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The evidence which we have prepared and provided is true and has been prepared and 
provided in accordance with the guidance of The Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
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RELIANCE - The report describes the conditions and ecological features on the site (and possibly 
its environs) at the time of survey and that this may (is likely to) change over time. Reliance 
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Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management guidance on the longevity of ecological 
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SUMMARY 

This report describes the results of phase II bat surveys with regards to bats and the proposal to construct 
an artificial turf pitch, along with an associated sports turf floodlighting scheme, on the playing fields of 
Haydon School in Pinner. 

The survey was undertaken to identify the bat fauna in the local area and to assess the effect of the 
proposal on this. The study was in the form of a 13-night static monitoring survey in the spring monitoring 
period of 2025, supported by a night-time bat walkover in May 2025.  

The surveys identified that the school grounds support a low population of foraging and commuting bats. 
The species predominant on the site are almost entirely pipistrelle bats, but with low numbers of this 
typically urban and light tolerant group of bats.  In contrast, bat species which are adversely affected by 
artificial lighting were effectively absent.  

Following the detailed site survey the bat population on the site was assessed using the framework 
provided by Wray et al.. This determined that the playing field is on the boundary between a site of ‘local 
or district value’ for bat species to one categorised as being ‘not important’. The results of the static 
monitoring was then compared to other similar studies in the region using the Ecobat analysis package. 
This concurred with the Wray analysis. 

In order to comply with best practice the ecological mitigation hierarchy should be implemented upon 
all development.  There are four steps to the mitigation hierarchy. The first step is to avoid any 
environmental impact and that is not possible and provide a sports surface which is viable and functional. 
Therefore the second step of the hierarchy has been implemented, with a modern controlled sports turf 
floodlighting scheme and a lighting curfew, to good effect. 

Summarised Conclusions 

The conclusions of this report with regards to foraging and commuting bats are therefore as follows:  

• The surveys found that the proposed location for the artificial pitch, in the centre of the 
building/playing field complex, is used almost entirely by low numbers of commuting and foraging 
pipistrelle bats. 

• There is no regular use of the playing field by any of the bat species that are sensitive to artificial 
lighting. 

• The analysis of the bat population on site using the Wray et al metric, identified that the species and 
numbers present are indicative of a site falling just into the category of ‘local or district value’, from 
a site categorised as being ‘not important’.  The Ecobat assessment of bat activity found that the 
extent of activity by bats fell into the lower end of the lowest percentile for bat activity within the 
region. 

• In all instances, the proposed sports turf floodlighting scheme is a modern mitigated design that will 
result in controlled light spillage, keeping the tree-lined or residential garden boundaries of the 
school sports ground in darkness. 

• The impact of artificial lighting on the playing field is further mitigated by a floodlight curfew of 
22:00 hours, meaning for the largest part of the night the entire playing field is in darkness. 

• With a domination of the playing field by typically urban bat species, tolerant of artificial lighting, 
and doing so in such limited numbers, there will be no detrimental impact upon the favourable 
conservation status of the bat fauna in the local area from any adverse effect of the proposed sports 
turf floodlight scheme. 

Considering the above bullet points, the conclusion is that the proposed artificial pitch, and in particular 
the mitigated floodlight scheme, when combined with the floodlight curfew of 22:00 hours will have a 
negligible impact upon bat activity in the immediate vicinity of the development footprint.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report has been prepared by B J Collins – Protected Species Surveyors Limited for Surfacing 
Standards Limited. It provides the results of phase II bat surveys undertaken in April/May 2025.  

The survey was carried out to inform the potential ecological impact upon bat species from the 
proposal to install a new artificial grass sports pitch, with an associated floodlighting scheme, on the 
playing field of Haydon School in Pinner. The playing fields are located off Wiltshire Lane in Pinner, 
North London at post code  HA5 2LX. The proposed pitch is to be placed upon the 8 figure Ordnance 
Survey grid reference of  TQ 1011 8952. 

