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Executive Summary

A workshop was held at Juniper Hall in Surrey, UK on 4th and 5th
April 2006 attended by 31 participants from 15 countries.

The meeting furthered the monitoring and surveillance guidelines
produced by the EUROBATS Intersessional Working Group (IWG) on
Producing Guidelines on Bat Monitoring Methods to Assess Population
Trends at Different Levels. These draft guidelines will be presented at
Advisory Committee 11 in Luxembourg in May 2006.

The meeting also agreed to develop a pan-European strategy for
monitoring underground sites.

A feasibility study for the underground monitoring project will be
developed by BCT. The Dutch Society for the Study and Conservation
of Mammals (Zoogdiervereniging VZZ) and BCT will work together to
prepare a draft resolution for presentation to the Meeting of the Parties
in Slovakia in September 2006.



Introduction

A fundamental obligation of Parties to EUROBATS is to “promote
research programmes relating to the conservation and management of
bats. Parties shall consult each other on such research programmes, and
shall endeavour to co-ordinate such research and conservation
programmes.” The Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) has been working
with the UK’s Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra) on various projects to contribute to priority work under the
EUROBATS Agreement. Workshops held in Romania and France in
2003, Georgia in 2004 and the UK and Slovenia in 2005 shared
knowledge about working with bats, in particular aiding the
establishment of best practice for monitoring of bats in European range
states.

The workshop in the UK in 2005 aimed to gain consensus to drive
forward a pan-European strategy to monitor bat populations across
Europe. It determined that underground sites would be the best starting
point for such a pan-European strategy. The workshop also served as a
meeting of the EUROBATS Intersessional Working Group (IWG) on
Producing Guidelines on Bat Monitoring Methods to Assess Population
Trends at Different Levels. This IWG is convened by Dr Jessamy
Battersby.

This workshop at Juniper Hall was the next step forward in the process
of furthering the monitoring and surveillance guidelines prepared by Dr
Battersby. It also permitted more detailed discussion on the
establishment of a pan-European monitoring scheme for underground
sites.



Aims of the Workshop

e This workshop had two main aims.

0 To bring together European expertise to finalise the monitoring and
surveillance guidelines being prepared by the Intersessional
Working Group of the EUROBATS Advisory Committee on
Guidelines on Bat Monitoring Methods to Assess Population Trends
at Different Levels. It was important to gain consensus and, where
possible, identify and cover gaps.

0 Following on from the workshop in the UK in April 2005, to
explore further the possibility of European cooperation for a pan-
European monitoring scheme for underground sites and to confirm
the way forward.

e The workshop lasted two days.

0 Day 1 looked at revising and updating the draft monitoring and
surveillance guidelines.

0 Day 2 discussed the setting up a pan-European monitoring scheme
for underground sites and clarified the design and implementation of
this activity.



Day 1 Monitoring and Surveillance Guidelines

Background

The methods that have generally been adopted by existing national
surveillance schemes, particularly in the UK, have involved non-
invasive methods using mainly volunteers to collect the information. It
has been the general opinion that repeat annual surveys using the
limited expertise of volunteers should not involve invasive methods,
such as catching and ringing of bats, because of the likelihood of
disturbance and the requirement for detailed and extensive training and,
in many cases, licensing from the appropriate competent authority.
However, there may be circumstances where invasive methods are the
only or best option and there is a need to examine the issues and agree
recommendations for the use of invasive methods in the EUROBATS
guidelines.

There have also been developments in the use of non-invasive methods.
Bat detector technology is constantly improving and there are several
different types of detectors available for use in bat surveys. It is
important to be able to make recommendations on the best detectors to
use for different types of survey and to have an approach that is as
standardised as possible for the guidelines.

In finalising the guidelines it is important to ensure that the species
accounts are comprehensive and accurate, that there is a range of
examples of monitoring and surveillance schemes that are already
operating in different countries and that other sections of the guidelines
that need completing are assessed and action on completion is agreed.
These areas include a bibliography of monitoring and surveillance
information from across FEurope, health and safety issues, and
completion of a decision tree on methods to use.

