
Kelmarsh and Watford Lodge Wind 
Farms, Northamptonshire 
This note provides a brief review of two 
recent appeal decisions from nearby sites 
in Northamptonshire. Impacts on bats were 
key issues at both sites and the cases 
provide interesting comment in relation 
to survey effort, activity levels and risk to 
bat populations. Dr Peter Shepherd (BSG 
Ecology Partner) gave evidence to the 
Kelmarsh inquiry on bats and as such BSG 
Ecology has a more detailed knowledge 
of this case. The Watford Lodge inquiry 
also covered other wildlife issues including 
impacts on badgers and birds. 

Kelmarsh 
The inquiry opened on 27 September 2011 
and the Inspector was Mr Paul Griffiths. 
The application under consideration was  
for the construction of five turbines, ancillary 
infrastructure and an anemometer mast. 
The main issues identified by the inspector 
included harmful impacts on biodiversity, 
notably bats. The appeal was allowed on 
19 December 2011.

The local planning authority had not 
mentioned bats as a reason for refusal, 
but this was raised by Rule 61 parties who 
had expert witness support provided by a 
member of the local Bat Group. As set out 
in the inspectors report in paragraph 70 the 
principal concern of the Rule 6 parties was 
that the survey work undertaken was not 
sufficient to provide a robust basis upon 
which to assess the impacts.

In considering the arguments presented at 
the inquiry, in relation to the survey effort 
and methods employed, the Inspector 
concluded that the “thrust of the guidance 
from the Bat Conservation Trust and Natural 

England is that the guidance should be 
applied appropriately and in a proportionate 
manner having regard to the area of habitat 
affected and the likely direct impact on 
bats.” This point recognises that the various 
guidance seeks to balance survey effort 
with an assessment of the quality of the site 
for bats and the likely direct impacts that 
might arise. The 2012 Bat Conservation 
Trust (BCT) guidance (particularly, Table 
10.1) provides greater detail on this initial 
assessment that should guide the level of 
survey effort. 

The Inspector recognised in paragraph 
72 “that the surveys carried out for bats 
could have been more comprehensive is 
clear. However, the same criticism could 
be levelled at almost any bat survey.” He 
went on to comment that “the question is 
not whether the surveys could have been 
improved upon… but whether in the form 
the surveys were carried out, sufficient 
information was gleaned to allow a properly 
informed assessment of the potential 
impact on bats”. In considering this matter 
the inspector concluded in paragraph 73 
“while the survey work (that dates back 
to 2008) might not comply with the latest, 
subsequent BCT guidance [published 
2011], given the nature of the appeal 
site I agree with the appellant that it was 
proportionate and provides a robust basis 
upon which to base an assessment.” The 
implication of this part of the decision notice 
seems to be that if the site had supported 
a better suite of habitats for bats or if it had 
been in an area with a more diverse and 
vulnerable bat fauna the inspector may have 
concluded that the level of survey effort had 
not been sufficient. However, in this case 
although the Inspector recognised greater 

survey effort could have been undertaken, 
through balancing the survey effort against 
the value of the landscape for bats he was 
satisfied that the survey effort was sufficient 
on which to base a robust assessment. 

The Inspector notes in his decision that 
there had been no objection to the proposed 
application by the local planning authority or 
Natural England (NE) who has considered 
the detailed correspondence from the 
local Bat Group. Having determined that 
the survey effort was sufficient for an  
assessment to be made the inspector 
concluded that the ES contained sufficient 
information to meet the needs of the 
relevant regulations. As such the Inspector 
noted in paragraph 74 , having regard to 
mitigation measures, that the proposal 
would not have any significant impact on 
local bat populations and that it complied 
with EMRP Policy 40, PPS9 and ODPM 
Circular 06/2005.

Watford Lodge
The inquiry opened on 25 October 2011 
and the Inspector was Dr Alan Novitzky. 
The application under consideration was 
for the construction of 5 turbines, ancillary 
infrastructure and an anemometer mast. 
The main issues identified by the inspector 
included impacts on ecology. The appeal 
was allowed on 21 December 2011.

The local planning authority had not 
cited ecology as a reason for refusal 
and had agreed conditions with the 
appellant covering mitigation measures 
and the production of a 10 year Nature  
Conservation Management Plan. However, 
as appears to be increasingly common, 
objections on ecological grounds were 
made by Rule 6 parties who had expert 
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witness support provided by a member 
of the local Bat Group and an ecological 
consultant. Concerns related to impacts 
on birds, badgers and bats, which included 
criticism of the survey methods. Natural 
England (NE) had no criticism of the survey 
work and the inspector noted that since 
their response to the application further 
survey work had been completed.

