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Minutes of the Bat Group Forum Meeting held on Saturday 3rd 
February 2007 at the National Museum, Cathays Park, Cardiff 

 
ACTION POINTS 

 
4 BCT Review Working Group  
 
ACTION: All to encourage bat workers and BCT members to circulate 
the questionnaire and send responses to BCT by 16th February. 
 
5 Nominations of a further Bat Group Forum representative to be 
voted on by members of BCT to become a Trustee at the next AGM 
 
ACTION: AC will produce a short document for circulation to 
members to inform them of the requirement for an additional Trustee 
with high-level policy experience.   
 
ACTION: SM to email RH list of Trustees. 
 
6 BAP Species Priorities  
 
ACTION: Bat Groups to try to ensure that serotines are on local BAPs 
and Community Action Plans as appropriate.  

 
7 Update on changes to the Habitats Regulations  
 
ACTION: BCT to seek clarification from Defra as to the procedure for 
householder exclusions. 
 
ACTION: AC to write to Defra asking for clarification on guidelines for 
bat workers. 

 
8 Update on Survey Guidelines 
 
ACTION: All to note deadline of 7th March for comments on draft  
Survey Guidelines. 
 
9 Update on Bat Investigations Project  
 
ACTION: All to email Ali Rasey with details if they see adhesive rodent 
traps for sale in high street shops. 
 
10 Bat Group Support Fund 
 
ACTION: SM to circulate bat groups with information on the Bat 
Group Support Fund and inform them of the option of applying for 
funding to cover costs of attending National Conference 
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11 BCT Quarterly Report 
  
ACTION: NBMP team to check numbers in Colony Counts table and 
make amendment in next Quarterly Report.  
 
12  Update on Tyvek issues 
 
ACTION: Carol Williams to attend next meeting of the Bat Group 
Forum. 
 
13 Other key issues 
 
ACTION: CL to amend advice regarding giving bats cotton wool 
soaked in water.  

 
ACTION: Katie Parsons to update Bat Group Forum on ALGE 
Guidelines at the next meeting.  
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Minutes of the Bat Group Forum Meeting held on Saturday 3rd 
February 2007 at the National Museum, Cathays Park, Cardiff 
 
In Attendance: 
Ross Baker (RB)   Surrey Bat Group 
Pete Banfield (PB)   Somerset Bat Group and Dorset Bat Group 
Kathryn Birch (KB) Gwynedd Bat Group and North Wales Regional 

Rep 
Erika Colkett  (EC)   Valleys Bat Group      
Rebecca Collins (RC) Herefordshire Bat Group and Joint West 

Midlands Regional Rep 
Bob Cornes (BC) Bedfordshire Bat Group and Acting East 

Midlands Regional Rep 
Pat Costen (PC)   Guernsey Bat Group 
Danielle Cowell (DC)  Cardiff Bat Group 
Amy Coyte (AC)   BCT Chief Executive 
Richard Crompton (RC)  North Ceredigion Bat Group and BCT Trustee 
Richard Dodd (RD)   BCT Welsh Bat Officer 
John Drewett (JD) North Yorkshire Bat Group and NE England 

Regional Rep 
Maurice Febry (MF) Gloucestershire Bat Group 
John Haddow (JH) Central Scotland Bat Group and SE Scotland 

Regional Rep 
Roger Havard (RH)   Essex Bat Group and Anglia Regional Rep 
Claire Lippold (CL)   BCT Helpline Officer 
Emma Long (EL) Cresswell Associates and Gloucestershire Bat 

Group 
Simon Mickleburgh (SM) BCT Bat Group Officer and Bat Group Forum 

Secretary 
Bill Parker (BP)   North Bucks Bat Group and BCT Trustee 
Katie Parsons (KP)   BCT Head of Biodiversity and Minutes 
Lou Pickersgill (LP)   Somerset Bat Group and Dorset Bat Group 
Ian Rabjohns (IR)   Monmouth Bat Group 
Jessica Rabjohns (JR)  Monmouth Bat Group 
Alison Rasey (AR)   BCT Investigations Officer and Minutes 
Julia Summerton (JS) South East Staffs Bat Group and Joint West 

Midlands Regional Rep 
Shirley Thompson (ST) BCT Hon Education Officer, SE England 

Regional Rep and Kent Bat Group 
Nick Tomlinson (NT)  Bat Group Forum Chair and Dorset Bat Group  
Stephen West (SW)    Worcestershire Bat Group 
Lynn Whitfield (LW)  Surrey Bat Group 
Anne Youngman (AY)  BCT Scottish Bat Officer  
 
The Forum meeting was preceded with a presentation given by Ian Rabjohns of 
Monmouth Bat Group about the ongoing Gwent Bat Survey.  The meeting 
thanked Ian for a most interesting talk. 



