
 

 

 
 

ECOLOGICAL ADVICE SERVICE 
 
TO:  Robert Allan 
 
FROM:  Helen Forster 
 
DATE:  24 November 2022 
  
SUBJECT: St Saviours Hospital, Hythe 22/1431/FH/CON 
 

 
The following is provided by Kent County Council’s Ecological Advice Service (EAS) for Local 
Planning Authorities.  It is independent, professional advice and is not a comment/position on 
the application from the County Council.  It is intended to advise the relevant planning officer(s) 
on the potential ecological impacts of the planning application; and whether sufficient and 
appropriate ecological information has been provided to assist in its determination.   
 
Any additional information, queries or comments on this advice that the applicant or other 
interested parties may have must be directed in every instance to the Planning Officer, who will 
seek input from the EAS where appropriate and necessary. 
 
 
Condition 9 states:  Prior to demolition works commencing within any phase or sub-phase of 
the development, a bat mitigation strategy must be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The content of the method statement shall include the:1  
 
a) Valid bat survey (if works have not commenced by 2019)  
b) Purpose and objectives for the proposed works;  
c) Working methods necessary to achieve stated objectives;  
d) Types of bat roosting features to be incorporated into the building;  
e) Location of bat roosting features shown on appropriate scale maps and plans;  
f) Timing of proposed works;  
g) Persons responsible for implementing the works, including times during construction when 
specialist ecologists need to be present on site to undertake / oversee works;  
h) Initial after care and long-term maintenance (where relevant);  
i) Disposal of any wastes from implementing work.  
 
The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and shall be retained in 
that manner thereafter. 
 



 

 

We have reviewed the submitted plans and we advise that sufficient information has been 
provided to discharge the condition.  
 
The survey information has detailed the following:  
 

• Buildings* B1 and B2 contains at least 8 separate day roosts of common pipistrelle 
bats. 

• Building B3 contains a maternity roost of soprano pipistrelle bats,  
• Building B4 contains at least 1 day roost of soprano pipistrelle bats.  
• Foraging and commuting, brown long-eared, noctule and soprano pipistrelle were 

recorded within the site. 
*building numbers are as per the Bat Survey. 
 
The report has provided details of the proposed mitigation and we are satisfied to 
demonstrate the bat interest of the site will be maintained following construction.  
 
Soprano pipistrelle maternity roost 
The report has detailed that as building 3 (the Dutch House) will be retained on site the 
soprano maternity roost will be maintained in situ.  We are supportive of this but advise that 
we are concerned that the building will be impacted during works.  We highlight that the 
ecological report details the following must be carried out as part of the mitigation:  All 
existing bat access points here will be retained. To prevent urine and smell coming through the 
ceiling of B3, it is necessary to install a polythene lining (or similar) lining along the ceiling. This 
is required to be installed underneath the existing plasterboard ceiling, with this lining covered 
on the underside for aesthetic reasons. This feature will need to be accessible as it may be 
necessary to periodically (annually or bi-annually) remove the accumulation of droppings. 
 
The ecologist has confirmed that the applicant is aware of the works they have to carry out 
during the construction period.  We highlight that the roof must not be impacted by the 
proposed renovation works and that the above works will be carried out during construction 
and on-going maintenance. 
 
Soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle day roost. 
The report has confirmed that ten bat boxes will be erected during the construction period to 
provide roosting opportunities for bats during the works.  The reports detail that a least 8 
individual bats were recorded roosting in buildings B1,2 and 4 and the additional boxes will 
ensure there are features available to be used by bats during the construction period.   
 
We highlight that bats use roosts at different temperatures at different times of the year and 
therefore the bat boxes must be located in different aspects. 
 
7 replacement summer day roosts are proposed within the site in addition to the retention of 
the existing roosting features on building 3.   
 
Lighting 
The report has recommended that the replacement/retained bat roosts are not impacted by 
the proposed lighting.  A lighting plan has been submitted and it has confirmed that all the 
lighting installed will be downward facing lights on sensors.  It does appear that there are 
large number of lights throughout the site but if all the lights are on sensors (including the 



 

 

bollard lighting) we are satisfied that it will not be operational continuously and only in use 
when required.  We advise that FHDC must be satisfied that the proposed lighting is 
achievable.   

 
Condition 19 states: Prior to any works starting on site in any phase (including vegetation 
clearance) a detailed reptile mitigation report shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The mitigation strategy must provide the following information:  
a. Site visit and reptile survey based on the outcome of the site visit.  
b. Translocation methodology  
c. Location of receptor site  
d. Reptile surveys of receptor site 
e. Details of ecological enhancements to increase carrying capacity  
f. Timetable of the proposed works  
g. Details of 5 year monitoring plan  
h. Long term management plan  
i. Measures to address conflict occurring due to the recreational use of the site.  
 
