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Executive Summary
Bats – Results and Findings
The following assessments of potential are identified for roosting bats:
•

The front porch of the Town Hall has negligible potential to support roosting bats;

•

The main hall and rear porch have low potential to support roosting bats;

•

The 1970’s extension and plant room have moderate potential to support roosting bats.

Potential roosting opportunities identified would be damaged, disturbed or destroyed as a result
of the proposed redevelopment works.
No direct evidence of roosting bats was identified; however limitations on accessibility including
the presence at height of many of the features means that the assessment relates to the identified
potential.
This judgement was reached in accordance with the survey methodologies and evaluation
criteria outlined in the Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines.1
Bats – Further Survey Requirements
In accordance with the criteria outlined in the Best Practice Guidance, further surveys would be
required to provide an appropriate evidence-base to support a planning application.
•

The structural features identified as offering low potential should be subject to a single
Presence/Absence Survey (PAS);

•

The structural features identified as offering features with moderate potential should be
subject to two PAS surveys.

These surveys should be completed and submitted in support of a Planning Application in
accordance with the guidance provided by Circular 06/05 (ODPM, 2005) which states that “it is
essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be
affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning permission is granted,
otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the
decision”.

Bats – Recommendations
The results of the recommended surveys would be used to inform the development of mitigation
or Reasonable Avoidance Measures (RAMS) which would be submitted in support of the Planning
Application to allow the development works to proceed. No further recommendations are
therefore outlined at this stage.
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APPENDIX 1 –
PRELIMINARY ROOST ASSESSMENT (PRA)
Planning Authority:

Location:

Planning Application ref:

Isles of Scilly

SV 90321 10507

Report produced in advance of application

Planning application address:
Town Hall, Hugh Town, St Marys
Proposed development:
The proposed works were identified in the RIBA Stage 3 report for the project dated December
2021. There are extensive internal and external proposals involved in the creation of a new
home for the Isles of Scilly Museum. This involves renovation and modification to existing
structure; demolition of minor existing structural elements; re-modelling of existing structures;
and the construction of new extensions to the building. Many of these proposals would not have
the potential to impact on potential roosting sites for bats and therefore the full scope of
structural modifications are not listed here. The following proposed works, identified from
schedule of works identified in Appendix 2 of the RIBA Stage 3 report, are of significance in the
context of this assessment:
1) Demolition of the existing plant room on the eastern aspect;
2) A new café/bar extension to be constructed on the eastern aspect of the Town Hall
resulting in the existing external wall of the town hall being internal to the new
structure and the creation of a new roofline parallel with the town hall eaves on this
aspect;
3) Insulation to be installed between rafters in the attic of the Performance Space;
4) The 1970’s extension will be re-profiled and re-roofed with a new zinc roof on one
aspect and a slate tiled roof on another;
5) New timber cladding throughout the 1970’s extension involving removal of existing
coverings and flashing;
6) New windows to be incorporated into the 1970’s extension;
7) Existing town hall building to be re-pointed following inspection and cleaning of the
masonry;
8) Removal of the slates from the roof of the Town Hall to upgrade the thermal
performance before being restored with new flashing;
9) A roof lantern will be incorporated into the roof of the existing Town Hall.
Building references:
The building comprises several distinct elements. For the purpose of this report, and following
the nomenclature used in the RIBA Stage 3 report where appropriate, these are identified as:
•

Town hall;

•

1970’s extension;

•

Front porch;

•

Rear porch;
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•

Plant room.

