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Declaration of compliance 
 

BS 42020:2013 

This study has been undertaken in accordance with British Standard 42020:2013 

Biodiversity, Code of practice for planning and development. 

 

Code of Professional Conduct 

The information which we have prepared is true, and has been prepared and 

provided in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Management’s Code of Professional Conduct. We confirm that the opinions 

expressed are our true and professional bona fide opinions. 

 

Validity of survey data and report 

 
The findings of this report are valid for 24 months from the date of survey. If work has 

not commenced within this period an updated survey by a suitably qualified ecologist 

will be required.  
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1. Introduction 

Western Ecology has been commissioned to complete seasonal bat activity surveys of land 

south-east of Blackpool pit, adjacent to Burngullow Common near Trewoon in Cornwall. 

 

1.1. Site location 

The site lies at the eastern edge of Blackpool pit, a disused china clay quarry, located 

approximately 1.2km to the north-west of the village of Trewoon and approximately 3.6km to 

the north west of St Austell. 

 

The site is located in an area associated with china clay extraction, with the non-operational 

quarry extending immediately to the north and west. An expanse of semi-natural habitat lies 

immediately to the south and east.  

 

1.2. The development 

A single turbine is proposed for this site, with a hub height of 77 metres and a blade radius of 

57.5 metres (up to 135m to tip). Associated infrastructure will include a temporary crane hard 

standing area and electrical housing units. The proposal will also involve the widening of a 

gateway serving the existing haul road from the adjacent highway. 

 

1.3. Survey aims 

The aim of the survey is to characterise the assemblage of bats using the site allowing an 

assessment of the potential impacts of the proposals for this site. Where there is potential 

that the proposed development will have a significant1 effect on a valued ecological feature 

of nature conservation interest, recommendations for mitigation are made based on the 

mitigation hierarchy detailed in Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 8-018-20140306 of National 

Planning Practice Guidance; 

• Avoidance –significant harm to wildlife species and habitats should be avoided 

through design. 

• Mitigation – where significant harm cannot be wholly or partially avoided, it should be 

minimised by design, or by the use of effective mitigation measures that can be 

secured by, for example, conditions or planning obligations. 

• Compensation – where, despite whatever mitigation would be effective, there would 

still be significant residual harm, as a last resort, this should be properly 

compensated for by measures to provide for an equivalent value of biodiversity. 

 

 

 

  

 
1 For the purposes of this report, a practical approach has been taken to define the term ‘significant’. If an effect is sufficiently 

important to be given weight in the planning process or to warrant the imposition of a planning condition, it is likely to be 

‘significant’ in the context of the level under consideration (BSI, 2013). 
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2. Survey methodology 

2.1. Habitat assessment 

An initial walk over assessment was completed on the site in summer 2021. Habitats were 

noted and assessed for their potential value to foraging and commuting bats.  

 

2.2. Bat activity transects 

Three 2-hour bat activity transects were completed in Summer and Autumn 2021, and 

Spring 2022 by a suitably experienced ecologist walking a pre-planned route through this 

site, with attention being paid to bat activity along boundary features (Map 1). The survey 

began about 15 minutes before sunset. At locations along the route the surveyor paused to 

record bat activity in that area making a note of any bat species encountered, number of 

passes and any other pertinent information. Details of the surveys are provided in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Bat activity transect details 

Date Surveyor Start 

time 

Finish 

time 

Sunset 

time 

Weather conditions 

04/08/2021 James Gilroy 

BSc (Hons), 

MSc 

20:50 22:59 

 

20:59 16oC start temperature. Dry, light NW 

breeze and 70% cloud cover. 

27/09/2021 James Gilroy 

BSc (Hons), 

MSc 

18:55 21:07 19:07 13oC start temperature. Dry, calm and 10% 

cloud cover. 

05/05/2022 James Gilroy 

BSc (Hons), 

MSc 

19:45 22:04 20:04 12oC start temperature. Dry, F2-3 W and 

60% cloud cover. 

 

Bat activity was monitored using a BatBox Duet and an Echo Meter Touch 2 connected to an 

Apple device running the Echometer touch app. with GPS logging enabled.  

 

2.3. Remote monitoring 

Wildlife Acoustics remote bat monitors were deployed onto site for 10 days each in Summer 

and Autumn 2021, and Spring 2022 (Table 2). Mini Bat full spectrum units were placed at the 

proposed turbine location (TL), and on linear features in the landscape (Map 1). Two 

locations were used for the linear feature as the initial site (LF1) was found to have been 

managed, but since the Cat-scan had been completed an alternative could not be chosen at 

short notice. After this period, it was relocated to LF2. 