Bat Group Forum Minutes: Saturday 3
rd

 February 2007 

From: www.bats.org.uk 

 4 

 
1 Apologies for absence 
 
Apologies were received from: 
 
Gail Armstrong, Amanda Barton, George Bemment, Louise Brown, Caitriona 
Carlin, Liz Halliwell, Bob and Annie Haycock, Austin Hopkirk, Steve Markham, 
Tony Martin, Jean Matthews, Tony Mitchell-Jones, Richard Selman, Chris 
Sherlock and Leyton Williams-Davies. 
 
 
2 Minutes of Bat Group Forum 22 September 2006 
 
Page 12, second paragraph.  IR clarified his thoughts regarding mitigation; 
mitigation should be the responsibility of the developer and volunteers should 
not be expected to deal with this issue.   
 
It was agreed that the paragraph ñ RD commented on behalf of Ian 
Rabjohnsé..and not bat volunteersò should be replaced with the following text: 
ñRD commented on behalf of Ian Rabjohns of the Monmouth Bat Group who felt 
that, in the case of developments, the responsibility for follow-up regarding 
mitigation should be on the developers rather than the voluntary sector.ò 
 
There were no other corrections to the minutes. 
 
SM updated the Forum on Action Points from the previous meeting: 

¶ SM to circulate rabies serology update paper to bat workers ï completed. 

¶ NT to contact bat workers about BCT review ï this was to be covered 
under Agenda Item 4 below. 

¶ SM to confirm date and venue of next meeting ï completed. 
 

3 Matters arising 
 
There were no matters arising that did not appear on the Agenda. 
 
4 BCT Review Working Group  
 
NT explained the rationale behind the BCT Review Working Group. The group 
was established because of concerns expressed by some bat workers at the last 
Bat Group Forum Meeting about the way in which BCT communicated with the 
bat conservation community.  However, investigating the possibility of a review 
had been a much bigger task than NT had envisaged.  The BCT Review Working 
Group had produced a questionnaire that had been widely circulated to bat 
workers, BCT members, bat groups and others, to gather opinions on a potential 
review.  The deadline for questionnaires to be returned to BCT was Friday 16th 
February.  The whole process had taken longer than expected.  The questionnaire 
would enable BCT to gather important information to move forward on this issue.  
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The results of the questionnaire and any follow-up would be discussed at the May 
meeting of the Bat Group Forum. AC reported that there had been around 1,000 
returns so far.  SM explained that a number of email lists existed at BCT and 
because some of these overlapped, some people may have received several copies 
of the questionnaire.  Therefore it was not possible to know the overall sample 
size.   
 
ACTION: All to encourage bat workers and BCT members to circulate 
the questionnaire and send responses to BCT by 16th February. 
 
JH asked how the analysis would be circulated.  AC explained that analysis would 
be completed for the Trusteesô meeting in April and would be reported on at the 
next Forum meeting in May. 
 
5 Nominations of a further Bat Group Forum representative to be 
voted on by members of BCT to become a Trustee at the next AGM 
 
AC explained that the Board of Trustees had decided that it would be beneficial to 
have an additional representative from the Bat Group Forum to serve as a 
Trustee.  To facilitate this, an email would be circulated soon to all bat groups 
requesting nominations by the end of March.  All nominations would then be 
circulated to bat groups asking for their votes.  Each bat group would be entitled 
to a single vote.  

 
ST asked whether the Board were looking for one or two additional Trustees.  AC 
explained that there was a request for one bat group representative at the 
moment as there was also a need for a Trustee with experience in high-level 
policy work.  AC also stressed that the general membership could also nominate 
any individual as long as that nomination was received at least six weeks prior to 
the AGM. At the AGM, the membership would vote on all nominations.  It was 
agreed that it was important to let BCT members know that the Board of Trustees 
was looking for an additional Trustee with high-level policy experience 

 
ACTION: AC will produce a short document for circulation to 
members to inform them of the requirement for an additional Trustee 
with high-level policy experience.   
 
NT emphasised that nominees also needed to explain why they are putting 
themselves forward. 

 
RH asked for clarification as to how many Trustees there were.  It was confirmed 
that there were currently 11. 
 
ACTION: SM to email RH list of Trustees. 
 
BP and Gail Armstrong were the Trustees currently representing bat groups.  JR 
felt there should be a Regional Representative on the Board of Trustees to 
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specifically represent Wales as well as Trustees to represent other regions of the 
UK.  NT felt there was a need to look at how each bat group region was 
represented on the Bat Group Forum and that the Trustees representing bat 
groups should represent all groups regardless of where they themselves came 
from.  BC was also concerned that most of the Trusteesô positions could then be 
filled with representatives from the Bat Group Forum rather than held by people 
with specific skills needed.  BC further explained that people attending the Bat 
Group Forum used to represent the regions but that this was changing, with more 
attendance from individual bat group members. The whole structure of the Bat 
Group Forum was up for discussion. AC explained that the Trustees had to decide 
on what competencies were needed.  BC commented that Trustees must 
represent BCT ï if they had bat skills then this was useful, but it may not be the 
primary requirement - commitment was one of the most important attributes of a 
Trustee. EC felt that time was tight if the vote was in May because nominations 
would need to be in by the end of March.  SM said that once all nominations were 
received, they would be circulated immediately.  It was also agreed that it was a 
good idea for individual resumés to go out with the nominations.   
 
