 16/00922/MAJ). The land involved currently 
consists of species poor semi-improved grassland crossed with ditches, arable land, woodland 
and hedges. The proposal is to remove some of the woodland, short stretches of hedge and 
ditches and to create 4½ holes, a lake, landscaping and areas of wildlife habitat.    

 
6.5.2. The new holes are required to replace old holes that will be lost to proposed Devon Highway 

Authority’s road widening scheme for the A382 (see section 6.6 below). 
 
6.5.3. The HRA conducted by TDC (2016) for the golf course application states: 

 
Part of the application site and existing golf course are within a South Hams SAC Strategic 
Flyway.  Very close by are buildings containing known greater horseshoe bat roosts: Stover 
School (medium sized hibernation roost type, 400m) and its Ice House (small hibernation 
roost, 250m).  Bat surveys for the A382 road widening found GHBs crossing the road in 
many locations.  Two buildings have been retained at Ilford Park (400m) as a roost for bats 
including greater horseshoes. 
 
It is therefore likely that the application site is used for commuting and foraging.  The site 
boundary hedges provide likely flyways to the adjacent Ice House Copse and for bats 
moving between Stover and land to the west.  Bats are likely to make some foraging use of 
the woodland that is to be felled.  Even though the applicant says that the cattle which graze 

                                                        
34 Baker Ecological Consultants (2011)  
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the pasture are likely to be wormed with avermectins, this field is still likely to provide other 
useful prey items, e.g. tipulids.  The arable field is unlikely to offer many prey items.  Trees 
may be used to ‘hang up’ whilst feeding. 
 
Land in close proximity to hibernation roosts can be of particular importance when the bats 
make brief winter foraging expeditions”. 
 

6.5.4. The HRA has assessed that in the absence of mitigation: 
 

“The proposals will result in: 
 

 Loss of woodland foraging habitat 

 Conversion of pasture foraging habitat to non-grazed grassland 

 Loss of short sections of hedges  

 Longer stretches of hedges to be cut low (to 0.75m) 
 

This might have an impact alone, or in combination with other plans or projects”. 
 
6.5.5. A package of mitigation measures has been proposed by the golf course that includes providing 

new habitat features that should, once established, ensure an overall net gain in the length of 
hedgerows, water bodies, semi-improved pasture and woodland. TDC has secured: 

 

 Appropriate phasing of works following a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP); 

 Ongoing habitat management for the duration of the development; 

 No lighting on site 

 Installation of a greater horseshoe bat night roost facility to offset loss of tree perches 
and any other residual impacts. 

 
6.5.6. While ‘in combination’ effects between the golf course proposal and the A382 road scheme are 

yet to be assessed by DCC as part of the determination of the road scheme35, as long as all of 
the proposed mitigation is implemented, there is not expected to be any ‘in combination’ effects 
likely with the golf course and NA1. 
 

 
 

                                                        
35 In combination effects between the golf course and road scheme may arise, for instance, from fragmentation of local 

commuting routes caused by the combined loss of hedges associated with both developments that form part of the same 
habitat network. 
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7. Conclusion 
 
7.1. In undertaking any HRA Screening Assessment, the Council must ascertain that the plan and/or 

proposals would not adversely affect the integrity of a European site. This should only be 
concluded if the Council has made certain that this is the case. In order to be certain, the plan-
making body should be convinced that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the 
absence of such effects36 

 
7.2. However, an absolute guarantee that there will be no adverse effect on site integrity is not 

possible. The best that can be achieved is for the competent authority to identify the potential 
risks, so far as they may be reasonably foreseeable, in light of such information as can 
reasonably be obtained, and then put in place a legally enforceable framework with the aim of 
preventing the risks from materialising37. 

 
7.2.1. In undertaking this HRA Screening Assessment, the Council has referred to all of the data 

available to it on the occurrence and distribution of greater horseshoe bats both within NA1 and 
across the surrounding landscape.  
 

7.2.2. The Council has also identified in the NA1 Development Framework Plan the potential risks of 
development to greater horseshoe bats and has set out mitigation measures that accord with 
the recommendations set out in this HRA screening assessment which are necessary to avoid 
such risks from occurring. 