Objective

The objective of the day was:

0 To have feedback and further input on the latest version of the
monitoring and surveillance guidelines in order to have a final draft
version to be presented to Advisory Committee 11 in May 2006



Plenary Session 1

Introductory Remarks

¢ Amy Coyte opened the workshop and welcomed participants to Juniper

Hall. The workshop fitted with BCT’s strategic vision of good practice,
sharing knowledge and achieving outcomes. There was a broad range of
representation from NGOs, governments and scientific institutions from
many European countries. A full list of participants is given in
Appendix 1.

Peter Lina read a welcoming address from Andreas Streit from the
EUROBATS Secretariat.

Background to the Guidelines

e Jessa Battersby presented the background to the development of the

guidelines on surveillance and monitoring (Resolution 4.9, Meeting of
the Parties 4) and clarified that these were more about surveillance than
monitoring.

Colin Catto gave an outline of factors to consider when deciding what
methods were most appropriate for surveillance. The aim was to provide
information on long-term population changes.

The meeting then split into two Working Groups, one looking at
invasive and one looking at non-invasive surveillance methods. Each
Working Group also looked at the draft guidelines and made any
additional comments that could be fed into the final editing process.

Working Group 1 Invasive Methods

This addressed the following issues:

What invasive methods are available?

Which invasive methods are appropriate for surveillance?
When should they be used?

When should they not be used?

What information can they provide?
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Working Group 2 Non-invasive Methods

This addressed the following issues:

Type, cost, ease of use, effectiveness.
What methods are available?

When should they be used?

When are they most effective?
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0 What are the most up-to-date methods?
0 What information can they provide?

Plenary Session 2

Working Group 1

Jessa Battersby summarised the discussions in Working Group 1. Peter
Boye suggested that there could be a separate EUROBATS Handbook
of Species that could give a greater amount of information than was
included in the monitoring and surveillance guidelines. This could be
prepared in time for the Meeting of the Parties in September 2006.
Christine Harbusch suggested that in the guidelines the species accounts
could be reduced to a few lines with relevant information for monitoring
and surveillance. Tony Hutson felt that the range maps should be
retained as they provided useful information. The meeting agreed with
these suggestions and changes would be made as necessary.

It was suggested that appropriate surveillance methods for different
species could include information that had already been prepared by
Herman Limpens in a recent paper in the journal Nyctalus.

Working Group 2

Amy Coyte summarised the discussions in Working Group 2. There was
a discussion about random monitoring versus counting the selected best
protected sites. Random counts were most likely to pick up trends.
Focusing on the best protected sites can be problematical as bats may be
being lost from other sites that are not being monitored and this could
give a false impression of population status. Zoltan Bihari explained
that in Hungary they monitored protected sites but also looked at four
nearby satellite sites that to a degree would address these problems.

It is important to remember the specific questions that we are trying to
answer:
0 Assessing the Favourable Conservation Status of species in the
range states of the EUROBATS Agreement.
0 Using bats as indicators of climate change or
ecosystem/underground habitat health.
We can then allocating resources according to what monetary and
volunteer resources you might have.

Decision Tree

The meeting then discussed the decision tree that had been prepared by
Jessa Battersby. This would be a simple device that would help in
developing surveillance programmes. It would operate as follows:



What species do I have?
0 If species are known, go to table of species to see what methods
are appropriate then start surveillance.
0 If species are not known, go to baseline survey to ascertain
species. Then go to table of species to see what methods are
appropriate. Then start surveillance.

Do I know where the species occurs?
0 If yes, consider what methods are appropriate then start
surveillance.
0 Ifno, go to baseline survey to find locations to start surveillance.