There was discussion on the nomination process and the following timing was 
agreed: 

¶ Week commencing 5th February ï SM would email information out to bat 
groups. This would include an information sheet outlining the 
responsibilities of Trustees and what would be required of any nominee. 
All nominations would need to be accompanied by a proposer and 
seconder. 

¶ 16th March ï deadline for bat groups to send their nominations back to SM 
at BCT. Details of nominations would be posted on the BCT website. 

¶ By 23rd March ï SM would have sent out details of nominations to bat 
groups. 

¶ 27th April ï deadline for votes to be returned to BCT. Votes to be sent to 
SM; they could be attached to an email or sent by post.   

¶ Those votes would then be brought to the Bat Group Forum meeting on 
19th May for approval. 

 
BP highlighted the commitment needed from Trustees; this was four Trustee 
meetings during the week at the BCT London office, plus three Bat Group Forum 
meetings. There were also administrative duties, general communications and 
general Trustee input needed, and then any specific skills a Trustee could offer 
the Board.  This emphasised that this was not an easy option and must be entered 
into with careful thought. NT indicated his intention to put his name forward as a 
candidate for the additional Trustee representing bat groups.    
 
6 BAP Species Priorities  
 
KP gave a summary of the current position (see also Appendix 1). There was little 
to add beyond that contained in the BCT Quarterly Report.  The Species Expert 
Groups had now been tasked with a signposting exercise to identify key threats 
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and conservation mechanisms needed.  BCT had not yet been contacted about 
signposting for bats.  The signposting exercise was expected to be completed by 
the end of April. BAP lists were expected to be published at end of this exercise. 
 
The criteria for choosing BAP species could be viewed online at 
http://www.ukbap.org.uk/library/brig/shrw/TerrFwSppGuidance.pdf 
 
AC explained that it was necessary to have more empirical evidence about bat 
populations if they were to remain on BAP lists.  KP clarified that, based on 
NBMP data, serotines narrowly missed out being added to the BAP list; BCT had 
pressed for their inclusion but the criteria were strictly applied.  ST highlighted 
that this was a reason to ensure serotines were on local BAPs. 
 
ACTION: Bat Groups to try to ensure that serotines are on local BAPs 
and Community Action Plans as appropriate.  

 
ST highlighted plans for a Southeast Regional Conference, possibly in 2008 or 
2009; this may be themed around serotines, given their apparent decline in some 
areas of southern England.   
 
There was then a discussion about the Millennium Ecosystem approach that was 
now being used by policymakers (http://www.maweb.org/en/index.aspx).  BCT 
was drafting the outline for a presentation on behalf of  Wildlife and Countryside 
Link to that would be given to Barry Gardiner MP in early March. BCT aimed to 
ensure that bats were used as flagship species in this approach, as an indicator of 
success.  All agreed that bats should be identified as indicators. RC highlighted 
that bats needed a landscape approach.  All agreed. AC mentioned the climate 
change agenda discussions.  If we could get bats established as indicators of 
climate change that would be very powerful; we would also like to see bats as 
indicators of biodiversity and quality of life.  BCT had just put a bid in to Defra to 
take forward Bats as Indicators. 
 
7 Update on changes to the Habitats Regulations  
 
KP gave an update of the current situation regarding the proposed changes to the 
Habitats Regulations (see also Appendix 1).  In Scotland, Northern Ireland, 
England and Wales, the changes would be broadly similar.   
 
Natural England (NE) had hosted a seminar in Bristol on the changes for 
England and Wales.  KP, AR and Kit Stoner from BCT attended.  Presentations 
given at this seminar could be viewed online (http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-
countryside/vertebrates/EPS.htm).  The changes were due to take effect in 
England and Wales in late April/early May.   
 
It was confirmed that in future developers rather than ecological consultants 
would hold European Protected Species (EPS) licences (at least in England; the 
situation in other countries to be confirmed).  Developers would therefore have 

http://www.ukbap.org.uk/library/brig/shrw/TerrFwSppGuidance.pdf
http://www.maweb.org/en/index.aspx
http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/vertebrates/EPS.htm
http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/vertebrates/EPS.htm
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overall responsibility for ensuring conditions of the licence were met.  There 
would also be a new offence of failure to comply with the licence conditions.  
Householders would also require a licence if they needed an exclusion.  Defra had 
suggested  to KP that volunteers would still carry out the roost visit, and 
NE/CCW would send the letter outlining which options did and did not require a 
licence.  If an activity was licensable (e.g. exclusion), the householder would need 
to apply for a licence ï they would not be able to exclude simply with advice from 
the SNCO as had previously been the case.   
 