These structural elements are identified in the plans provided in Appendix 2.
Name and licence number of bat-workers carrying out survey:
James Faulconbridge (2015-12724-CLS-CLS)
Preliminary Roost Assessment date:
The visual inspection was undertaken on 24th February 2022 in accordance with relevant Best
Practice methodology2.
Local and Landscape Setting:
The buildings are located within Hugh Town; the Parade runs immediately to the north with
Silver Street to the south and Ingram’s Opening to the east. The immediate western boundary
comprises adjacent buildings under private ownership. A cottage and small associated garden
and outbuilding are also present on the eastern aspect.
The central location within Hugh Town means that the dominant local land use is built
environment. This is predominantly residential with small-scale commercial businesses also
represented. This densely built environment extends around 300m to the west and around
500m to the east. Some of these adjacent properties have associated areas of garden or green
space, but the centre of Hugh Town is relatively densely developed. The location of the
buildings is within the narrowest part of Hugh Town with Town Beach and Porthcressa lying
75m to the north and 50m to the south respectively.
The closest areas of green space are the Parade Gardens lying 10m to the north-east; and the
grassed area adjacent to Porthcressa Beach lying 15m to the south. Both of these areas are
dominated by close-mown amenity grassland with ornamental planting, reflecting their
popularity with visitors and fundamentally municipal function. The closest areas of seminatural habitat are associated with the Garrison approximately 250m to the west; and the land
around Buzza Tower approximately 250m to the south-east.
Building Description
There are several distinct structural elements within the contiguous building complex. Due to
their varying styles of construction, these are considered independently in the following
description and are identified in the map provided in Appendix 2.
Town Hall
The main Town Hall is a three-storey granite-built structure containing a full-height
performance space to the south with offices and storage rooms across several floors to the
north. The building is of granite construction with a pitched, slate-tiled roof. This primary
description relates to the main hall structure. The single-storey rear porch; front porch and
plant room attached to the main building are considered separately below.
The pointing throughout generally appears in good condition though some gaps and cracks
were noted on the eastern aspect which could potentially offer roosting opportunities. The
external wall on the western aspect is largely internalized by the attached 1970’s extension
except at the front of the building where only the single-storey front porch is present. There is a
cottage attached to the hall on the eastern aspect and external wall on the western aspect forms
the interior wall to the 1970’s extension which runs along its length. Air vents occur on the
north-facing face with a louvered vent opening to internal plant close to the apex. These may
2
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Conservation Trust, London.
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potentially provide access points for roosting bats.
The slate roof was inspected at height on the western aspect but from ground level only on the
eastern aspect. Slate tiles are generally well fitted but occasional minor gaps occur where tiles
have slipped or lifted. The ridge tiles are similarly well fitted in the main, though occasional
gaps occur. Where the roof meets with the adjacent 1970’s extension, the valley is lead-lined
and this appears to be in good condition. A fascia board supporting guttering runs along the
eaves on the eastern and part of the western aspect above the front porch. There are gaps
behind this in places, due to minor lifting but also reflecting the irregular nature of the granite
blockwork which lies behind it. Minor gaps behind roof and ridge tiles, and behind the fascia
board, could potentially support roosting bats.
Internally, the building is in active, ongoing use as a temporary museum space; as a largely
disused performance space; and as offices/store-rooms. The roof is built around a timber
framework with steel braces and supports and is exposed throughout the performance space;
the ceiling of the main performance space is timber clad above the rafters and appears to be
well-sealed and in good condition. The walls of this open portion are rendered/painted and in
good condition.
There is attic space above the office/stores to the north of the building. This is under-felted
throughout – the felting appears to be in good condition but there is potential internal access
for bats at the eaves and also in the wall around the vent where plant exits the attic space. The
attic appears rarely used and there is dust and debris present; however this permitted a full
inspection and no evidence of roosting bats was noted. There are limited internal roosting
opportunities, restricted largely to free-hanging from timbers or discreet opportunities
between wooden elements of the construction or fittings. The window in the attic space means
that this area is light during the daytime. Internal walls were well-pointed and no suitable
crevices for bats were noted.
Plant Room
On the eastern aspect of the main hall is a plant room supporting a boiler. This is single-storey
with a pitched, slate-tiled roof. Internally, the ceiling is breeze block with gaps between the
blocks offering suitable roosting niches for bats. Internal access for bats would be possible
through the louvered door.
The pitched roof is generally well fitted though gaps occur beneath tiles at the eaves. There is
lead flashing at the union between the roof and the adjacent hall which is lifted at the base
providing minor gaps. Soffits run beneath the eaves with guttering attached; these are generally
well-fitted but with gaps allowing potential access around the wall adjacent to the hall.
At the time of survey in February, this room was warm as a result of the operation of the boiler;
a conversation with the caretaker responsible for the building indicated it was rarely on during
the summer period suggesting the presence of the boiler would not lead to significant
fluctuations in internal conditions during the main active season.
Rear Porch
A single-storey porch is present on the southern aspect of the main hall. This has a well-fitted
slate-tiled roof with minor gaps at the eaves but these are largely blocked by the guttering.
There is a soffit below the eaves which is largely well-fitted though very minor gaps occur close
to the wall of the hall. There are minor gaps beneath a fascia running along the gable apex
which would provide suitable minor roosting opportunities. Further opportunities are
associated with minor gaps behind lifted flashing where the roof meets the adjacent wall.
Internally, the porch is under-boarded and well-sealed meaning there is no potential access to
the interior of the structure; all roosting opportunities are associated with the external
elements.
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Front Porch
The front porch is attached at the northern end of the eastern aspect of the hall, in-line with the
1970’s extension. The exterior faces are fronted with glass, slate, granite or well-fitted metal
covering. No potential roosting features were recorded associated with this element of the
structure.
There is a small, irregularly shaped scantle-tiled roof which runs between this porch and the
adjacent offsite building to which it is also attached – this is well-sealed with no gaps noted.
1970’s extension
The remainder of the eastern aspect of the hall has a 1970’s extension attached. This is a 3storey building constructed from granite with the blockwork exposed on the northern aspect
and pebble-dash on the southern aspect. The top floor is built into a Mansard roof with vertical
hanging tiles on all four aspects.
The windows are built into both the walls and mansard roof of the extension – these are
generally well-fitted by the metal lining though this is lifted on one window on the northern
aspect potentially providing access beneath. Further flashing is lifted at the top of the slate-tiled
element of the construction.
The southern aspect of this extension has uPVC windows which are well-fitted. However there
is felted chipboard between the pebble-dash and the slate-lined Mansard roof which is damaged
and lifted in places. Potential gaps occur here as well as beneath the flashing which overlaps the
top of the slates and is lifted in places. These could provide potential roosting opportunities for
individual bats.
The western aspect of the extension is bounded by private property and could only be remotely
viewed during the visual assessment; however many of the features noted on the southern
aspect can be seen to occur on the western aspect with the addition of gaps beneath some of the
slate tiles. Windows and associated flashing on this aspect appear generally well-fitted.
Adjacent features
There is a two-storey cottage attached to the eastern aspect of the main hall. This was outside of
the scope of survey but was inspected externally to inform potential impacts arising from the
proposed works. The cottage is rendered & painted externally with a well-fitted scantle-tiled
roof and well-pointed ridge tiles. The interface between the cottage and the hall is lined with
lead flashing which is generally in good condition although minor lifted components were
noted. An associated outbuilding has a pantile roof which is well-cemented between the tiles
although potential access at the eaves is possible. The southern-gable facing towards the
proposed development area was well-sealed with no potential access/egress locations noted.
There was very limited scope to inspect the buildings which are attached to, or directly abut the
1970’s extension on the western aspect; however barge boards on the adjacent building closest
to the Parade were lifted in places offering potential access or roosting opportunities.
Survey Limitations
It was not possible to inspect the void above the top offices within the Mansard roof of the
1970’s extension; however this would represent a very minor, low void and access to inspect
internally would not be possible beyond the immediate vicinity of the sealed hatch.
The offsite side of the 1970’s extension to the west is in private ownership and therefore
inspection of this aspect of the building was only possible from adjacent roads representing
limited scope for inspection.
Both of these limitations are accounted for in the assessment and inform the recommendations
for further surveys.
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Assessment of Potential for use by Roosting Bats
The following assessments of potential are identified for roosting bats:
•