 
7.2.3. Consequently, since it is possible to identify appropriate and adequate mitigation that will avoid 

significant adverse effects (that are capable of being secured through the determination of 
specific planning applications), it is possible to conclude that there will be no Likely Significant 
Effect (LSE) on the South Hams SAC.  

 
7.2.4. However, it is essential that all necessary mitigation is secured and implemented. 

Consequently, the Council must – in order to discharge its statutory obligations – ensure that all 
future planning applications are subjected to adequate scrutiny through an HRA LSE Screening 
Assessment and, where necessary, an Appropriate Assessment wherever uncertainty remains 
over possible adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC. 

 
7.2.5. It is also strongly recommended that the Council continues to liaise actively with both Devon 

County Council and Natural England to ensure that the proposals for the A382 road scheme do 
not give rise to any ‘in combination’ effects on the South Hams SAC. 

                                                        
36 See paragraph 61 European Court of Justice case C-127/02 dated 7th September 2004, ‘the Waddenzee ruling’ 

 
37 WWF-UK Ltd and RSPB v Secretary of State for Scotland et al [1999] 1 C.M.L.R. 1021 [1999] Env LR 632, 
Court of Session, Edinburgh, 28th October 1998 
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APPENDIX A   
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF ECOLOGICAL NETWORKS 
 
A.1.1 Across Europe, all of the Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas 

(SPAs) together contribute to the European Natura 2000 network. The protection, management, 
and enhancement of such ecological networks, and especially those relating to the Natura 2000 
network, are identified as being particularly important in the EU Habitats Directive.   
 

A.1.2 Article 3 of the Directive states: 
 
Where they consider it necessary, Member States shall endeavour to improve the 
ecological coherence of Natura 2000 by maintaining, and where appropriate developing, 
features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and flora, as 
referred to in Article 10. 

 
A.1.3 Article 10 then goes on to explain: 

 
Member States shall endeavor, where they consider it necessary, in their land use 
planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to improving the 
ecological coherence of The Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management of 
features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and flora. Such 
features are those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous structure (such as 
rivers with their banks or the traditional systems of marking field boundaries) or their 
function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods), are essential for the 
migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species. 
 

A.1.4 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) transpose the above EU 
Directive into English legislation. Regulation 39 requires development Plan policies to include 
policies that implement at the local level the requirements of Article 10 so as to encourage the 
management of features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild flora and 
fauna. 
 

A.1.5 In relation to the recent and potential development discussed in this document, Regulation 39 
provides Teignbridge District Council with an opportunity to link conservation objectives to the 
development of some if not most of the sites under consideration.  In particular, the LPA has 
both a justification and a statutory mechanism by which they can seek through their 
development Plan policies the management and enhancement of landscape features in and 
around the Local Plan Areal which are of major importance for GHBs. 

 
A.1.6 For instance, planning for Green Infrastructure in and around the areas of development 

discussed in this document could also lead to significant biodiversity gains and substantial 
improvement of GHB commuting and foraging habitat providing the bats with a very much 
enhanced flyways around and through the settlements between Torquay and Bovey Tracy. 
Such measures could also contribute to wider Green Infrastructure objectives and achieve 
benefits that could then also be enjoyed by the local community. 
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APPENDIX B  

SAC CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES AND GHB CONSERVATION STATUS 
 
B.1. South Hams SAC Conservation Objectives 

B.1.1 As required by the Habitats Directive, high-level ‘Conservation Objectives’ for the South Hams 
SAC have been identified by Natural England. An overarching objective and a list of further 
generic objectives aim to:  
 

‘Avoid the deterioration of the qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying 
species, and the significant disturbance of those qualifying species, ensuring the integrity of 
the site is maintained and the site makes a full contribution to achieving Favourable 
Conservation Status of each of the qualifying features.’  
 
This is to be achieved by, subject to natural change, maintaining and restoring:  

 

 The extent and distribution of the qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying 
species.  

 The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats and 
habitats of qualifying species.  

 The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying 
species rely.  

 The populations of qualifying species.  

 The distribution of qualifying species within the site’.  
 

NOTE Natural England is in the process of preparing site-specific objectives for each SAC and 
SPA in England. 
 

B.1.2 The application of these objectives will be site specific and dependant on the nature of the site 
and its features. The local planning authorities should take these objectives into account when 
undertaking Habitat Regulations Assessments. 
 