 

Both units were approximately 1.5 metres above the ground. After deployment, sonograms 

were downloaded and analysed using Analook software (ver. 4.2n) and Kaleidoscope Pro 

(ver. 5.4.7) to ascertain which species are using the site.  

 

Table 2. Remote monitoring 

Season Start date Finish date 

Summer 2021 4th August 2021 14th August 2021 

Autumn 2021 27th September 2021 6th October 2021 

Spring 2022 5th May 2022 14th May 2022 
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2.4. Desktop study 

The desktop survey collated existing biological records for the site and adjacent areas, and 

identified any nature conservation sites that may be affected by the proposals. This 

comprises an important part of the assessment process, providing information on ecological 

issues that may not be apparent during the site survey. 

 

Consultees for the data search included: 

• The Environmental Records Centre for Cornwall & the Isle of Scilly provided 

biological records for bats within 5km of the site.  

• Natural England - GIS datasets of bat Statutory Nature Conservation Sites.  
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3. Results 

3.1. Habitat assessment  

The Site comprises a variety of habitats characteristic of china clay extraction sites in the 

local area; containing a mixture of lowland heathland, mixed and Gorse dominated scrub, 

acid and neutral grassland communities and bare ground. 

 

The Site features a varied topography, with Gorse dominated scrub and occasional poor-

quality heathland. An existing haul road runs through the Site and consists of bare ground 

with mainly acidic and neutral grassland featuring across the associated embanked verges. 

A flat area supporting lowland heathland is located within the south-east of the Site and 

forms part of a larger, continuous expanse of this habitat. 

 

There is no potential roosting habitat associated with the Site.  

 

Post-mining areas associated with the Site are likely to provide sub-optimal habitat due to 

lack of supported invertebrate prey, however scrub and heathland along the southern margin 

is likely to provide some foraging and commuting opportunities. The site also features 

connectivity to unlit semi-natural habitats to the south and east such as scrub and woodland. 

There is potential for a variety of bat species (including light-averse species) to be active 

within and around the Site. 

 

3.2. Bat activity transects 

This section in combination with Map 1 describes how each species of bat that was 

encountered during activity transects are using the site.  

 

Summer 2021 

Weather conditions were suitable for bat activity during this survey.  

 

Common Pipistrelle 

During the transect, 31 Common Pipistrelle passes were recorded associated with bats 

flying close to the margins of the pit to the west, and generally dispersed along the transect 

route. 

 

Barbastelle  

A single Barbastelle pass was recorded to the west of the proposed turbine location. 

 

No other bats were encountered during the transect surveys. 

 

Autumn 2021 

Common Pipistrelle 

During the transect, 7 Common Pipistrelle passes were recorded in the south of the site. 

 

Myotis 

A single Myotis pass was recorded in the south of the site. 
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No other bats were encountered during the transect surveys. 

 

Spring 2022 

Common Pipistrelle 

During the transect, a single Common Pipistrelle pass was recorded in the south of the site. 

 

3.3. Remote monitoring  

All remote detectors functioned correctly for the 10-day periods of monitoring and night-time 

temperature during the monitoring period were typical for the seasons in which they were 

recorded. Bat passes are given in Charts 1 and 2, and Table 3. 
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Table 3. Bat passes during remote monitoring 

 Survey 
period 

Barbastell
e 

Myotis Noctule Nathusius 
Pipistrelle 

Common 
Pipistrelle 

Soprano 
Pipistrelle 

Brown 
Long-eared 

Greater 
Horseshoe 

Lesser 
Horseshoe 

L
in

e
a

r 
fe

a
tu

re
 Summer 

2021 
- 1 16 - 82 1 3 - 2 

Autumn 2021 - 12 1 - 94 1 1 - - 

Spring 2022 2 22 94 6 275 1 - 2 3 

Total 2 35 111 6 451 3 4 2 5 

 
          

T
u

rb
in

e
 

lo
c
a
ti
o

n
 

Summer 
2021 

1 5 6 - 47 1 2 - - 

Autumn 2021 - 0 - - 13 - 1 - 1 

Spring 2022 2 0 3 1 181 - 10 - 1 

Total 3 5 9 1 241 1 13 0 2 
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3.4. Desktop survey 

There are no statutory nature conservation sites for bats within 5km of the proposed turbine. 

 

The biological record search returned 363 records for bat species within 5km of the Site and 

these are detailed Table 4. 

 

Table 4 – Records of bat species within 5km of the Site 
Common Name UK Legislation Conservation Status No. of records 

Unidentified bat (Chiroptera 

spp.) 