The front porch has negligible potential to support roosting bats;

•

The main hall and rear porch have low potential to support roosting bats;

•

The 1970’s extension and plant room have moderate potential to support roosting
bats.

The adjacent structures including the detached cottage and outbuilding to the east; and the
offsite buildings to the west would not be directly affected by the proposals, nor are indirect
impacts considered to be likely based on the current scope of proposed works. No further
consideration of these elements is therefore required.
Recommendations and Justification (Bats):
In accordance with the criteria outlined in the Best Practice Guidance, further surveys would be
required to provide an appropriate evidence-base upon which to support a planning
application.
•

The structural features identified as offering low potential should be subject to a single
Presence/Absence Survey (PAS);

•

The structural features identified as offering features with moderate potential should be
subject to two PAS surveys.

The PAS surveys should be led by Licenced Bat Worker(s) between May and September with at
least one survey between May and August. The two surveys should be at least two weeks apart.
These surveys should be completed and submitted in support of a Planning Application in
accordance with the guidance provided by Circular 06/05 (ODPM, 2005) which states that “it is
essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be
affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning permission is granted,
otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the
decision”.
For the avoidance of doubt, the current survey baseline is not sufficient to support a Planning
Application with reference to the Circular 06/05.
The results of these surveys would be used to inform the development of mitigation or
Reasonable Avoidance Measures (RAMS) which would be submitted in support of the Planning
Application.
Signed by bat worker(s):

Date: 4th March 2022
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APPENDIX 2
LOCATION PLAN AND PHOTOGRAPHS

Map 01 – Illustrating the location of the property within the local environs (red circle). Reproduced in
accordance with Google’s Fair Use Policy.

Map 02 – Showing the main hall (orange), 1970’s extension (pink); front porch (purple); rear porch
(green) and plant room (yellow).
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Photograph 1: Showing the lifted flashing around
the window on the 1970’s extension on the northern
aspect.

Photograph 2: An example of the gaps behind the
fascia board on the western aspect of the hall as well
as gaps in the pointing beneath.

Photograph 3: Showing one of the cracks in the
blockwork on the eastern aspect of the hall.

Photograph 4: Showing one of the minor gaps
beneath the ridge tiles on the hall.

Photograph 5: Showing an example of the gaps
allowing potential access beneath slate tiles in the
plant room; similar features exist on the rear porch.

Photograph 6: Showing an example of the gaps
allowing potential access beneath soffit box in the
plant room; similar features exist on the rear porch.
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Photograph 7: Showing gaps behind the fascia
board on the gable of the rear porch

Photograph 8: Showing an example of lifted flashing
at the top of the hanging tiles on the 1970’s
extension.

Photograph 9: Gaps behind the boarding on the
southern aspect of the 1970’s extension; similar
features are present on the western aspect.

Photograph 10: Showing an example of lifted
flashing between the slate tiles of the Mansard roof
and the boarding beneath on the 1970’s extension

Photograph 11: Showing gaps between breeze
blocks in the ceiling of the plant room.

Photograph 12: The attic space within the main hall
showing the timber roof structure and underfelting
above. Lighting is from the window set into the north
wall.
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