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• Panel type — single-axis tracking arrays associated with lower bat activity than fixed-tilt 

arrays, possibly linked to movement and increased glare/reflectivity. 

• The so-called ‘lake effect’ — the flat, smooth glass surface of panels may reflect echolocation 

calls in a way similar to open water, potentially confusing bats’ sonar or reading as unsuitable 

foraging habitat (albeit some bats such as Daubenton’s actively seek out open water). This is 

a concept derived from the findings of earlier studies (e.g. Greif & Siemers (2010, Nature 

Communications) that demonstrated such an effect on bats in experimental conditions.  

3.2 Overall, the balance of evidence weighs clearly towards a net displacement effect, the precise causes 
of which remain uncertain and are the subject of further and ongoing study. What is certain is the 
general and consistent trend of the conclusions of the studies to date towards a net displacement 
effect.    

4 Implications for Rosefield scheme, the validity of its EIA conclusions and the DCO decision 

4.1 While the applicant’s submitted ES does pass comment on certain of the above papers – e.g. Tinsley 
et al. (2023) and Szabadi et al. (2023) – and suggests that these have informed mitigation design 
(REP5-040 paras 7.8.109 et seq, including Table 7.9), it fails to respond to the common conclusions of 
those and other studies and their general implications for the bat populations in and around the Order 
Limits2. In fact, the ES makes claims that clearly contradict the evidential findings of the scientific 
research. 

4.2 Firstly, the ES mischaracterises the weight of evidence in the scientific literature, for example in 
suggesting (para 7.8.110) that “currently available findings indicate a variable effect of solar farms on 
Myotis depending both on the baseline habitat and potentially the composition of Myotis recorded by 
each study. This underlines the importance of not making broad generalisations from small scale 
studies”. This is to seek to muddy the waters around the general displacement/avoidance trend that 
has been observed by focussing on the difficulty of disaggregating Bechstein’s bat calls from those of 
other Myotis bat species. It also makes a demonstrably incorrect claim that the Tinsley et al and 
Szabadi et al studies, at 19 sites and 190 sites respectively, are ‘small-scale studies’.    

4.3 Further, ES para 7.10.54 states that "grassland under and between the Solar PV modules will be seeded 
with a species-rich grassland mix... considered likely to offer increase foraging opportunities for 
Bechstein's bat throughout the Site and consequently result in a beneficial impact." ES para 7.10.71 
makes an equivalent claim for "other bat species" ("improvement of areas underneath and between 
Solar PV modules... considered likely to ensure the availability of habitats of greatest value"). The 
evidence base relied upon for these assertions (e.g. Martin (2022) cited as Ref 7-62 in the ES) 
comprises three general vegetation/pollinator studies none of which are studies on bats. The 
applicant thus seeks to make a leap of faith (that invertebrate populations benefiting from conversion 
of arable to grassland will benefit foraging bats) in complete disregard of the counterbalancing and 
more direct evidence from the papers listed at Table 1 above that bats may actually be deterred from 
exploiting any such food resource (i.e. discouraged from entering and foraging within solar PV fields) 
by other factors.  

 
2 The Examination heard an oral assertion from Ms Reason for the Applicant at ISH2 that the studies that showed 
displacement effects on bats were generally of poorly managed solar farms. No evidence in support of that 
exceptionalist assertion was provided then, or since, and one wonders whether the operators of the implicated solar 
farms would take the same view and support Ms Reason’s position on that point. It is also noted that the factors that 
might make Rosefield an exception to the general rule of how solar farms are managed – in particular secured grazing – 
are in fact not fully committed to by the applicant, but merely stated as an ‘aspiration’.  
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