With regard to birds, issues considered 
by the inspector included bird strike of 
waterfowl moving between local water 
bodies and bird strike affecting migratory 
birds on the Wash-Severn flyway and the 
potential cumulative impacts of several 
wind farms in the local area. Additionally, 
the inspector considered impacts on 
raptors and the analysis of collision risk 
presented in the ES that concluded there 
would be low levels of bird strike affecting 
lapwing and golden plover.  The inspector 
concluded that there are few flight routes 
for waterfowl that would pass through the 
turbine field and that “there would be no 
significant impact on raptor populations 
since they do not nest nearby, turbine 
avoidance is high amongst raptors and 
there are no landforms which would 
encourage concentrated activity, such as 
ridges where soaring takes place.”

In relation to migratory birds the inspector 
concluded that the wind farms in the area 
“comprise clusters of small numbers 
of turbines separated by relatively 
large distances, and would not pose a  
continuous flight barrier, especially to 
migrating birds flying at considerable 
heights”. The inspector considered the 
predicted level of bird strike for golden 
plover and lapwing of 0.6 collisions/season 
and 0.19 collisions/season respectively 
to be insignificant and not a matter  
of concern.

With regard to badgers, a mitigation 
strategy was agreed and approved by 
Natural England to ensure that construction 
operations were undertaken in appropriate 
ways. The inspector considered that the 
operation of one turbine 35 metres from 
a badger sett would be “unlikely to disturb 
badgers, especially since arable operations 
with modern agricultural machinery are a 
feature of the whole site at present to which 
badgers would have become inured”.

In terms of bats, the inspector makes some 
interesting comments in his report. He 
notes that the site has a low to moderate 

level of bat activity with negligible to low 
activity at the proposed turbine locations, 
and that roosts at farm buildings some 
375 metres from the nearest turbine had 
been recorded. Taking this level of activity 
into account the inspector concluded in 
paragraph 120 that “this indicates that the 
proximity of the turbines to hedgerows, 
which falls a little below 50 metres, should 
not be of particular concern”. This suggests 
that although the turbines were within the 
recommended 50 metre stand-off set out 
in the Natural England TIN051 guidance 
on bats and wind farms the inspector had 
weighed up the level of activity and the 
proximity of roosts in coming to a view as 
to the importance of the stand-off distances 
from hedgerows. Further on, the decision 
notice refers to the micro-siting of turbines 
by up to 10 metres of the position shown 
on plans submitted to the inquiry, but no 
mention is made in relation to bats and 
stand-off distances from hedgerows.

In paragraph 121 the inspector concludes 
that “common pipistrelle showed the 
highest level of activity but because of 
the wide distribution of the species and 
low risk of harm to populations the impact 
of the proposal would be negligible. With 
regard to other species, the combination of 
the levels of activity and behaviour indicate 
no cause for concern.” 

Looking at some of the survey reports 
presented to the inquiry the other species 
recorded from the site included noctule, 
serotine, soprano pipistrelle, Myotis 
sp., Plecotus sp. (long–eared bats) and 
barbastelle. Some of these species are 
considered by Natural England to be at 
risk from collision with turbines (noctule 
- high risk; serotine and barbastelle - 
medium risk). The results of remote survey 
(using Anabat detectors) carried out at 
the five turbine locations over a five night 
period in the first half of August 2011 are 
summarised below:

In relation to high risk species, noctule/
Nyctalus sp. (noctule genus but not 
identified to species level) passes were 
recorded occurring at a frequency of 
between 0.8 and 2.4 passes/night across 
the five turbine locations, with calls 
recorded at all 5 turbine locations. 

In relation to medium risk species, serotine 
was recorded at a rate of 0.2 to 0.4 passes/
night from two of the five turbine locations; 
no barbastelle passes were recorded from 

the detectors at turbine locations (although 
two barbastelle passes were recorded 
during 29 nights of remote survey from a 
different monitoring location at ground level 
near the base of a meteorological mast). 

In relation to low risk species, common 
pipistrelle was recorded at a rate of 1 
and 5.4 passes/night at turbine locations; 
soprano pipistrelle was recorded at rates 
of between 0.2 and 0.4 passes/night at 
four of the five turbine locations; Myotis 
bats were only recorded at two of the five 
turbine locations and when recorded were 
present at a rate of 0.2 passes/night; and 
Plecotus bat passes were recorded at one 
turbine at a rate of 0.4 passes/night. 

The inspector noted that “the assessment 
of effects was based on the NE interim 
guidance TIN051 risk classification and 
there is no reason to doubt its results. The 
effects of the proposals on bat welfare 
would, therefore, be acceptable.” 

In summary, the Watford Lodge decision 
makes valuable reading with regards to 
the determination of risk based on bat 
activity levels and behaviour. As a result, 
this decision provides an interesting 
case study in relation to the assessment 
of impact significance for bats. A similar 
approach was followed in relation to bird 
species at risk of collision (raptors, golden 
plover and lapwing).

If you would like to discuss either case 
further then please contact:

Dr Peter Shepherd

p.shepherd@bsg-ecology.com 

1 Rule 6 parties are those who wish to appear at an inquiry and are required by the Secretary of State, under Rule 6(6) of the Inquiry Regulations, to provide a 
statement of case and proofs of evidence. 