All works must be carried out in accordance with the approved mitigation strategy. 
 
We advise that prior to the discharge the condition information must be provided that the 
onsite receptor site will be used.   
 
The reptile mitigation strategy details that the receptor site is in the NE of the site.  When we 
previously commented we raised concerns that appears that some of the receptor site will be 
located within residential gardens.  An updated plan has been submitted and confirmed the 
receptor site will be outside of the residential gardens. 
 
The report has recommended carrying out a precautionary approach to remove the reptiles 
from the construction footprint.  However as the proposed receptor site is over a 100m from 
areas of reptile habitat we do not think that is an ideal approach due to the distance between 
the suitable habitat and the receptor site.  Typically a precautionary approach is only 
acceptable if it’s small areas of habitats to be lost and the receptor site is directly adjacent to 
the habitat to be lost. 
 
Additional information has been submitted justifying the approach and we have also reviewed 
the satellite photos of the site over the last 3 years.  The satellite photos do demonstrate that 
the site has received occasional management of the site in the last 3 years and therefore we do 
accept that the site does not provide high quality reptile habitat.  
 
While we do not think the proposed mitigation is ideal we do accept that as the site does not 
provide optimal habitat and therefore the number of reptiles present are likely to be low and 
a fingertip search of the site will be carried out as part of the mitigation we accept the 
proposed methodology. 
 
We highlight that due to the time of year the reptile mitigation can not commence until 
March/April when the weather will reach temperatures of at least 9 degrees to ensure that 
any reptiles present are active. 
 



 

 

The development site is significantly larger than the receptor site and when we previously 
commented we raised concerns that it would not support the reptile population (if present).  
It’s for this reason we would have preferred a reptile survey to have been carried out as it 
would have enabled the submitted information to demonstrate if the reptile population (if 
present) could be supported by a receptor site of that size.  To address this concern additional 
information has been submitted demonstrating that the completed development will result in 
an increase in suitable reptile habitat across the whole site due to the creation of the 
wildflower meadows.  As detailed above we acknowledge that the site does not provide 
optimal habitat for reptiles and therefore accept that the receptor site is only required to 
support the population in the short term with the understanding that suitable habitat will 
expand in the long term.  We highlight that there is a need to ensure that the meadow areas 
are created within the development as soon as practically possible to enable the reptile 
population (if present) to expand into them once the reptile fencing is removed.  We state 
practically as the habitat creation works must only commence once there is no risk to it being 
damaged by construction vehicles. 
 
Receptor Site Location 
We advise the following comments are only valid if the receptor site is to be retained on site.  
We raise this point as the highlight that the reptile mitigation strategy states the below which 
implies the receptor site may be moved off site.  We advise that if the receptor site can not be 
retained on an updated mitigation strategy is required prior to the discharge of this condition. 
We require confirmation from the applicant rather than the ecologist that the receptor site 
will be retained on site as detailed within the submitted information. 
 
Stage 3 – Reptile fencing installation and receptor site selection:  
To begin with, reptile fencing will need to be put up around the perimeter, ensuring a minimum of a 
1m buffer* outside of the development site is retained in its current form. This will be used as the 
receptor site. A suitably qualified ecologist will need to be on site during the installation of the 
fencing to ensure that no reptiles are harmed by this process. This fencing is required to remain in 
situ and without breaches for the entirety of the project. A suitably qualified ecologist will need to 
undertake compliance checks of the fence to ensure no breaches are occurring once a month.  
* If this buffer cannot be created under the current scheme, then a suitable receptor site away from the 
proposed development scheme will need to be found. If a receptor site away from the development site is 
the only solution, then the landowner’s written permission, habitat assessment and improvements, along with 
presence/absence surveys at the receptor site are required before this can proceed. This is to ensure the 
site contains suitable habitat or whether habitat improvements are necessary. It will also ensure that the 
receptor site isn’t already at carrying capacity for the species in question. 
 
If you have any queries regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to get in touch. 
 
Helen Forster MCIEEM 
Biodiversity Officer 
  
This response was submitted following consideration of the following documents: 
Bat Activity and Method Statement; Elite Ecology; October 2022 
Reptile Mitigation Strategy; Elite Ecology; November 2022 
Letter from Elite Ecology; 16th October 2022 
Letter from Elite Ecology; 11th November 2022 
 
 