Examples of Surveillance Schemes

e Jessa Battersby had included the UK National Bat Monitoring
Programme as an example of a monitoring scheme and it was agreed
that other examples from different countries would be useful. If
necessary, full details of these schemes could be included on an
accompanying CD.

Hungary — a case study

e Zoltan Bihari gave an outline of the monitoring of species in Hungary.
In summer there are counts of a subset of churches, known roosts and
four nearby roosts. Churches are used by eight species. There are 28
species in Hungary, about 10 of which are very rare so are not surveyed.
In winter there are counts in underground sites. In autumn mist nets are
used to sample caves that are used for swarming. This provides a greater
knowledge of forest dwelling bats as these animals often come from a
60 km radius catchment. There is no other monitoring for these species.
Every 10" year all “good” churches (out 3000) in Hungary are checked
for bats. Hungary relies entirely on volunteers who are supported
through a small amount of funding - there is no central state funding.

Soecies Accounts

e The meeting went through all of the species accounts currently in the
guidelines and made changes and amendments as necessary.



Day 2 Pan-European Monitoring Scheme for
Underground Sites

Background

A workshop was held in London on 15 April 2005 to discuss the
development of a pan-European strategy to monitor bat populations
across Europe. The workshop had 18 participants from 10 Range States
to the EUROBATS Agreement.

The objectives of that workshop were to agree:
0 A common vision for bats in Europe.
0 On the value of monitoring collaboratively.
0 An approach to data management.
0 The next steps that should be taken in establishing a monitoring
project at the European scale.

There was consensus between workshop participants on the need for a
project to monitor bat populations at a pan-European level and on the
value of working collaboratively. It was agreed that underground sites
would provide a good starting point for a monitoring strategy. The
consensus was that projects should be coordinated at a national level
with data entered into standard databases linked with one another to
enable pan-European analyses.

It was also agreed that consistent methodologies for monitoring
underground sites were required to ensure that data were comparable
across Europe. Guidelines on monitoring underground sites were being
included in the Guidelines on Monitoring and Surveillance Methods,
being produced by the Intersessional Working Group of the Advisory
Committee to the EUROBATS Agreement. It was agreed that a
European project should not commence until the guidelines had been
published, to ensure comparability of data.

Objectives

The main objectives of this day were to:

0 Agree geographical and species coverage of underground
monitoring scheme.

0 Agree common protocols for monitoring.

0 Look at options for collection and monitoring of data.

0 Clarify the role BatLife might play in the future monitoring
programme.
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Plenary Session 1

Introductory Remarks

Amy Coyte summarised the report from last April’s workshop in
London. The workshop was to determine whether a pan-European
project would be feasible. There had been no fundamental objections to
this approach but the main question was “where to start?”” Underground
sites had been suggested as there was already an inventory available that
had been prepared by Tony Mitchell-Jones in the UK. Many
underground sites were already being studied and it was felt that this
project was highly achievable. All present at this workshop agreed that
underground sites were a suitable place to start.

Pros and Cons

Peter Boye commented on the concept of using underground sites for
surveillance and monitoring at a pan-European scale. The positive
aspect was that it could be done everywhere and there were
opportunities for large-scale participation. The inventory of
underground sites already produced had the support of EUROBATS and
this would give the project value. It would help provide information
about the conservation status of important underground sites. On the
negative side there were concerns about health and safety issues relating
to the use of volunteers and it was important to consider training needs.
The meeting agreed that there were tasks that could be carried out by
more inexperienced volunteers (such as placing data loggers in the
entrances of sites). There were also concerns about the liabilities
involved in training people and it was suggested that speleologists could
be involved in the more difficult checks. In many countries,
underground sites are already regularly checked and thus the
involvement of volunteers would be an additional element. The focus
should be on identifying key sites rather than increasing volunteer
engagement. However, it would be possible to involve trained
volunteers in activities such as data analysis. Kate Jones stressed that
the project should improve collaboration between different groups and
that it was not necessary to have mass volunteer involvement.

