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Potential for Grey Long-Eared Bats at KS2 Ware Barton 

 

Reference is made to the content of the briefing note (TDC 18) dated 20th September 

produced by Michael Oxford of Kestrel Wildlife Ltd on behalf of Teignbridge District 

Council. The briefing note was requested by the Inspector on 13 September at the 

‘Matter 8’ Hearing. The note was published on the Examination website on the 23 

September and the Inspector has provided opportunity for comment on the content 

by 27 September. 

 

My comments are as follows:- 

 

1) It is apparent that the Council have little hard evidence regarding the 

presence and activities of Grey Long-Eared (and Greater Horseshoe) Bats in 

the area and the value of the KS2 site to the species. Natural England in their 

supplementary response (FS143) refer to the small and declining population 

and the need for the Inspector to have ‘due consideration’ to evidence put 

forward. It is clear that there is insufficient information to base a judgement on 

the impact of the loss of 12 hectares of habitat used for foraging and flyways, 

in a critical area close to known and suspected maternity roosts. 

 

2) Most statements contained in the Briefing Note appear to be based on 

supposition. For example, the statement refers to a bat consultant pursuing an 

interest (TDC18 para 3.1) in a Grey Long-Eared Bat site. I would have thought 

it highly unlikely that a consultant, having been commercially engaged on 

private property, would have pursued a private interest in a site particularly if 

an owner might not be supportive of such action. I, therefore, do not consider 

that lack of any further research by G. Bemment is of any relevance to the 

likelihood of a Grey Long-Eared Bat maternity roost adjacent to the site. 

Indeed, evidence forthcoming from Orly Razgour (2013) of a night roost 

adjacent to the site would appear to increase the probability of Grey Long- 

Eared Bat maternity roosts in the immediate locality. 

 

  



3) While evidence suggests that Grey Long-Eared Bats have a preference for 

meadow foraging habitats (para 2.9) it is apparent that this field is being used 

for foraging (see attached Plan). It is evident, that the lower part of the KS2 

site is damp which provides ideal habitat for some food sources on which the 

bats rely. It is also thought the site is located in a critical Grey Long-Eared Bat 

commuting area. Notwithstanding the apparent recent removal of key 

landscape/bat feature, it is highly likely that this remains a key site in 

sustaining the local bat population particularly if, as suspected, maternity 

roosts adjoin the site. 

 

4) Known Grey Long-Eared Bat maternity roosts exist within 5km of the KS2 site. 

The University of Bristol report refers to the need to protect foraging habitats 

from development that is likely to impact on the favourable conservation 

status of the bats. One suspects that impacts of diverting or degrading flyways 

near to maternity roosts could have major harmful impacts on populations as 

juveniles will have less energy reserves available to take alternative and less 

direct routes to critical foraging areas than adults. 

 

5) It was clear from evidence presented at the Examination that the proposal is 

not supported by sound evidence and appears in design terms, at best, 

‘embryonic’. For example, the Council appeared to have little idea of the likely 

size of the Park and Ride site, suggested that the 1 ha Freight Transfer Depot 

would yield 100 jobs and, seemingly, remain of the opinion that despite their 

own evidence, the site is not visually sensitive (if the claim is that 50% of the 

area does not reflect the character of the zone then why was the zone not 

divided into smaller blocks of a size used in the Sensitivity Study to the west 

of the KS2 site – no doubt because that claim has no foundation). The 

Briefing Note does not make any reference to the provision of access to the 

site which, in my view, will be ‘challenging’ and highly likely to adversely 

impact on protected bats. Due to the need for adequate junction separation, it 

is suspected that the Highways Authority will require site access to be no 

closer than the existing A381/Coombesend Road junction. The existing ‘T’ 

junction will need to be upgraded, probably to be replaced by a roundabout. In 

this location, due to contours and required forward visibility splays, junction 

improvements will probably necessitate engineering works of considerable 

scale and impact. Works will, in all likelihood, need involve land outside of the 

KS2 site with the probable loss of foraging habitat of significant value to the 

bats. It will also result in the (further) loss of on-site landscape features of 

value to both Grey Long-Eared and Greater Horseshoe Bats.  This will be 

harmful to both protected species of bats.    

The KS2 proposal is considered unsound as it is not based on adequate, up-to-date 

and relevant evidence (NPPF para. 158) and does not include adequate assessment 

of existing and potential components of ecological networks (NPPF para. 165). 



Mindful of the potential magnitude of the impact of the KS2 proposal on the Grey 

Long-Eared Bats - that no doubt due to the species rarity and vulnerability will soon 

enjoy the same conservation status as Greater Horseshoes - and to the paucity of 

the Council’s current evidence base, the ‘precautionary principle’ should be applied 

and KS2 deleted from the Plan. 

The Consultant’s suggestion to planting trees and shrubs in amongst the sheds, lorry 

and car parks – assuming, in a hostile environment, they successfully establish and 

then are nurtured for their life spans (extremely unlikely) – is considered wholly 

inadequate and does not provide a sustainable long-term solution to safeguard the 

protected bats. The amount of foraging area will be much reduced and bat flyways 

narrowed to rigid strips of vegetation, punctuated by roads and other obstructions to 

movement. The impact of noise, lighting and other activity from adjoining developed 

areas will render flyways far less desirable than the existing routes and probably of 

little or no value.  

The KS2 Proposal, therefore, fails soundness tests in that it does not promote the 

preservation of ecological networks (NPPF para. 117), fails to minimise impacts on 

biodiversity interests (NPPF para. 109), does not provide net gains for nature (NPPF 

para. 9) and does not contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural 

environment (NPPF para.17).  

It is also clear that on the KS2 site the SA/SEA is flawed (page 137). Even where it 

directs bat mitigation (for Greater Horseshoes) be taken this is not included in the 

policy.  

It is also evident that the adverse impacts of the KS2 proposal are not significantly 

and demonstrably outweighed by the benefits of development (NPPF para. 14) or 

that alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts have been pursued 

(NPPF para. 152). It is clear that the Council’s proposed resident/jobs provision 

objective is flawed (in part due to use of out-of date statistics the 2010 claimant rate 

has fallen by 7% (Local Plan para 2.6)) and will only lead to unsustainable inward 

commuting from adjoining areas. Even if it were a desirable objective the far less 

constrained Peamore, Exeter employment site option, despite the Council’s claims to 

the contrary, is a far better alternative to meeting ‘full’ Teignbridge job needs (the 

Council acknowledging leakage of workers from Teignbridge to Exeter from the SW 

Exeter Urban Extension (Local Plan para 10.29) so the site can provide Teignbridge-

based jobs for Teignbridge residents – however spurious that objective is) as are the 

more sustainably located, ‘brownfield’ sites to the north-west of central Newton 

Abbot.         