DC had concerns about how this would be enforced; all agreed there was no easy 
answer to this and it would be a case of seeing how things worked. 

 
JD had discussed the proposed changes with Tony Mitchell-Jones at NE who had 
said that bat workers would still do what they had done before but once it was 
obvious that the householder needed an exclusion, a simple A4 application form 
could be completed for the licence.  The bat worker would then send the licence 
application to NE along with the Roost Visit Report Form, and NE would draft 
method statements which would be sent back to the householder with a letter to 
form the licence.  However, Defra had indicated a slightly different procedure and 
clarification would be sought. 
 
ACTION: BCT to seek clarification from Defra as to the procedure for 
householder exclusions. 

 
AC said that if guidance was not referred to in the legislation it could cause 
difficulties.  BCTôs Trustee with legal experience, Michael Ford, had provided a 
note explaining the issues and BCT had forwarded this note to Defra.   

 
JS had concerns that there would be fewer householder visits once householders 
realised the process for exclusion was more complex. IR commented that local 
planning authorities did not know how they were to deal with householders, but 
it was then clarified that planning was a different issue to householder exclusions.  
There was confusion about when a licence was needed.  BCT explained that for 
planning matters relating to households, an EPS licence would be applied for in 
the usual way.   

 
JR wondered whether volunteers would be trained.  There was still uncertainty.  
There was also uncertainty about insurance coverage. JS commented that if she 
got a direct call for help she told the caller to go via Cresswells, or in emergencies 
she emailed/called Cresswells so that she was covered by NE insurance. 

 
EL commented that quite a few bat workers may not want to fill out the licence 
application form.  LW said that some did not want to give advice/get involved 
with householder EPS licences. 

 
ACTION: AC to write to Defra asking for clarification on guidelines for 
bat workers. 
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KP explained that once the amendments came into force, all owners of dead bats 
and those looking after live animals would need to be licensed.  NE had outlined a 
proposal for keeping limited numbers of live and dead bats using amendments to 
the current licences; this had been circulated via BCT. The proposal was that five 
bats could be kept for three months for rehabilitation, using an amended version 
of the current licence; bat workers could similarly be covered for keeping up to 25 
dead bats.  If more live bats or dead specimens were to be kept, then an 
additional licence would be needed and the applicant would have to provide 
reasons for requiring this.  Therefore, all bat rehabilitators would have to be 
licensed to take account of the number of bats they thought they would be 
keeping.  The deadline for comments from bat workers was 12th February as the 
SNCOs were to discuss this issue on 14th February. 

 
EL said that provision needed to be made for emergency situations where a 
batworker might be faced with looking after more than five bats (e.g. disturbance 
to a nursery roost).  JS agreed.   

 
EC had concerns about people who would not or could not apply for licences for 
various reasons.  She would email KP about this.   

 
RH also had concerns regarding the rescue of bats at building sites.  In winter, 
bats rescued from building sites may need holding for some time before the 
weather was suitable for releasing them and therefore there needed to be more 
flexibility.  Also, in the summer, some rescuers could have over 120 bats.  Some 
may be passed on to other bat workers to look after, and would this therefore be 
interpreted as exchange? 

 
ST wanted clarification about how long-term captives were dealt with.  It was 
confirmed that the keeper would need to be licensed.  

 
JS had concerns about who would sign the licence for those who wanted to care 
for bats.- would licences be signed by trainers?  EC asked whether there was to be 
a set standard for training bat carers.  It was confirmed that BCT was lobbying for 
this. 

 
The Scottish Parliament had approved amendments to the text, and it would be 
available from a website, address yet to be confirmed.  Amendments were due to 
come into force on 15th or 16th February. The offence of possession of bats would 
not come into force until 1st May. Scotland hoped to circulate its guidance when 
the Regulations came into force but BCT had not yet seen this.  Scotland would 
work on fuller guidance later in conjunction with the sectors it would affect, such 
as forestry.  It was thought that developers might hold the licence as in England 
and Wales. The dwelling house defence would also disappear, hence, in Scotland, 
as of 15th February, all household exclusions would need licensing.   
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BCT was awaiting news from Northern Ireland. This was received after the 
meeting and is summarised in Appendix 1. Northern Ireland was working to a 
similar timetable to England and Wales. They had planned to have the 
regulations in force by the start of April, but this may be delayed until the start of 
May. The legislation in many ways replicated that in the rest of the UK. Although 
they had not yet finalised their amendments, they doubted there would be any 
changes from what had been agreed at a UK level. 
 