B.2 Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) 
 

B.2.1 Article 2(1) of the Habitats Directive states that ‘Measures taken pursuant to this Directive shall 
be designed to maintain or restore at favourable conservation status, natural habitats and 
species of wild fauna and flora of Community interest’ (emphasis added).  
 

B.2.2 The concept of ‘conservation status’ is therefore fundamental to the purposes of the Habitats 
Directive.  Article 1(i) defines the conservation status of a species as: 

 
‘the sum of the influences acting on the species concerned that may affect the long-term 
distribution and abundance of its population within the territory referred to in Article 2’ and 
continues that the conservation status of the species will be taken as ‘favourable’ when: 
 

 ‘population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself 
on a long-term basis as a viable component  of its natural habitats, and  

 the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for 
the foreseeable future, and 

 there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its 
populations on a long-term basis’ 

 
 
 



P a g e  | 35 

 

Greenbridge Ltd                                                HRA Site Screening Assessment for NA1 Houghton Barton December 2016 
Tel: 01884 260160   Mob: 07887 593078                         Email: michaeloxford@btinternet.com 
 

APPENDIX C 

OUTLINE STRUCTURE FOR A GREATER HORSESHOE BAT BESPOKE MITIGATION PLAN 

 
An evidenced based and bespoke mitigation plan for greater horseshoe bats should provide information 
on ‘why’, ‘what, ‘where, ‘when’ and ‘how’ the various necessary mitigation proposals will be provided 
and ‘who’ will be responsible for their implementation. As such the plan should include: 

a)  Summary of greater horseshoe activity and suitable habitat features recorded on site and in the 

surrounding landscape – so as to provide context for on-site mitigation proposals. 

b)  Purpose (e.g. overall aim) and conservation objectives for all proposed mitigation measures intended to 
support greater horseshoe bat conservation associated with any specific planning application38. 
 
NOTE: Where the Council has prepared a Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report for a 
Development Framework Plan, this should be used to provide context for and to inform the aims and 
objectives of the bespoke mitigation plan. 
 

c)  Review of site opportunities and constraints (e.g. illustrated visually where relevant through an 
Ecological Constraints and Opportunities Plan (ECOP – see BS42020 Clause 5.4 page 17). 

d)  Design concepts, principles and detailed plans and intended working method(s) for all capital works 
necessary to achieve stated objectives39. 

e)  Extent and location/area of all detailed proposed mitigation measures shown on appropriate scale maps 
and plans. 

f)  Type and source of materials to be used where appropriate; for instance: 

i)  native species as an integral component of landscape planting and/or 
ii)  materials for any capital works e.g. bespoke bat roosts or road crossing points e.g. underpasses. 

g)  Measures necessary to avoid or mitigate adverse effects during the construction of the proposed 
development e.g. to be secured through a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

h)  Timetable for implementation demonstrating that works are aligned with the proposed phasing of 
development. 

i)  Details for disposal of any wastes arising from works. 

j)  Details of long-term management to sustain proposed features for future generations e.g. to be secured 
through a detailed Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). 

k)  Details for monitoring and remedial/contingencies measures e.g. to be secured through a detailed 
Ecological Monitoring and Contingencies Strategy (EMCS). 

l)  Persons responsible for implementing the works. 
 

The above outline is based on Annex 4.3 and 4.4 of BS42020 Biodiversity – A Code of Practice for Planning 
and Development (2013). 

                                                        
38 It may be useful to demonstrate how the purpose and conservation objectives for proposed mitigation on site (and 

where appropriate offsite) may assist in the achievement of the over-arching Conservation Objectives set for the South 
Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC) by Natural England. 

39 Design details and working methods should provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed mitigation 

will deliver stated aims and objectives if granted consent. Particular regard should be given to: 

(i) likely effectiveness, e.g. proposed mitigation measures are appropriate to the case and technically feasible and, if 
implemented, likely to achieve desired outcomes; 

(ii) certainty over deliverability, e.g. there is evidence of commitment and adequate legal mechanisms to secure 
sufficient land and resources to implement necessary measures, and; 

(iii) whether the intention is to secure proposed measures, and the necessary resources for their delivery, through either 
planning condition(s) and/or a planning obligation  - or other appropriate mechanism. 
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APPENDIX D   