The aim of the survey was to document the bat species which currently use the proposed location 
for the artificial pitch as well as the boundaries of the affected area of playing field, to allow an 
assessment of any impact from the new pitch and its proposed artificial sportsturf floodlighting, and 
to develop a mitigation strategy to result in a reduction in any ecological impact from the proposal.  

The legislation with regards to the target species relevant to the survey is listed below. 

1.1 Legislation applicable to bats 

All species of British bat and their roosts are protected under British law by the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), and bats are classified as European Protected Species under 
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (‘the 2017 Regulations’). This has 
recently been amended by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (Amendment) (EU 
Exit) Regulations (2019) which continue the same provision for European protected species, 
licensing requirements, and protected areas after Brexit. 

The legislation makes it an offence to kill, injure or disturb a bat and/or to damage or destroy a 
breeding site or resting place for a bat. It is also an offence to disturb the animals such that it impairs 
their ability to survive, to reproduce, to nurture their young, or such that it impairs their ability to 
hibernate or migrate.  Under this legislation development work that could affect a bat or bat roost 
can only be permitted under a licence from Natural England.  

Licences in respect of European Protected Species affected by development can be granted under 
Section 55(2) (e) of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (Amendment) (EU Exit) 
Regulations (2019), for the purpose of preserving public health or public safety or other imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest including those of social or economic nature and beneficial 
consequences of primary importance for the environment. 

Under Section C Regulation 55(9) of the Regulations licences can only be issued if Natural England 
is satisfied that: 

•         There is no satisfactory alternative to the work specification and 

•         The action authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the 
species at a favourable conservation status in their natural range. 

Natural England aim to process EPS licence applications within 35 working days of receipt and Low 
Impact Class licenses are typically registered within 14 working days of receipt. 

Lighting in the vicinity of a bat roost, which may cause disturbance and even a potential 
abandonment of the roost, may be classed as an offence both to a population and/or individuals.  
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2. SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Location of the proposed Artificial Turf Pitch 

 

 

Figure 1: The survey area (outlined yellow), courtesy of Google Earth. 
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The area for the proposed artificial pitch sits within an area of school playing field comprising of 
modified grassland, used for football pitches. To the immediate north of the school playing fields is 
an area of residential development, to the west is residential development with Ruislip Common 
SSSI and NNR and associated woodlands some 400m beyond, to the east is residential development 
with agricultural fields and further development beyond, to the south is residential development. 

 
Photograph 1: view looking south with the footprint for the proposed pitch over the existing grass football pitch in 
view. The two trees in the foreground will be retained, with the two trees in the background, to the right, lost. 

 

Photograph 2: showing the wider playing field area from the north-east, the proposed artificial pitch being in the 
distance. 
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3. SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Desktop Study 

An ecological records search was commissioned from the Green Space Information for Greater 
London CIC (GiGL) on the 4th of December 2025. This comprised a request for records of wildlife 
species for a 1km circumference from the centre of the proposed sports pitch. Key elements of these 
with regards to bat species have been extracted and described within this report. 

3.2 Night-time bat walkover (NBW/VPS) 

To allow the physical observation of bat activity, and to assess bat activity over the peak foraging 
period, a single night-time bat walkover (NBW) and combined vantage point survey (VPS) was 
undertaken.  The NBW/VPS route was specifically designed to assess the importance of the 
boundaries of the playing field for bat species.  The survey was designed and implemented by Mr B 
J Collins MSc MCIEEM, a licensed bat ecologist with over two decades of experience assessing 
habitat use by bats.  

The survey route ran anti-clockwise around the boundary of the playing fields covering a period of 
up to approximately 90 minutes. The NBW route is shown in figure 6, chapter 4.  The NBW was 
undertaken on the 8th of May 2025. The survey began 15 minutes after sunset (triggered by bat 
activity). It was undertaken by one surveyor, who was equipped with a Full Spectrum detector, 
continuously recording bat echolocation calls throughout the surveys. All bat activity/passes were 
counted and attributed to species (where possible) during the transect, with species identification 
confirmed by sonogram analysis using the BTO Pipeline.  