 
8 Update on Survey Guidelines 
 
The consultation draft should be finalised next week, and one month would be 
allowed for comments.  A notice was circulated in January informing bat workers 
of this.  BCT also held a list of people who wished to be consulted.  The draft 
guidelines would be available on the BCT website.  There was an electronic form 
for submissions.  If contributors couldnôt access the document, BCT would send a 
hard copy, but it was important for all to bear in mind that this incurred a cost in 
terms of time and paper.  The aim was for the Survey Guidelines to be available 
for 25th April at the Mitigation Conference.  The deadline for comments was 7th 
March. 
 
ACTION: All to note deadline of 7th March for comments on draft  
Survey Guidelines. 
 
9 Update on Bat Investigations Project  
 
AR gave an update on the project. Winter tended to be a quiet time for the 
reporting of bat-related incidents.  There were 31 incidents reported to BCT 
between July and December 2006, 23 of which had police involvement.  BCT had 
produced and circulated a document highlighting those incident types it 
considered were priorities for police follow-up, and this could be emailed if 
requested.   
 
AR highlighted a couple of cases that raised specific issues. 
 
An incident in Yorkshire involved a high profile roost that had featured on local 
TV and the local press because of its unusual situation in a block of flats.  In the 
summer of 2006, a local bat worker noticed that the whole office block had been 
clad in metal sheeting, effectively obstructing any access to the roost.  After much 
work by the bat worker, NE, the police and input from BCT, the Crown 
Prosecution Service (CPS) decided not to  take this case forward because the bat 
worker who had undertaken the original roost visit could not tell precisely where 
the roost entrance was.  CPS therefore said it would be difficult to prove in court 
that the roost had actually been obstructed.  This raised discussion about what 
evidence was needed.  The advice was that roost visitors needed to be very precise 
as to where the entrance was ï and preferably provide photos as well as sketches 
with the roost visit report form.  CPS said that in this case there was also a need 
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to prove that it was still used as a roost since it had not been checked since 2003; 
did this mean that all roosts should ideally be checked annually? There were  
insufficient resources to undertake this, but, in the meantime, if bat workers 
passed a known roost and noticed that it was  still in use, it would be  worthwhile 
noting the date of use, in case of the need to prove damage/destruction of the 
roost at some time in the future.  These matters would be pursued further with 
CPS. 
 
BCT attended the PestTech Exhibition in Birmingham in November 2006, 
assisted by Birmingham & Black Country Bat Group.  There seemed to be a lack 
of bat knowledge amongst many pest controllers.  Some technicians worked in 
bat roosts with no knowledge of the law, some continued working in roosts 
knowing they were breaking the law, and others, on discovering evidence of bats, 
said that they could not help their client any further because of bats.  BCT was 
therefore engaging with the National Pest Technicianôs Association and British 
Pest Control Association to try to improve matters.  
 
Adhesive rodent traps were  a problem for bats and BCT would like to see them 
withdrawn from high street shops and made available only to pest control 
professionals. 
 
ACTION: All to email Ali Rasey with details if they see adhesive rodent 
traps for sale in high street shops. 
 
Sonic scarers continued to be an issue.  Apparently work was being undertaken at 
Ecolab to see if they had any effect on rodents.  There was also a need for more 
work to investigate their effect on bats and BCT was currently investigating 
funding sources for this.   
 
The potential impact of UV light fly killers was also being investigated. EC 
commented that CCW had recommended these devices in a roof used by brown 
long-eared bats. They were placed near the exit and lit only about 5% of the roost. 
The alternative was a smoke bomb that potentially could cause harm to the bats. 
There was also a device called a cluster buster ï this was a light trap for cluster 
flies that could be used in large roof spaces.  
 
Kelvin Jones had taken up a post  in January with the National Wildlife Crime 
Unit. He would be recording and following up on  Operation Bat procedures 
within the police. AR asked that bat workers still send any details of incidents 
directly to her. Kelvin would follow up on particular cases where there were 
concerns about the police response.  BCT sent  a Freedom of Information request 
to all police forces concerning bat-related crime. Forty-eight forces had 
responded; it was clear that many were not using National Standards for Incident 
Recording to record bat-related incidents.  

 
A report on the last three years of the Investigations Project would be available in 
the spring. In total, 63.6% of incidents still related to building works and  78 out 
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of 88 incidents  related  to roosts or roost destruction. It would be worth cross-
referencing information on crimes held by bat groups with that held by the 
police. It was agreed that it was important to improve the response of the Crown 
Prosecution Service; if there were more successful prosecutions then developers 
might think more carefully about their actions.  

 
10 Bat Group Support Fund 
 
SM noted that following a Christmas appeal, the Support Fund had significant 
resources that needed to be used. There was still a lack of applications. Recently, 
two projects had been supported:  £125 had gone to the Teifi Bat Group for sound 
analysis software and £150 to Cumberland Bat Group for a roof rack to transport 
ladders for bat box schemes. 