Definitions and Choosing Sites

Peter Lina asked for a definition of an underground site — this would
include sites used by maternity colonies or as hibernacula. There was
already a definition that had been used to compile the inventory.

Edvardas Mickevicius stressed the importance of choosing sites
randomly rather than just selecting the best protected sites. He
suggested dividing Europe into UTM squares and allocating
underground sites randomly for monitoring.

11



Aims and Objectives of a Monitoring Scheme

The meeting had a short breakout session, splitting into four groups to
consider the main objectives of this project. Each working group looked
at the overall objectives of a monitoring project - what is it trying to
achieve and what questions is it trying to answer? The breakout groups
came back with a range of ideas. The following are common themes
from the four groups.

The objectives of pan-European underground monitoring project should
be:

0 To provide population indices for European bat species on
regular basis. This would be a long-term aim and could be used
to attract support and to meet legal obligations. The scale could
range from pan-European to regional levels and could look at
different biogeographical zones.

0 To predict and/or measure the effect of future global change
on bat biodiversity. Using bats as indicators of ecological
change and to detect geographical patterns. This would help
identify changes in distribution and ecological changes such as
the northward shift in nursery colonies and changes in migration
patterns.

0 To identify important sites. The current inventory includes
known important sites but this needs to be expanded to help us
understand why particular sites are important. We also need to
understand why bats use certain sites - e.g. for hibernation, as
nursery colonies, for swarming and during migration. There will
be geographical variations and this will influence the preferred
survey method. We finally need to understand which sites are
threatened and by what activities.

0 Raising awareness, information exchange, volunteer
engagement and building capacity. This will help influence
legislation and overall conservation objectives.

0 Deliver legal obligations such as Favourable Conservation
Status under the Habitats Directive and international
conventions (such as CBD & CMS). This project will help meet
the 2010 target or at least inform whether or not the target is
being met. Caution should be exercised as any project starting
now may not have sufficient data to inform trends by 2010,
especially if it does not begin until 2008. It was not clear if there
was to be another target beyond 2010.

12



e The meeting then split into four Working Groups to consider the
following issues:

Health and safety training.
Geographical and species coverage.
Common protocols.

Management of data.

© O 0O

Working Group 1 Health and Safety Training

e There were different health and safety and legal requirements in
different countries and issues of liability to consider. Liabilities could be
overcome by countries looking at their own health and safety legislation
and ensuring compliance. Generic guidelines would be needed as these
could be submitted to insurers to show that risk was being managed. It
was clear that insurance was a cost that must be covered. Landowners
would probably not allow access to sites if they felt that health and
safety and liability issues had not been addressed. It was important to
take legal advice on the potential liabilities at both a pan-European and
country level.

e There was a need for training in health and safety issues underground
and there were a number of existing models used by caving
organisations. Zoltan Bihari gave a good example of a training protocol
from Hungary whereby a coordinator goes to the regions and trains
regional coordinators who in turn train local people. Different countries
will have different levels and methods of training already in place and
training needs will vary from country to country. There is a role for
sharing knowledge between countries perhaps through a partnering
system. In the first year the project would need to investigate health and
safety policy in different countries and look at insurance and training
needs throughout Europe