3.3 Static/automated bat survey  

A period of remote monitoring was undertaken over 13 nights in the spring season from 25 April to 
7 May 2025. Two Anabat Express Full Spectrum detectors were placed out; the units were set to 
switch on 30 minutes before sunset and run continually until 30 minutes after sunrise.   

The first was positioned on one of the trees to the north-west corner of the proposed pitch. This 
was set to record bat activity in the exact location that the impact will occur. The second detector 
was then placed onto the perceived optimum habitat, the eastern boundary with the residential 
properties. The units were set to operate for a total of 13 nights, however the detector on the 
eastern boundary stopped recording after six nights.  

On completion, the units were collected, and the recorded sonograms analysed.  

The detectors recorded for a total of approximately 9 hours each night on each detector. This 
amounted to a 117 hours of monitoring by the proposed pitch location. 

 

Table 1 - sunrise and sunset at the proposed pitch location 
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3.4 Survey effort 

The survey effort was designed to assess bat activity up to 13 nights in the spring activity season 
from late April to early May. Best practice guidance provides an indication of the survey effort 
required for the level of risk to bat populations affected by development.  The 13-night monitoring 
period over the spring was comparable to best practice guidance of a minimum of 5 nights in the 
spring, summer and autumn. A summer and autumn monitoring period was not undertaken.  

However, the positioning of the pitch isolated from linear landscape features, the low number of 
bat passes at both the pitch and the perceived optimum habitat and the lack of bats which are 
sensitive to artificial lighting, the extent of monitoring undertaken on the site proportionately 
addresses the requirement of a bat survey to inform the proposed impact from the artificial pitch, 
as described by Clause 4.1.2 of BS42020 and section 2.2.17 and 8.2.47 of best practice guidelines 
(reference 3) as below:  

When planning surveys it is important to take a proportionate approach. The number and 
arrangement of manual and automated/classic surveys undertaken should be determined in 
consideration of the following factors: likelihood of bats being present, likely species concerned, type 
and diversity of habitats affected, levels of activity/relative abundance, predicted impact of the 
proposed development on bats, type and scale/size of the proposed development. 

This is in that the survey identified the presence of a low population of light tolerant bat species. 
Furthermore, considering the impact from the sports turf floodlighting will occur only part of the 
night, to the 22:00 hour curfew. 

3.5 Weather conditions 

The weather for the night-time bat walkover was as follows:  

Table 2 – climate conditions at the beginning of the night-time bat walkover, (B = Beaufort scale)  

3.6 Personnel  

The static monitoring and the NBW/VPS were both designed and carried out by B J Collins – 
Protected Species Surveyors Limited. The surveys were carried out by Mr Barry J Collins MSc 
MCIEEM, Bat Licence: 2015-13152-CLS-CLS and Registered Consultant RC110 and B32RC002. BJ 
Collins is an experienced bat ecologist, qualified to hold two class licenses from Natural England that 
are only issued to individuals that can demonstrate sufficient experience and competency, and with 
regards to CL32, for bat roosts of regional and national significance. He is also an experienced trainer 
having carried out training on behalf of Natural England, The Bat Conservation Trust and CIEEM in 
bat survey methodologies.   The remote monitoring units were set up and deployed by Mr B J Collins, 
the sonograms collected were analysed using Kaleidoscope pro software, manually verified and 
then specific species calls verified using the BTO pipeline. 

3.7 Ecobat analysis 

Ecobat is a measure of relative bat activity obtained using the secure online tool Ecobat 
(http://www.mammal.org.uk/science-research/ecostat/) (reference 10), initially designed by the 
University of Exeter and now hosted and developed by the Mammal Society and the University of 
Sussex (Lintott et al., 2018). The tool compares data entered by the user with bat survey information 
collected from similar areas at the same time of year and in comparable weather conditions. 