 
Some groups were still unaware of the existence of the Fund and SM would again 
circulate details. It was felt that the lack of applications may be a result of the fact 
that many groups had managed to find funding from other sources. SM suggested 
that the Fund could be used to support projects in European countries where 
funding was scarce or non-existent. It was agreed that this would be a good move. 
RB also suggested that bat workers might be able to donate surplus equipment 
that could be used in these countries; there could perhaps be a collecting point at 
the conference. Again, this was welcomed. ST suggested that the provision of bat 
detectors could be linked to training workshops being in these countries. NT 
reported that the Awards for All grant scheme had gone up to £10,000, and that 
they were keen to give funds at the moment. AC asked that if groups were 
considering local projects under the Awards for All scheme that they include 
some staff time for BCT in assisting with the delivery of goals ï finding matched 
funding for projects, particularly the Scottish and Welsh Bat Officers, was a huge 
challenge for BCT.  
 
SM discussed the issue of possible bursaries for the National Conference (a paper 
had been circulated in advance of the meeting). The general feeling was that this 
was a good idea but there would be real problems in administering the scheme 
and deciding who would benefit. It was agreed that SM would inform the groups 
that they could apply individually for funding to cover the costs of attendance of 
group members ï this would leave the difficult decision of who benefits in the 
hands of the group themselves.  
 
ACTION: SM to circulate bat groups with information on the Bat 
Group Support Fund and inform them of the option of applying for 
funding to cover costs of attending National Conference 
 
11 BCT Quarterly Report 
  
AC highlighted one correction to the Quarterly Report. On page 29, last 
paragraph, the sentence should read ñéthe meetings were facilitated by Nigel 
Westerway, an  independent facilitatorò.  
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RB asked for further elaboration on the Bats and Built Environment Project. 
Carol Williams had started in January and would work on good practice 
guidance, be involved with the mitigation conference, address the priority areas 
of buildings, and engage with the industry.  
 
On Page 13, there was a query about the information in the table for lesser 
horseshoes in 2006: it was not possible to have 47 sites in total with 47 repeat 
sites and 7 new sites.  
 
ACTION: NBMP team to check numbers in Colony Counts table and 
make amendment in next quarterly report.  
 
12  Update on Tyvek issues 
 
SM had collated some useful feedback from bat workers on the use of Tyvek in 
bat roosts. IR indicated he had seen evidence that lesser horseshoes were 
damaging Tyvek, or other forms of breathable membrane. In North Wales, 
traditional underfelt was recommended particularly in roosts with brown long-
eared or lesser horseshoe bats.  
 
There were concerns about the current Building Regulations where the use of 
breathable membrane or spray form might be recommended. EC commented 
that CCW had been placed in a difficult position when advising with regard to the 
Regulations. KP reported that Carol Williams was looking into this and was going 
to meet with National House Building Council.  
 
EL suggested that it was not necessary to cover the whole roof area with Tyvek: it 
was possible to have a metre-wide strip of underfelt along the ridge. There was an 
issue over cost since it was more expensive to use traditional underfelt or to have 
a combination rather than use breathable membranes; householders might thus 
be more reluctant to pay for this.  
 
CL reported that the helpline and Carol Williams were looking into a technique of 
cavity wall insulation called óbrushing offô.  
 
ACTION: Carol Williams to attend next meeting of the BGF. 
 
13 Other key issues 
 
Bats and Churches 
BC asked whether others had had experience of the anti-church lobby that was 
gathering pace in Norfolk and had anything been done at national level. AC said 
BCT been talking to the Church of England; it was important to have examples of 
situations that were working well and people were happy with the bats in their 
church.  
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RC mentioned the organisation Caring for Godôs Acre that was attempting to get 
communities to care about their churchyards as a resource to be enjoyed. AC 
suggested bat groups should try to get involved with such initiatives. RD said 
there was a website for church wardens called www.churchcare.co.uk. This gave 
advice on bats. BCT had a leaflet on bats and churches as well as the project 
report from the early 1990s.  
 
Bat Care 
EC stated that one of the BCT advice notes on the website mentioned giving bats 
water on cotton wool. This should be removed as bats, particularly babies trying 
to suckle, could die through ingesting the cotton. Cotton without frayed edges, 
linen or kitchen roll were a suitable alternative. 
 
ACTION: CL to amend advice regarding giving bats cotton wool 
soaked in water.  

 
Planning and surveys  
RC felt that the current planning system was a mess with a variable approach 
from different authorities. AC suggested this could be an agenda item at the next 
meeting.  
 
RB suggested that BCT talk to residents associations about taking planning issues 
to the local government ombudsman. 
 