Working Group 2 Geographical and Species Coverage

e All countries represented in this group already monitored underground
sites but these were mostly a very small subset of those available. In
contrast, in The Netherlands, more than 90% of all potential sites are
covered by a national monitoring programme.. Monitoring is limited by
the number of people available. Groups generally start with few sites
that are already known about, accepting that these may not be the best
sites. Sites may be concentrated in certain areas because that is where
the people are or because the geology favours the formation of caves.
While there is not complete geographical coverage across Europe and
even within countries, the current patchy coverage will form a good
basis for a monitoring system. Some sites are currently not accessible
and may not become so in the future so this is also a limitation to
coverage.
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It could be possible to record all species present in a site but it might be
worth targeting particular species or groups, particularly those that are
easy to survey. In northern Europe you would be less likely to see
rhinolophids; in contrast Eptesicus nilssoni would not be recorded from
southern Europe. A potential list of target species should include the
rhinolophids to capture a large number of key sites in southern and
central Europe. Including Eptesicus nilssoni, Myotis dasycneme, M.
emarginatus, M. capaccinii M. myotis, M. blythii, M. nattereri, Plecotus
auritus, P. austriacus and Miniopterus schreibersii would pick up many
important sites including those used by migratory species or as
transitory sites. You could also target those species threatened at a
European level such as Barbastella barbastellus. Myotis daubentonii
would be a good example of a species widespread across Europe. Using
target species does not preclude the counting of all species in all sites
but does give an opportunity to track species trends across Europe.

Working Group 3 Common Protocols

The project should cover winter and summer sites and those used for
swarming — all species should be counted. There may be problems with
species recognition and if non-invasive methods are to be used then
some species, such as Myotis mystacinus/M. brandtii may need to be
grouped. It is important that the first year is spent setting up the project
and discovering which species use sites and at what times as well as
determining the sites to be included in the project. Participants should
be able to select the sites they wish to include from their country. The
monitoring will take a minimum of 3 years and even then would only
provide baseline data rather than any trend information, so we are
looking at a minimum 5-year project — 1 year setting up, 3 years of
survey and 1 year writing up. Counts should be done the same way in
all countries to achieve consistency. Guidelines should be provided for
summer and winter counts and more information is needed on swarming
sites in different EUROBATS range states. Information on autumn
swarming sites is a good way of identifying new underground sites..
Additional information should be included as follows:

Temperature.

Protected status — noting any changes to this.
Availability of historical data.

Availability of other relevant data from the region.
Any changes in methodology.
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Standardised forms are needed and at least one experienced person
should be involved in the counts to ensure data quality.
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Working Group 4 Management of Data

Data input

In terms of data input it would be useful to have a web-based centralised
database though this may not be suitable for all countries. There are
other examples of these kinds of systems so we should follow other
examples.

There should be standardised record forms and data sheets for the whole
area.

There should be a flexible system of country coordination. There are
different suggested approaches —though preferably, individuals could
submit data to a national focal point who would undertake quality
control before data were inputted on to a centralised database. There
may be different levels of technology in different countries and these
needed to be considered.

There needs to be an access agreement when training surveyors.

An IT or data manager is needed to manage the database.

Data output

Reporting must fulfil international and national obligations, and be able
to report population trends at different scales (site, country, pan-
European level). Different levels of access to the data would also be
required.

Plenary Session 2

Feedback from Workshops

Amy Coyte invited comments on the morning’s workshops. Ferdia
Marnell commented on the protocols group, stressing the need to collect
relevant data and be clear about what other information to collect in
addition to numbers of bats. For example, a list of impacts has been
produced by the Habitats Directive. Ian Davidson-Watts stated that this
would have implications for who is collecting the data - for example a
SAC in UK would be assessed for site condition by a specialist
contractor who would collect a whole host of other information in
addition to what species might be using a site. All agreed that we were
not just counting bats, and that the information needed was much wider
than that. Potentially it would require a different level of expertise or
more training. The database would hold a wide range of information
other than just bat data.
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Kate Jones felt there was something missing from the site selection
protocols and we needed to be very careful about how sites were
chosen. She commented that there was currently an initiative called the
European Transect which could be used for selecting sites. The
European Transect forms an 'A' shape across Europe and sites could be
chosen that lie on or close to this transect.

It was also stressed that good statistical expertise would be required
alongside bat and other scientific expertise.