WACA-Sch52  1 

Brandt’s bat WACA-Sch5 Local priority3 2 

Brown Long-eared Bat WACA-Sch5; NERC S414 Priority5; local priority 41 

Common Pipistrelle WACA-Sch5 Local priority 24 

Daubenton’s Bat WACA-Sch5 Local priority 1 

Greater Horseshoe Bat WACA-Sch5; HabReg-Sch26; 

NERC S41 

Priority; local priority 5 

Lesser Horseshoe WACA-Sch5; HabReg-Sch2; 

NERC S41 

Priority; local priority 22 

Leisler’s Bat WACA-Sch5; HabReh-Sch2 Priority 1 

Nathusius’s Pipistrelle WACA-Sch5; HabReh-Sch2 Priority 1 

Natterer’s Bat WACA-Sch2 Local priority 4 

Noctule bat WACA-Sch5; NERC S41 Priority, local priority 11 

Pipistrelle spp. WACA-Sch5 Local priority 214 

Serotine WACA-Sch5 Priority; local priority 2 

Soprano Pipistrelle WACA-Sch5; NERC s41 Priority; local priority 30 

Western Barbastelle WACA-Sch5, HabReg-Sch2; 

NERC S41 

Priority; local priority 3 

Whiskered Bat WACA-Sch5; NERC S41 Local priority 1 

 

3.5. Summary of survey results 

Common Pipistrelle were the most commonly recorded bat during all surveys, although 

activity levels are below what would be expected in lowland areas of similar habitat structure 

and diversity with remote monitoring suggesting approximately half as much activity at the 

proposed turbine site when compared to nearby linear features.  

 

This unequal partition of activity levels between the two remote monitoring sites is more 

pronounced for Noctule, where the number of calls drops from 111 at the nearby linear 

feature to 9 at the proposed turbine site. 

 

Other records of note are Nathusius Pipistrelle, with the majority of activity associated with 

nearby linear features. It is also noted that Brown Long-eared calls were greater at the 

proposed turbine site than at nearby linear features, and this is likely to relate to prey density 

in the heathland habitat. 

 

Other species, Myotis, Soprano Pipistrelle, Barbastelle, Greater Horseshoe and Lesser 

Horseshoe, were rarely recorded. 

  

 
2 All bat species are listed under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
3 Bat species species listed on Cornwall Red Data Book 
4 Bat species listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006). These are the species found in England 

which have been identified as requiring action under the UK BAP. All local authorities and other public authorities in England and Wales have a 

duty to promote and enhance biodiversity in all of their functions. 
5 Bat species listed as BAP Priority Species 
6 Bat species under Schedule 2 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 
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4. Assessment 

4.1. Survey constraints 

Surveys were completed at optimal times for assessing bat activity and the remote detectors 

functioned correctly for the survey period. Weather conditions were suitable for bat activity. 

 

Two locations were used for the linear feature as the initial site, LF1, was found to have 

been managed, but since the Cat-scan had been completed an alternative could not be 

chosen at short notice. After Summer 2021, it was relocated to LF2. This is not considered a 

constraint as it provides additional information of general bat activity in the area. 

 

Long-eared calls have been assumed to the Brown, as opposed to Grey, Long-eared. Both 

have similar feeding ecologies, and both are considered to be at low risk from turbines at an 

individual and population scale. This is not a constraint to this assessment. 

 

4.2. Potential impacts of the development 

There are no bat roosts associated with the site or its immediate boundaries. The potential 

adverse effects would be limited to commuting and foraging bats which may be impacted by 

the operational phase of the proposed wind turbine. 

 

Using the survey data, we can meet the survey aim and provide an assessment of the risk of 

there being concentrations of bats at the site and an indication of the likely use of the site 

which will allow an assessment of the risk of a single wind turbine at this site to individual 

bats and to bat populations. 

 

An assessment has been made of the potential to adversely impact the species recorded 

here based on the ecology and use of this site by each species, and the characteristics of 

the proposed turbine. 

 

Species not recorded during this survey are unlikely to be active in this area. 

 

Common Pipistrelle 

Common Pipistrelle are widely distributed across the UK with a population estimate of about 

2.4 million. Field surveys for this bat have shown a significant increase since 1999, although 

roost surveys have shown a significant decrease. However, there is evidence to suggest that 

frequent roost switching can negatively bias population trends calculated from Roost Count 

data.  

 

Individuals of this species are considered to be at medium risk from wind turbines, whilst 

populations are considered to be at low risk (TIN0597).  