EC gave an example of a case where a bat survey was deemed inadequate for a 
development. Local objectors took their objections to Europe. Though it did not 
result in any action it did make local authorities in Wales take note of the issue. 
As a result, the local authorities were now insisting on bat surveys before 
agreeing to any kind of development. Barns had to have both a structural survey 
and a bat survey at the same time.  
 
KP said that the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (IEEM) 
had a complaints procedure for dealing with inadequate surveys. However, RC 
noted that non-members of IEEM were not responded to properly when 
complaining about an IEEM member. KP will follow up with IEEM.  
 
The Association of Local Government Ecologists (ALGE) had been preparing a 
validation checklist to accompany the new biodiversity question on the Standard 
Planning Application forms. This aims to assist planning authorities in assessing 
compliance with biodiversity requirements. KP would update the Bat Group 
Forum on this at the next meeting. 
 
ACTION: Katie Parsons to update Bat Group Forum on ALGEôs 
checklist at the next meeting.  
 
Wind turbines  
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AR had prepared a questionnaire that could be given to people who had micro 
turbines. It was intended that this would go out in the next Bat News. AR 
welcomed comments to ensure it is as useful as possible ï the deadline was 9th 
February.  
 
Communication  
ST asked everyone to remember that communication was two-way. Information 
needed to come from bat groups to BCT as well as the other way. It was difficult 
to fill the Bat Group News page in Bat News. It was suggested that this be 
discussed at the next meeting. 
  
14. Dates and locations of next meeting 
 
The next meeting would be in London. The preferred date was 12th May. The 
following meeting would be at the National Conference in York on Friday 31st 
August. RH suggested a future meeting venue in Peterborough so that Natural 
England people could attend. 
 
SM thanked RD for organising the meeting and to IR for giving his presentation 
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Appendix 1 
 

Updates from KP for Bat Group Forum, 3 February 2007, Cardiff 
 
Please note that updates on each of these items were provided in the quarterly 
report for October to December on pages 2, 3 and 5 respectively. This verbal 
update for the meeting gives more recent information that is additional to that 
report. 
 
N.B. Notes in italics have been added subsequent to the BGF meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 6. BAP species priorities  
 

¶ There is little to add beyond that given in the quarterly report.  
 

¶ I learnt yesterday that the species expert groups have now been tasked 
with signposting however BCT has yet to be contacted by the Mammal 
Expert Group regarding bats. I will look into this.   

 

¶ The signposting exercise is due for completion by end of March 2007 when 
it will be put to the UK Biodiversity Standing Committee, however further 
delays may occur. Once signed off by the Standing Committee it is 
expected that the new Priority List will be published.  

 
During the meeting Ross Baker asked what the criteria for assessment of the 
species list had been. The guidance (produced by the Biodiversity Reporting and 
Information Group (BRIG) of the UK BAP) that was used in making assessments 
can be viewed online at 
http://www.ukbap.org.uk/library/brig/shrw/TerrFwSppGuidance.pdf 
 
In brief though the 4 criteria are: 1) international threat, 2) international 
responsibility & moderate decline in UK, 3) marked decline in UK, 4) other 
important factors. Further information about BRIG can be accessed on 
http://www.ukbap.org.uk/BAPGroupPage.aspx?ID=1  
 
During the meeting it was also noted how the BAP appears to be moving in the 
direction of taking a more ecosystem approach rather than solely focussing on 
species and habitats separately. The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) 
was referenced. Please see http://www.maweb.org/en/index.aspx  for further 
information and reports on the MEA.  
 
 
Agenda Item 7. Changes to Habitats Regulations  
 

¶ The amendments to the Habitats Regulations are being conducted 
together in England and Wales, but separately in Scotland and in Northern 
Ireland.  

http://www.ukbap.org.uk/library/brig/shrw/TerrFwSppGuidance.pdf
http://www.ukbap.org.uk/BAPGroupPage.aspx?ID=1
http://www.maweb.org/en/index.aspx
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¶ Different timescales are operating, the legislative wording may differ 
slightly in each country (except England and Wales) and the guidance 
produced will be country specific rather than UK wide. However the ruling 
against the UK applied to the whole of the UK so we can expect the 
changes to be broadly similar in all countries. 

 

¶ I provide a brief update for each country but please bear in mind that 
much of this is still subject to change until the law actually comes into 
force and guidance is published. This complexity and uncertainty is why it 
has been difficult to give regular and detailed updates on this subject: 

 
England and Wales 
 

¶ Ali, Kit and I attended one of four seminars in January on EPS licensing 
given by Natural England to explain changes to Habitats Regulations 
licensing procedures in England that have come about both due to the 
formation of Natural England and their takeover of all licensing duties for 
European Protected Species, but also due to the forthcoming amendments 
to the Regulations. We hope that many bat consultants who apply for Habs 
Regs licences will have attended these seminars.  