Feasibility Sudy

Amy Coyte suggested that we needed a start-up project in the form of a
feasibility study to fund capacity to do the groundwork. This project
would examine issues such as logistics and costs and should liaise with
people and organisations that are already doing work at the national
level including those who were not represented at this workshop. The
feasibility study could also include an inventory of surveillance and
monitoring programme currently operating, including numbers of
people and sites involved and what would be required to standardise
these national programmes in order to establish a pan-European scheme.
It was important to formulate very focussed questions that need
answering. It was suggested that the main work could be funded as a
LIFE project - another source of funding would be needed for the
feasibility study. A LIFE project proposal would normally take about a
year to put together.

The meeting then discussed how to get the capacity to run the scheme,
the way forward and the possible role of BatLife in this process. It was
agreed to establish a Steering Group for the management of feasibility
study. The Dutch VZZ had experience of preparing a LIFE project and
would be interested in taking this forward with at least one other
country. It was agreed that BCT should prepare the feasibility study and
the larger LIFE project proposal and should contact the Dutch Mammal
Society for their advice.

It was important to get the support of all countries in EUROBATS. It
was agreed that an oral report on this workshop would be presented at
Advisory Committee 11 in Luxembourg in May 2006. The project
proposal could be included in a draft resolution that could then be
presented to the Meeting of the Parties in Slovenia in September 2006
with the aim of finding finances for feasibility study. The resolution
should support the feasibility study and endorse the main project. It was
agreed that BCT and the Dutch VZZ would work together on drafting a
resolution. With a draft resolution in place some governments might
then be more willing to fund feasibility study.

The meeting agreed the next steps.

0 An oral report at Advisory Committeel 1 in May 2006.
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0 BCT and the Dutch VZZ to draft a resolution for presentation at the
MOP in September.

0 The feasibility study would begin after MOP in 2006 and continue
into 2007 allowing a report to be presented to the Advisory
Committee in Spring 2008.

Possible Role of BatLife

Peter Lina gave an update on BatLife. A number of organisations had
expressed an interest in hosting BatLife - BCT in the UK, PTOP
"Salamandra" in Poland and NABU in Germany. BirdLife International
was being used as a model for BatLife but in the bird case only one
organisation per country was allowed - for bats there could be more than
one organisation per country but each country would only have one
vote. There was a discussion over the geographical coverage of BatLife.
There was a discussion over whether there should be a focus purely on
bats or whether it should include all mammals. The consensus was that
a bat focus was most appropriate. It was agreed that BatLife could be
initially known as BatLife Europe as it would be envisaged that in the
future there would be other BatLife organisations focusing on other
geographical areas. BatLife Europe could act alongside EUROBATS
doing the tasks it cannot do. EUROBATS is part of an international
treaty whereas BatLife Europe would be NGO-based.

Tony Hutson then presented the aims and objectives of BatLife Europe.
Many of these sat well with the proposed pan-European monitoring
project. The monitoring project was long-term and it was agreed that
first project for BatLife Europe could be the collation of information on
important bat areas to identify hotspots of bat biodiversity across
Europe.

It was agreed that BatLife Europe needed a postal address. Its
Constitution would have to refer to the legislation of its host country.
Other partners could lead on other projects and funding might be on a
project basis rather than through core support. Projects would then
contribute some of the core costs as happens at BCT. The costs of
hosting an office could vary widely between countries - eastern Europe
would have the lowest costs but central Europe might be the most
accessible and the Benelux countries would have the best access to EU
institutions. There were different models of how a partnership like
BatLife Europe might work. Butterfly Conservation in the UK has a
project-based partnership with a Memorandum of Understanding while
Plantlife Europa is a loose group. Accessing funding might be difficult
without a legal Constitution for BatLife Europe. Abigel Szodaray-
Paradi suggested that each NGO could contribute a small subscription to
BatLife Europe but there would be a need for a larger funder to support
the organisation much in the way that RSPB supports BirdLife in the
UK. It was finally agreed that BatLife Europe could also assume the
responsibilities of the European Bat Research Organisation that has
been involved in organising the bat symposia in Europe.
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