Ecobat is a free online tool that gives context to acoustic data recorded from bat surveys. Users 

Survey  Temperature  Cloud cover Wind speed  

8 May 2025 – SS 
20:35 

13.4°c 0%  B2/3  

http://www.mammal.org.uk/science-research/ecostat/
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upload their data and receive a report which gives a wide range of tables and graphs to explain more 
about the data they have collected compared to bat records already held in the Ecobat database. 

The data from the western boundary by the proposed pitch area was selected for analysis. This data 
was chosen being the detector closest to the proposed artificial pitch and the one with the greatest 
extent of activity. This was then used to provide regional context in the abundance of bats on the 
site. 

3.8 Categorisation of bat species to light tolerance 

In the analyses throughout this report bats are grouped together depending upon the impact upon 
individual species from artificial lighting, as described by research and technical publications from 2 
sources (references 7 and 8), and also as displayed in Guidance Note 08/23: Bats and Artificial 
Lighting at Night (reference 5), see overleaf: 
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Table 3 - the summary table on the effects of artificial lighting on bats species from best practice guidance (reference 5).  
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4. SURVEY RESULTS 

4.1 Desktop Study Results – Bats 

Bats 

The search of the MAGIC mapping software recorded a single EPS licence for bats within 1 km of the 
site.  This was located to the south and comprised of an EPS licence for day roosting Brown long-
eared bat, Common pipistrelle and Soprano pipistrelle (licence reference 2014-2993-EPS-MIT).  

Apart from this there is a paucity of records of bats from a kilometre circumference of the pitch. 
This included for a total of seven records from two confirmed species , see table 4 below.  

 

Table 4 - showing the abundance and orientation of bat records within 2 km of the proposal. 

Only one record was from a bat categorised as being sensitive or averse to artificial lighting. This 
was a record of a Brown long-eared bat (Plecotus auritus) in a building to the south of the 
sportsground, and dating from 2014.   

4.2 Species verification  

To investigate sonograms potentially incorrectly attributed by the Kaleidoscope auto ID function, 
dubious calls were extracted and sent to the BTO pipeline. Further, sonograms requiring 
confirmation to species were also submitted. This method confirmed the potential presence of 
Leisler’s bat, but ruled out the potential for Nathusius pipistrelle. The Myotis bat calls, from the side 
of the pitch, amounting to two number on a single night and close together and faint, were provided 
with some confidence level.  The findings are therefore used in the following chapters.  

 

  Table 4 – highlighted results of the BTO pipeline analysis 
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4.3 Static/automated bat survey  

To provide detailed information with regards to the bat species which are present in the local area, 
the bat species which utilise the affected landscape of the playing field and the time that the activity 
occurs, a period of remote monitoring was undertaken utilising full spectrum bat detectors.   

As previously described, the full spectrum detectors were positioned in two locations, principally 
detector placed onto a tree at the north-west corner of the proposed pitch. A second detector was 
positioned to assess bat activity at the proposed pitch compared to the linear feature of the eastern 
boundary.  

  

 

Figure 2 – position of the static detectors  

4.3.1. Detector monitoring the north-west corner of the proposed pitch 

This detector was located approximately 2.5m above ground level on one of three specimen 
landscape trees. As a result, the detector gave an accurate indication of the bat species which are 
likely to be foraging adjacent to the proposed sports turf floodlights. 

The detector was set and left for a period of 13 nights, between the 25 April and 8 May 2025.  

Over this monitoring period, and at this detector location, there was a limited amount of bat activity 
per night, compared to other studies in the region.  

The limited activity that was present was dominated by Pipistrelle bats.  Over the monitoring period 
there was a grand total of 257 sonograms (amounting to approximately 19 sonograms per night) 
generated of which 152 were from Common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus) and 100 to Soprano 
pipistrelle(P. pygmaeus).  There were then a total of 3 sonograms generated by Nyctalus bats with 
two of those from Leisler’s bat (Nyctalus leisleri) and one from Noctule bat (Nyctalus noctula). 