RESEARCH EVIDENCE OF RISK TO BATS FROM ROADS 
 
Recently published research by Exeter University (2016) has identified substantial evidence indicating a 
significant risk to bats from roads, particularly through collision risk40.  Some of the findings from this 
research are particularly relevant to the consideration of likely significant effects arising from proposed 
development of NA1 ‘in combination’ with Devon County Council’s road improvement proposals for the 
A382. For instance: 
 

 In addition to the direct risk of collision of bats with vehicles, roads could pose a threat to bat 
populations as a result of habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation, and could act as barriers to 
movement of bats between habitats; 
 

 Based on collated records of 1207 bat road casualties in Europe, the research found that low-flying 
species (such as horseshoe bats) are more prone to collisions than high-flying species; 

 

 Analysis identified a significant bias towards male and juvenile casualties; 
 

 Casualties included rare species such as barbastelle and geographically restricted species such 
as horseshoe species. 

 

 The bias towards male casualties could be indicative of: 
 

- lower dispersal among females; 
- a tendency among females to remain in or return to their area of birth; 
- sexual segregation in habitats of varying quality, i.e. females may occupy better quality habitats 

than males, and road density may be lower in better quality habitats 
 

 Whether or not roads act as barriers to the movement of bats depends on a complex interplay of 
habitat and species-specific behaviour. For example: 

 
- the presence of favourable habitat for bats – notably woodland – was found in this review to be 

linked with significantly reduced barrier effects but a heightened risk of collision.  
- In other words, bats are more likely to cross roads through woodland but are more prone to 

collision with vehicles.  
 

 Bat casualties were commonly reported where roads were close to or bisected other linear 
features, including treelines.  
 

 The presence of casualties from rare species on roads, such as horseshoe bats, is of particular 
concern, as relatively low levels of additional mortality could potentially have an impact on the 
long-term sustainability of local populations. 
 

 Where comparisons could be made, bat road casualties were more common at locations with 
greater traffic volume. 
 

 Fewer bats crossed roads where there was a gap of more than 4.5 metres. 

                                                        
40 Grace-Fensome A. and Mathews F. (2016) Roads and bats: a meta-analysis and review of the evidence on vehicle 

collisions an barrier effects. Mammal Review. Mammal Society.  
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APPENDIX E 
 
Appendix E provides an outline of the information likely to be required to provide necessary levels of 
certainty and confidence to inform decision-making for the A382 road scheme and effects for other 
development proposals ‘in combination’ with the road scheme. 

 
1. Appropriate mitigation for both the construction and operational phases, where such mitigation is 

based upon an assessment of potential impacts arising from: 

i. Construction activities; 

ii. Operational activities leading to: 

 Barrier effects from the new road (e.g. around the junction at Jetty Marshes); 

 Risk of bat-vehicle collisions (e.g. at any intersection of substantial landscape features); 

 Disturbance through increased lighting (e.g. from new junction north of Forches Cross to 
the entrance to Ringslade Quarry); 

i. In combination effects e.g. with: 

 Local Plan allocation at NA1 

 Local Plan allocation at NA2 

 Sibelco application at Berry Knowles 

 Arnold White Estate’s application(s) at Ilford Park 

 Application for Stover Golf Course 
 

2. Mitigation for potential operational impacts should include detailed engineering, lighting, landscape 
and habitat designs to demonstrate that mitigation will provide adequate and safe permeability 
under/over the road through provision of sufficient numbers of appropriately designed road 
crossings; 

 
3. Appropriate and proportionate enhancements in accordance with the NPPF (paragraph 118 etc). 

 
4. Proposals to secure an adequate baseline to inform future monitoring during41 and post 

construction; 
 
5. A robust ecological early warning monitoring strategy with scope for the introduction of practical 

contingencies where required. 
 

                                                        
41 Research by Berthinussen & Altringham (2015) have shown that adverse effects are experienced by bats during 

construction of linear transport routes as well as when they become operational. 
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Map 3: Overview of Large Scale Development: Torquay to Bovey Tracey 
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Map 4: Pinch Points 
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Map 5: Bat Crossing Points 
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FIGURE 1 Plan of buildings surveyed for greater horseshoe bats at Seale Hayne (Kestrel Wildlife 
Consultants Ltd July 2015) Green circles show actual or potential greater horseshoe bat roosts  
 

 
 