 

¶ The presentations given at the seminars can be viewed online at 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/vertebrates/EPS.htm 

 

¶ One of the changes will be that developers or landowners will be the 
licensee and not the consultant so they will be ultimately responsible for 
making sure the licence conditions are met (especially important since 
there will now licence conditions will be enforceable by law). This will 
certainly be the case in England, I need to get clarification for Wales. 

 

¶ The amendments are expected to come into law for England and Wales in 
late April or early May (9th May?).  

 

¶ Once the amendments come into force householders will require a licence 
to undertake activities that would otherwise be illegal under the Habs 
Regs. It is anticipated that volunteer roost visitors will fill in a roost report 
form as currently, and they will advise on conditions that should be met (ie 
time of work etc). Defra are clear that roost visitors should not be asked to 
carry any more responsibility than currently. An advice letter from Natural 
England would still be sent to the householder outlining what options they 
have and which require a licence and which donôt. It is then up to the 
householder to decide whether they want to proceed ie with an exclusion, 
in which case they will need to fill in the application form themselves, 
informed by the information in the advice letter.  

 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/vertebrates/EPS.htm
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¶ Once the amendments come into force (with a grace period of three 
months) persons who possess live or dead bats will need a licence to do so. 
CCW and Natural England have drafted a proposed procedure for this 
licensing process which they asked BCT to circulate to bat workers and 
carers to canvass opinions. In particular they are keen to know whether 
the numbers of dead and live bats beneath which a clause will be added to 
an existing licence and above which a special licence will need to be 
applied for is appropriate. The numbers suggested are 25 dead and 5 live 
for three months. Beyond these numbers an additional licence or 
amendment will need to be applied for and justification be shown as to 
keeping a greater number of bats.  

 

¶ The proposed procedure was circulated to the bat worker email list on 
31.01.07 and will be sent to some bat carers next week (this has now been 
done (05.02.07) ï please note it was not sent to the whole of BCTôs bat 
carers list because some people had requested to opt out of this sort of 
communication).  I hope many of you have already seen it. A fair number 
of varied responses have been received so far, although I have not yet 
attempted to summarise them due to time constraints. The deadline for 
receipt of comments is 12th February. 

 
Scotland 
 

¶ Scottish Parliament has approved the amendment text. It is available from 
OPSI at 
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2007/draft/sdsi_0110714
539_en.pdf 

 

¶ Due to come into force in Scottish law on 15 or 16 February 2007. 
 

¶ Offence of possession of bats does not come into force until 1 May. 
 

¶ Scotland hope to have some rudimentary guidance coming out round 
about the time the Regs come into force but this is not yet ready for 
circulation.  

 

¶ They intend to work on fuller guidance later, which will contain references 
and links to guidance which is produced by the sectors themselves eg by 
the Forestry Commission for dealing with forestry situations. 

 

¶ Scotland is  considering the idea of granting licences only to developers 
and not to consultants.  

 

¶ The dwelling house defence is also going in Scotland so as of 15/16 Feb all 
exclusions/works that will affect bat roosts or disturb bats will need to be 

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2007/draft/sdsi_0110714539_en.pdf
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2007/draft/sdsi_0110714539_en.pdf
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licenced by the Scottish Executive. SNH will take a lead role in advising on 
such issues as well as being responsible for advising on FCS.   

 
Northern Ireland 
 

¶ Update was received from Northern Ireland on 05.02.07.  
 

¶ Northern Ireland is in a similar timetable as England and Wales. They 
had planned to have the regulations in force by the start of April, but this 
may be delayed until the start of May.  

 

¶ The NI legislation in many ways replicates that in GB. Although th ey 
have yet to finalise their amendments they doubt there will be any 
changes from what has been agreed on a UK level. 

 
 
Agenda Item 8. Bat Survey Guidelines  
 

¶ The editorial board met again on 11 January and have been working hard 
to arrive at a consultation draft of the BCT Bat Survey Guidelines. 

 

¶ The consultation is imminent ï I aim to launch it next week though 
probably not before the end of the day on Wednesday (7th Feb) at the 
earliest. The consultation will run for one month.  

 

¶ A paper notice was mailed in January to all BCT members with the BCT 
review questionnaire informing them that the consultation would open in 
early February.  

 

¶ I have also been compiling a list of people who have requested to be 
consulted, and an email will be sent to that list to inform them when the 
consultation opens.  

 

¶ Further information can be found on the BCT website at a slightly 
different address than that given in the latest quarterly report, although 
that one is still active at present and directs people to the new page. This 
change reflects the decision to call the publication óBat Survey Guidelinesô 
rather than óSurvey Standardsô.   

 

¶ The new url is 
http://www.bats.org.uk/biodiversity/BatSurveyGuidelines.asp. This 
should be checked for further details of the consultation and publication of 
the guidelines. 

  
Katie Parsons, 02.02.07 (amended 06.02.07)  
 

http://www.bats.org.uk/biodiversity/BatSurveyGuidelines.asp