Amongst this extensive amount of activity by bat species, which are all tolerant of artificial lighting, 
and also the most abundant urban species, there were two faint sonograms recorded at 00:09 hours 
on the 29 April by a Myotis species, these were sufficiently faint as to be missed by Kaleidoscope 
pro analysis but picked up by the double check of the bat ecologist. The BTO pipeline provided a 
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71% confidence in the single bat being a Daubenton’s bat (Myotis daubentonii). There were no other 
bat categorised as being light tolerant recorded from either of the detectors on the playing field. 

 

Figure 3 - the distribution of sonograms recorded from bat species categorised as ‘light tolerant’ above, and those 
categorised as ‘light-averse’ on the tree to the north-west corner of the proposal. 

4.3.2. Detector monitoring the eastern boundary 

The second detector was positioned alongside the eastern boundary. In this location it recorded 
double the extent of bat activity over the six night period combined. This is demonstrated by the 
amount of sonograms per hour on the eastern boundary (blue) and the amount of sonograms per 
hour on the north-west corner of the pitch (red) on figure 4 overleaf.    

This was still a very low extent of activity, compared to other studies by this consultancy and also 
recorded within the Ecobat project.   Over the entire six nights there was a total of 525 sonograms 
generated. 459 of those were from common pipistrelle and 66 from soprano pipistrelle. Further to 
that there were 2 sonograms generated by Nyctalus bats.  

There were no light sensitive bats recorded on this boundary.  
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Figure 4 - comparing the number of sonograms on the eastern boundary (blue) to the number of sonograms generated 
at the north-west corner of the proposed pitch (red), over the first six nights of monitoring. 

The sonograms generated from the eastern boundary are then displayed overleaf with the number 
of sonograms from ‘light tolerant’ and ‘light averse’ bats per hour over the entire six night 
monitoring period.  
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Figure 5 – showing the extent of sonograms to the hour of night by both light tolerant and light averse bats on the fence 
to the east of the playing field.  

4.4 Night-time bat walkover (NBW/VPS)  

There was a single 8 May 2025 night-time bat walkover and vantage point survey undertaken and 
the results are shown below. The map shows the location of the vantage point (stop point) where 
the surveyor recorded for a total of five minutes, alongside is the total number of sonograms 
generated at the stop point and the three-minute night-time bat walkover section following, 
combined.  

There was only Common pipistrelle recorded during the survey. There was a low number of 
sonograms recorded, reflecting the low number of bats recorded by the static monitoring study. 

The distribution of the sonograms to the stop point is provided by figure 6 overleaf. 
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Figure 6 - the distribution of sonograms recorded from the NBW/VPS in relation to the overall playing field, there was 
only Common pipistrelle bat recorded. There were no light sensitive bat species identified by this survey.  



 Artificial Turf Pitch, Haydon School,  Pinner            Phase II Bat Surveys, 2025 

18 

Prepared by BJ Collins Protected Species Surveyors Ltd                 www.bjcollins.co.uk 

 

5. STATUS OF THE RECORDED POPULATION 

5.1 Valuing Bats in Ecological Impact Assessment 

The status of the recorded bat fauna adjacent to the proposed pitch can be assessed in accordance 
with Wray et al (2010) (reference 9).  The following tables are extracted from that assessment 
methodology:  

 

Table 5 - extracted from Wray et al for the purposes of categorising the bat population recorded from the bat surveys. 

 

Table 6 - using the above assessment to establish the importance of populations, extracted from the same reference 
paper. 

Using the above metrics, there were only common bat species present, resulting in a species score 
of 2, the number of sonograms are indicative of individual bats only, scoring 5, given the type of 
dwellings in the vicinity there is considered to be the potential for a bat roost of typical urban bats 
and therefore this would score 4,  the surrounding habitat is suburban and therefore this scores 2. 