 

Common Pipistrelle are occasionally foraging along linear features with a small number of 

passes (less than 10 per night) recorded at the proposed turbine site during the remote 

 
7 Bats and single large wind turbines: Joint Agencies interim guidance 
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monitoring surveys. During the transect surveys, most of the activity was away from the 

turbine site (Map 1). 

 

It is likely that the proposed location supports limited flying insects due to habitat types and 

its exposed nature resulting in foraging bats being relatively rare here.  

 

The turbine has a hub height of 77m metres with a blade radius of 57.5 metres resulting in 

the blade tip passing within 19.5 metres of the ground. Common Pipistrelle bats fly at 2 to 4 

metres above the ground (although they will fly higher to forage over a tree canopy) and at 

this site will typically be at least 15 metres below the moving blades. Due to habitat types, it 

is unlikely that Common Pipistrelle will be actively foraging in the area of the turbine on a 

regular basis. 

 

An operational turbine at this site would pose a low risk of collision to individual Common 

Pipistrelle bats and no risk to local Common Pipistrelle populations. 

 

Noctule 

Individual Noctule bats and their populations are considered to be at high risk from wind 

turbines (TIN059).  

 

Levels of Noctule activity at the turbine site were very low equating to one pass every three 

nights of remote monitoring with no encounters during activity transects.  

 

This is a bat of open habitats with high amplitude calls (Noctule can be recorded at distances 

of 100 metres); if it was foraging here on a regular basis for prolonged periods, many more 

calls would have been recorded.  

 

An operational turbine at this site would pose a negligible risk of collision to individual 

Noctule bats and no risk to local Noctule bat populations. 

 

Brown Long-eared 

Individual Brown Long-eared bats are considered to be at low risk from turbines and their 

populations at low risk (TIN059).  

 

Brown Long-eared calls are greater at the proposed turbine site than at the nearby linear 

features. However, this only equates to one call every two nights. Although this bat is likely 

to be under recorded due to its quiet call, this bat is not considered at risk from turbines due 

to its foraging ecology; it flies close to vegetation. 

 

An operational turbine at this site would pose no risk of collision to individual Brown Long-

eared bats and no risk to local Brown Long-eared bat populations. 

 

Other bats recorded here 

Low numbers of passes were recorded from Myotid, Horseshoe bats, Nathusius Pipistrelle, 

Soprano Pipistrelle and Barbastelle. 

 

None of these species are active within the vicinity of the turbine on a regular basis. 
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An operational turbine at this site would pose a negligible risk of collision to these bats and 

no risk to their local populations. 

 

4.3. Legislation and policy guidance 

Bat species and their breeding or resting places (roosts) are protected under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2010. They are identified as European Protected Species. Under these laws it is 

an offence to: 

 

• capture, kill, disturb or injure bats (on purpose or by not taking enough care); 

• damage or destroy a breeding or resting place (even accidentally); 

• obstruct access to their resting or sheltering places (on purpose or by not taking 

enough care); or 

• possess, sell, control or transport live or dead bats, or parts of them. 

 

Seven species of bat are listed as species “of principal importance for the purpose of 

conserving biodiversity”. This includes Noctule and Lesser Horseshoe and Greater 

Horseshoe which have all been recorded at this site.  



  
Land at Burngullow – Bat activity report, June 2022   

Page 16 of 18  

5. Recommendations and mitigation 

5.1. Mitigation measures 

Where there is potential that the proposed development will have a significant8 effect on 

bats, recommendations for mitigation are made based on the mitigation hierarchy suggested 

in Paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework and detailed in Paragraph: 018 

Reference ID: 8-018-20140306 of National Planning Practice Guidance; 

 

• Avoidance –significant harm to wildlife species and habitats should be avoided 

through design. 

• Mitigation – where significant harm cannot be wholly or partially avoided, it should be 

minimised by design, or by the use of effective mitigation measures that can be 

secured by, for example, conditions or planning obligations. 

• Compensation – where, despite whatever mitigation would be effective, there would 

still be significant residual harm, as a last resort, this should be properly 

compensated for by measures to provide for an equivalent value of biodiversity. 

 

The proposed turbine is within a site of very low value for bats, as illustrated by the results of 

the walked transects and remote monitoring.  

 

No significant effects are predicted, and no mitigation is required. 

 

 

 
8 For the purposes of this report, a practical approach has been taken to define the term ‘significant’. If an effect is sufficiently 

important to be given weight in the planning process, or to warrant the imposition of a planning condition, it is likely to be 

‘significant’ in the context of the level under consideration (BSI, 2013). 



 
Land at Burngullow – Bat activity report, June 2022   

Page 17 of 18  

 

Map 1. Bat activity transect results and remote monitor locations
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