As a result, using the framework provided by Wray et al, the current data collected scores 13 for 
both commuting and foraging bats, valuing the boundaries of the playing field as being just within 
the category of a site of ‘District, Local or Parish’ value from the category of ‘not important’ for bat 
species.  
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5.2 Bat activity – ‘Ecobat’ analysis 

In order to compare the results of the static monitoring against other static monitoring projects in 
the county, the data for the 13 nights from the 25 April to the 8 May 2025 was analysed through 
the Ecobat database system.   In order to allow comparison of bat activity on a site with other 
monitoring studies, Ecobat advise that a reference range of over 200 sonograms is required to be 
confident in the relative activity level. There have been insufficient numbers of static monitoring 
studies submitted for the county (Greater London) to allow this comparison. As a result the data 
was then analysed regionally. 

The following figures are extracted from that analysis report and effectively demonstrate that 
compared to other monitoring on a regional basis, the extent of bat activity falls at the lower end of 
the lowest percentile of bat activity.  

The analyses throughout this document demonstrate that the individual bats (based upon the low 
number of sonograms) foraging adjacent to the proposed artificial pitch are dominated by bats that 
are tolerant of artificial lighting in their commuting and foraging activities. 

Comparing the number of sonograms with the species present and the results of the regional  
Ecobat analysis, it is considered unlikely that there will be any detrimental impact upon the 
favourable conservation status of the bats in the areas surrounding Haydon School from the 
proposed artificial pitch installation.  

 

 

Table 7 - showing the number of nights when the recorded bat activity fell into the ‘low activity’ percentile band for bat 
activity surveys in the Ecobat analysis, compared to other studies in a regional context.   
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6. DISCUSSION 

6.1 Survey effort  

The basis of this monitoring report is a single survey cycle carried out over an extended period in 
the ‘spring’ survey season as described by best practice guidelines. The guidelines specify that 
habitats that have a “low suitability for bats” should be monitored over an entire season including 
spring, summer and autumn cycles.  There is however a caveat that if the development impacts 
upon a habitat with low suitability and with relatively few features affected, that proportionality 
should be considered.  Given the results within this document and the positioning of the artificial 
pitch and floodlight spillage from it, it is considered that the results of the 13-night peak summer 
survey (117 hours of night time monitoring) and supporting transect are sufficient to inform the 
limited potential ecological impact identified.  

This is especially so considering the modern floodlight scheme proposed. 

 

Table 8 - extract from national best practice guidelines (2023) (reference 3) 

6.2 Bat activity  

The most valuable element of the survey was the period of remote monitoring that was undertaken 
overnight over 13 nights between 25 April to 8 May 2025.  

The overall survey found that there was a very low extent of activity by foraging and commuting 
bats on the playing field in general. As was anticipated, there was double the amount of activity on 
the playing field boundary to the east as there was on the proposed footprint for the artificial pitch 
in the centre of the playing field/building complex.  

Furthermore, the activity was totally dominated by Pipistrelle bats, a species group that is highly 
tolerant of artificial lighting and frequently encountered in the urban environment. Therefore the 
bat species found on the playing field are less likely to be adversely affected by an artificial pitch 
floodlighting scheme.  

There was a single rare occurrence of a Myotis bat over the 13 night period. This bat would be 
deterred by the sports turf floodlighting, if it were to venture close to the tree canopy and the 
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impact of the spillage from the sports turf floodlighting. 

Despite the lack of activity by bats which are impacted by artificial lighting, the mitigation hierarchy 
should be applied to all potential ecological impacts, and as a result a mitigation section is included 
within this report and informed the proposed sports turf floodlight design. 

7. MITIGATION  

The combined seasonal static monitoring and the NBW/VPS survey results found that the species 
that utilise the area of sports ground affected by the proposal are bats which are tolerant of artificial 
lighting. It also found that bats are using the proposed footprint in very low numbers. 

Comparing the bat populations against others in the region, the extent of Common and Soprano 
pipistrelle activity fell into the lowest recorded levels of activity. Light sensitive bats were effectively 
absent from the playing field bat fauna.  

7.1 The mitigation hierarchy 

In this instance, it is not possible to provide a viable and functional sports facility without artificial 
lighting and therefore it is impossible to avoid light pollution on the area of playing field from the 
proposed sports turf floodlighting, and therefore the first step of the hierarchy cannot be delivered.  

Therefore, the second phase of the mitigation hierarchy has been implemented, in minimising the 
potential impact. This has been developed in consultation between the ecologist and the lighting 
engineer, resulting in the optimum floodlight mitigation available given the constraints of site. 

The mitigation is provided overleaf and within Appendix A of this document.  The deployment of 
extra lighting columns and spillage control design within the lighting heads is such that light spillage 
is constrained and retained on the area of playing field and built infrastructure in the centre of the 
school complex.  

The end result is a scheme which avoids lighting any of the playing field boundaries.  

Further mitigation is provided by the floodlight curfew of 22:00 hours. This reduces the potential 
impact further. 
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Figure 8 - showing the light spillage mitigation from the proposed artificial pitch floodlighting scheme. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 Results of Bat Activity Surveys 

The transect survey and remote monitoring survey identified that the bats predominant on the site 
are almost entirely Pipistrellus species, by far the most dominant species with over 99% of all 
sonograms recorded.  The extent of foraging activity by these bats on the footprint of the proposed 
artificial pitch was insignificant. 

There was double the extent of activity on the eastern boundary of the playing field, albeit still very 
low numbers, and this area will be entirely unaffected by the proposal.  

Among the sonograms alongside the pitch was a single occurrence of a Daubenton’s bat. This was 
identified by the bat ecologist following a review of the unidentified bat calls in Kaleidoscope and 
subsequently submitted to the BTO pipeline for verification. This returned a 71% confidence in the 
identification.  The sonogram was not identified by Kaleidoscope due to the distance between the 
bat and the detector, with a very faint recording only. It is not considered to be a constituent of 
the landscape directly adjacent to and affected by the proposal. 

The conclusion therefore is that the playing fields are used entirely by bat species which are tolerant 
of artificial lighting. 

8.2 Summarised Conclusions 

• The surveys found that the proposed location for the artificial pitch, in the centre of the 
building/playing field complex, is used almost entirely by low numbers of commuting and 
foraging pipistrelle bats. 

• There is no regular use of the playing field by any of the bat species that are sensitive to artificial 
lighting. 

• The analysis of the bat population on site using the Wray et al metric, identified that the species 
and numbers present are indicative of a site falling just into the category of ‘local or district 
value’, from a site categorised as being ‘not important’.  The Ecobat assessment of bat activity 
found that the extent of activity by bats fell into the lower end of the lowest percentile for bat 
activity within the region. 

• In all instances, the proposed sports turf floodlighting scheme is a modern mitigated design 
that will result in controlled light spillage, keeping the tree-lined or residential garden 
boundaries of the school sports ground in darkness. 

• The impact of artificial lighting on the playing field is further mitigated by a floodlight curfew of 
22:00 hours, meaning for the largest part of the night the entire playing field is in darkness. 

• With a domination of the playing field by typically urban bat species, tolerant of artificial 
lighting, and doing so in such limited numbers, there will be no detrimental impact upon the 
favourable conservation status of the bat fauna in the local area from any adverse effect of the 
proposed sports turf floodlight scheme. 

Considering the above bullet points, the conclusion is that the proposed artificial pitch, and in 
particular the mitigated floodlight scheme, when combined with the floodlight curfew of 22:00 
hours will have a negligible impact upon bat activity in the immediate vicinity of the development 
footprint.   
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Appendix A – Proposed Mitigated Floodlight Design 

The lighting spillage from the designed mitigated floodlighting scheme for the artificial pitch is 
provided overleaf, as provided by Surfacing Standards 
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